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Foreword

Perceptions and experiences of globalization wax and wane. The
trade opportunities generated by increasing global connectiv-
ity have both been heralded for their unparalleled benefits and
condemned for their risks. Globalization’s intricate web of financial
arrangements has both been hailed for facilitating capital flows and
deprecated for its systemic hazards, grotesque income inequality, and
the practices revealed by the Panama Papers.

Whatever may be said about globalization, it cannot be denied
that the global economy that emerged over the last three decades
brought about an unprecedented appetite and opportunity for a grow-
ing network of ties, connections, and engagements throughout the
world. A specific expression of this phenomenon is its manifestation
between the people and countries of Africa, Asia, Latin America, and
the Pacific. Metaphorically referred to as the South—but not necessar-
ily geographically accurate—this South-South Cooperation (SSC) is
played out through financial flows, trade, investment, supply and pro-
duction chains, knowledge sharing, capacity development, and myriad
social and cultural exchanges. It is curious that cooperation is the term
favoured to describe these activities. The ostensible foundational princi-
ples of SSC are solidarity, integration, and convergence. Deconstructed,
its ideological roots are clear: With other global configurations of coop-
eration tainted by an exploitative colonial legacy or the realism of
mutual interests, SSC purports to be above self- or national interests.

Xix
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This is clearly not so. To the credit of the authors who collabo-
rated on this landmark volume, designed to fill a gap in the academic
and policy literature, the connecting thread between the chapters
highlights the historical as well as contemporary challenges, realities,
and opportunities of SSC. From this solid ground, several of the chap-
ters speculate on the prospects for SSC even as the new global context
is upending the post-Second World War global order, including the
optimal functioning of such institutional arrangements as the Bretton
Woods agencies and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade,
which evolved into the World Trade Organization. Three themes
stand out: China, economic integration, and convergence.

Three of the twelve substantive chapters of the book specifically
focus on China; almost all of the others reference China in one way or
the other. This is not surprising given the sheer weight of China in the
world economy and overwhelming influence on SSC. Here, also, the
assessment of the authors is measured, identifying both pitfalls and
where gains could be mutually beneficial.

A ubiquitous manifestation of SCC is the explicit schemes of eco-
nomic integration, particularly at the regional level. All the regions of
the South have them. The mega-regional variety has also appeared
as if in confirmation of the birth pangs of a new global order—one
in which geography and regionalism do not necessarily go together.
Several of the authors, through various lenses, throw light on region-
alism’s current realities and possible future directions.

Convergence is the grand prize of SSC. Whether IBSA, BRICS,
MIST, MINT, or any similar configuration, the development trajectory
is to escape from the frontier to the emerging economy and beyond.
SSC as well as other global engagements are among the strategies to
be followed to make this happen. The insights of the authors are help-
ful in processing how SSC impacts the pursuit of convergence.

This volume’s appearance is timely. I commend it to all who
want to understand SSC better.

David Luke
Coordinator, African Trade Policy Centre

UN Economic Commission for Africa
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia



INTRODUCTION

Conceptual Foundations
of South-South Cooperation

Leah McMillan Polonenko, Hany Besada, M. Evren Tok, and Ajarat Bada

S outh-South Cooperation (SSC) is both an old concept and a
new idea, an old analysis and a new policy directive. Although
the notion has existed for decades, it has grown in importance and
function, especially since the early 2000s. It has transformed global
economic structures, forcing us to redefine traditionally understood
words, mostnotably “region” and “development.” Ithas manufactured
new alliances, new trading partners, and new methods for economic
development, especially for emerging countries. Most recently, it has
been recognized as such an important concept that the United Nations
(UN) has added SSC to its observance days—September 12 will now
mark the international recognition of the importance of this concept,
which has been gaining in momentum. At the sixty-second session of
the General Assembly (A/62/295), the UN Secretary-General called on
the international development community, including the UN, to help
scale up the impact of SSC by (a) optimizing the use of South-South
approaches in achieving the internationally agreed development
goals, including the Millennium Development Goals; (b) intensifying
multilateral support for South-South initiatives to address common
development challenges; (c) fostering inclusive partnerships for SSC,
including triangular and public—private partnerships; (d) improv-
ing the coherence of UN system support for such cooperation; and
(e) encouraging innovative financing for South-South and Triangular
Cooperation. Two years prior, at the 2005 G8 summit in Gleneagles,
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the emergence of new economies and the significance of their trade
with each other, including Brazil, China, India, and Malaysia, were
both noted and explored.

Since these meetings, SSC has grown in both significance and
magnitude. Emerging and middle-income countries especially have
experienced a significant increase in trading relationships between
trading partners in similar economic positions. Najam and Thrasher
assert that “the global financial downturn and stalled multilateral
trade negotiations” have spurred the growth of these forms of cooper-
ation (Najam and Thrasher 2012, 1). The UN Office for SSC is continu-
ally researching and drafting policies that address the peculiarities of
SSC as both a policy measure and a practice. Yet, in spite of the impor-
tant role these forms of cooperation play in global trading affairs,
and in turn socio-political realities, a critical study of SSC is lacking
in scholarship. The concept has been gaining momentum faster than
academic literature has been able to keep up.

This volume arose out of an evident lack of literature on SSC,
both in academia and the policy world. Current forms, mechanisms,
and dynamics of international affairs, including development assis-
tance, trade, and regional social policy, are creating linkages across
borders in new and exciting ways. For example, the shifting domi-
nance of emerging southern countries such as India, China, Nigeria,
and Turkey is in part owing to the increasing importance of groupings
such as BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa) and
MINT (Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, Turkey). The chapters in this book
highlight historical as well as contemporary challenges, realities, and
opportunities for SSC and shed light on prospects.

SSC and Its Discontents

South-South Cooperation (S5SC) is in essence any form of cooperation,
though normally it refers to trade and socio-economic policy frame-
works between two or more countries or regions that are situated in
the Global South. The term “Global South” is much more nuanced
than a geographical description. Although these countries are pre-
dominantly located in the southern hemisphere, the term refers to
their conceptualization as developing or middle-income countries
rather than their geographical location. For example, Turkey is techni-
cally in the northern hemisphere but is regarded as southern given its
emerging income status; Australia and New Zealand are technically
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southern but are not referred to as part of the Global South. The
United Nations (UN) Office for SSC defines South-South Cooperation
as “a broad framework for collaboration among countries of the South
in the political, economic, social, cultural, environmental and tech-
nical domains. Involving two or more developing countries, it can
take place on a bilateral, regional, subregional or interregional basis”
(UNSSC 2014). This volume is predicated on this definition; in sum,
SSC is any form of cooperation between countries or regions defined
as being located in the Global South. This shifts traditional vertical
forms of cooperation (top-down or north-south) to ones that are hori-
zontal in scope.

Although SSC is emerging as a new concept in the academic and
policy fields, the idea has historical precedence that must be consid-
ered if we are to have a robust understanding of the term. The genesis
of SSC dates back to the post-Second World War era during the lib-
eration of Asian and African countries (Modi 2011), when countries in
these regions began gaining independence and creating linkages with
former colonies. The 1960s and 1970s ushered in the Non-Aligned
Movement, Organization of African Union, Group of 77, and UN
Conference on Trade and Development. These each uniquely indi-
cated the global recognition that southern policies and economies
mattered, and necessitated attention. Despite these examples of SSC
at this time, north-south forms of cooperation dominated the post-
Second World War era through to the 1990s. The importance placed
on international development assistance and the dominance of the
United States and USSR as a result of the Cold War largely explains
this focus on North-South cooperation.

This call to action spurred on the establishment of the UN
Development Programme’s Special Unit for SSC by the UN General
Assembly in 1978. Its mandate is to promote, coordinate, and support
SSC and cooperation within the UN by focusing on policy dialogue,
policy development, public—private partnerships, and southern devel-
opment exchange. Another body, the United Nations Office for SSC,
has four main arms with which it encourages and enables SSC. The
Global South-South Development (GSSD) policy section sets direc-
tions, the GSSD Academy produces solutions, the GSSD Expo show-
cases solutions, and the South-South Global Assets and Technology
Exchange transfers solutions. Previously, the GSSD Expo was held at
the UN’s European headquarters, but for the first time in 2013, it was
held at the United Nations Environment Programme headquarters
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in Nairobi, Kenya—the first Southern country to host the prestigious
event. Regional South-South development expos are also picking up
steam, with the first Arab States Regional South-South Development
Expo taking place from February 18 to 20, 2014.

The guiding principles of SSC are solidarity among peoples
and countries of the South in order to improve their well-being,
self-reliance, and attainment of internationally agreed development
goals such as the Millennium Development Goals. All SSC initiatives
must be decided by the South countries themselves with deference to
national ownership and sovereignty, non-conditionality, mutual ben-
efit as equal partners, and non-interference in other domestic affairs.
SSC facilitates knowledge sharing, skills training, expertise exchange,
and resource distribution in order to achieve development goals
together. SSC reaches across different sectors (such as health and edu-
cation). Stemming from this initial framework, SSC has also driven
increased South-South trade, foreign direct investment between South
countries, and other forms of exchanges.

In the ever-changing arena of global development governance,
SSC entails diverse forms of cooperation among developing coun-
tries. The evolving aid architecture and mounting development chal-
lenges, caused by recent food, financial, and energy crises, demand an
urgent and critical review of existing aid modalities, policymaking,
and forums for international cooperation. An important question in
this context is to what extent the changing global order and the rise
of emerging powers is transforming the nature of development coop-
eration. Increasing the role and visibility of emerging powers and
their institutional establishments such as BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India,
China, and South Africa), IBSA (India-Brazil-South Africa), G20,
Regional Economic Economies, and regional development banks,
as well as the increasing importance of emerging economies on the
global stage will require a new understanding of what constitutes
development assistance, good governance, transparency, ownership,
and accountability that will promote equitable broad-based economic
growth and lead to poverty alleviation. A goal of this book is to begin
to break down the divide between traditional and emerging devel-
opment partners. We argue that SSC is a fertile area to study these
changes and transformations at this critical juncture.

As many chapters will reveal, the future of SSC depends on
many factors, such as improving means of communication and shar-
ing of knowledge among partner countries and adopting a more
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analytical approach to define emerging modalities and practices of
SSC. Thereby, this volume brings together an array of studies, focused
on the various regions, to examine the concepts, analyses, and distinc-
tions that shape the forms and functions of South-South Cooperation.
Despite SSC now existing as an important component in understand-
ing global economic relationships and functions, there still remains
limited scholarship in the area of SSC. This publication fills this gap in
the literature, addressing both SSC as a concept and providing several
regional and international examples of these forms of cooperation and
their importance. We understand that SSC is not a new term, rather
one that has become increasingly relevant in recent history. This open-
ing chapter discusses the history of SSC and its relevance for actors,
policies, and constructions in the global economic system. We argue
that SSC can best be understood by examining its three areas of influ-
ence: policy, institutions, and regional focus. These areas, presented
by theme, are not only indicative of isolated characteristics of SSC,
but also illustrate why and how modalities, policies, and prospects
pertaining to SSC are crucial in understanding major development
challenges in today’s world.

Despite the momentum of SSC, the concept is not without its
critics or skeptics. Cheru (2016) places the analysts of SSC into four
broad categories: alarmists, skeptics, critics of new imperialism, and
cheerleaders. The latter involves those who are proponents of SSC,
who recognize the possibilities that have not been otherwise available
to Southern states. As SSC has expanded the number of actors from
which Southern countries can choose for aid and trade, opportunities
are exponentially increased (Abdenur and Da Fonseca 2013). This vol-
ume recognizes the opportunities that SSC brings the Global South,
and thus falls within this category.

However, the other categories, as conceptualized by Cheru, need
mentioning. The alarmists contend that these new forms are threat-
ening global and national security of traditional Northern partners,
especially the United States and its allies. Post-Cold War development
cooperation has shifted to include dimensions of human security and,
more recently, international terrorism (Thede 2013). Consequently,
changes to the North-South hierarchy are scrutinized for their ability
to increase power to states that are perceived to be a threat—the so-
called rogue donors (Mawdsley 2012, 1). Countries actively involved
as SSC donors with poor human rights and democracy records are
especially treated with caution.
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The skeptics regard traditional forms of development assistance
as playing a central role in the development agenda and are more
critical of new forms taking over. Skeptics still critique the traditional
North-South nature of development but fear the removal of this
construct altogether. Abdenur and Da Fonseca have noted that SSC
is sometimes at odds with the very “norms, values, and practices”
of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
Development Assistance Committee (Abdenur and Da Fonseca 2013,
1475). This provides evidence that the new agenda may be too much of
a contrast from old systems of development. Mawdsley (2012, 1) notes
that those “within the ‘mainstream’ aid community now welcome
the specific expertise and additional resources that the (re-)emerg-
ing development partners provide, but also express concerns that the
fragile gains made by the so-called traditional donor community”
with respect to the good governance agenda will be “undermined.”

Cheru’s third category, the critics of new imperialism, place
critiques of imperialism upon the new actors involved as the most
powerful players in SSC. Readers familiar with the imperialism cri-
tique will undoubtedly recognize its main assertion—another form
of imperialism is emerging as new powers threaten local livelihoods,
politics, culture, and so on. Three major threats to the SSC agenda can
be conceptualized in this category: imports and exports from these
emerging powers presenting unfair competition to local markets; the
importation of labour that fails to create jobs; and limited knowledge
in these industries in their country of focus (Cheru 2016). Gudynas
(2016, 724) analyzes the experience of Latin American states, recog-
nizing that examples of SSC, including Southern Common Market
[trans.] (MERCOSUR) and Union of South American Nations [trans.],
(UNASUR) are “limited and focused on conventional assistance.”
Within his analysis, he contends that SSC is nothing more than a means
“to reinforce conventional varieties of development” (Gudynas 2016,
721). China even “endorses a revised but still similar myth of the stages
of development, just like the strategies of the western industrialized
countries” (Gudynas 2016, 724). To some, then, SSSC can be perceived
as a recanted traditional concept rather than an entirely new position.

What is the way forward? Some authors contend that it is the
lens of SSC that needs strengthening in order to see the possibilities
the concept brings. For example, Cheru (2016, 594) asserts that “coun-
tries can negotiate from a position of strength only if committed politi-
cal leaders with long-term vision are prepared to act, regardless of
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the risks involved” in SSC. Quadir (2013, 321) emphasizes a need for
“a unified platform based on a shared development vision” as key
to proper SSC enactment. DeHart (2012, 1360) expertly reminds us
that it is “not just who does development, but how it is done and to
what ends” that are equally imperative to calculate. De Renzio and
Seifert (2014, 1867) observe that SSC is not one unified new idea; that
Brazil and China are the “SSC leaders” but Mexico, Indonesia, and
Turkey are part of a so-called second wave of SSC actors, who need
to be analyzed for the new contributions they bring to SSC. Esteves
and Assungao (2014) view SSC as altering international development,
through both new agents and new practices, as was especially noted
following the 2011 High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan.

Despite the skepticism and critics regarding South-South
Cooperation, the authors of this book argue that these forms of coop-
eration can, do, and will have profound influences and opportuni-
ties for the Global South, especially in terms of social and economic
significance.

A Socio-Economic Analysis of SSC

While academic literature examining South-South Cooperation
(S5C) is quite limited, these small volumes have done well to greatly
enhance our understanding of SSC and its implications, particularly
for the Global South. Our volume adds to this scholarship, but also
touches on the socio-economic dimensions of SSC. This is a signifi-
cant addition to current SSC research, which has done well to exam-
ine economic implications. Using a socio-economic lens, this volume
attempts to enhance understanding of both the economic and social
effects of SSC.

It is important to recognize that SSC takes both its name and its
analysis from the much more closely studied forms of North-South
Cooperation (NSC), which have been under scrutiny since our cur-
rent understanding of international development first began materi-
alizing in the aftermath of the Second World War. The first forms of
development policy underpinned by modernization theory focused on
purely economic pushes for development; the role that infrastructure
played in a country’s development was of particular consideration.
Dependency theory criticized the downfalls of modernization theory,
especially the assumptions that development would follow Rostow’s
stages of growth if modernization was conceptualized. First coined
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in Latin America, this theory also recognized the inequalities that the
development system, and the global economic system at large, perpet-
uated. In order for the most developed countries (called the “core”) to
continue to flourish, there always needed to be the “periphery,” which
revolved around the core’s policies, ideals, and wants. By the 1970s,
then, international development began to focus on more social indica-
tors for development: women in development (then women and devel-
opment and now gender and development), education, and health
concerns were a particular focus. And although development policy
has still been criticized for focusing on economic growth, often this
is contrasted with the lack of focus on social indicators. For example,
the United Nations Children’s Fund report entitled Adjustment with a
Human Face, issued in 1985, criticized the lack of human indicators evi-
dent within the International Monetary Fund’s structural adjustment
programs. The report was developed further and published as a book
in two volumes, using the same title (Cornia et al. 1987).

This focus on social indicators has been criticized. World Bank
(2013) data reveal that since the 1970s, Africa’s percentage of exports
worldwide has declined by over 60 percent. Calderisi (2007) argues
that this is a dominant reason for perpetual underdevelopment—that
African nations have not been contenders in the global market largely
because development policy has focused on social indicators. One
needs to only glance at the Millennium Development Goals, which
have framed development policy over the last two decades, to see the
focus on social rather than economic indicators—education, health,
food, and climate change are all mentioned; job creation and eco-
nomic advancement are not.

International development has supporters, critics, and those
completely opposed to the practices, including Moyo and Easterly.
Indeed, NSC is “exposed to global scrutiny” (Chaturvedi et al. 2012,
23), with measures including the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness
and the Accra Agenda for Action as examples of attempts to overcome
the critics. Yet, both SSC and NSC are underpinned by “the balance
of self-interest and humanitarian concern” (Chaturvedi et al. 2012,
245). What is different, according to these authors, is that SSC coun-
tries have yet to receive the mass amount of scrutiny and critique as
NSC attempts. In fact, unlike NSC relationships, which must show
the developed countries behaving in an altruistic, unselfish manner,
SSC relationships are premised on the understanding that the form of
cooperation is mutually beneficial to both countries. In addition, while
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Northern powers focus on human rights and governance measures
within their recipient countries while creating cooperation objec-
tives, SSC relationships are premised on sovereignty —a fact that has
made SSC relationships so appealing to some countries. For example,
whereas the West withholds aid when countries are thought to be
committing human rights abuses, Southern countries such as China
come in without facing any scrutiny (Alden 2007).

Recognizing the social impact of policies and realities has been
paramount to analyses of North-South Cooperation. In recognizing
that SSC takes its name and its analysis from NSC, we contend that
it is through a socio-economic analysis that we can best understand
SSC as a concept and recognize its implications. Thus, this publication
uses this approach; it also includes chapters that look at more social-
specific issues, such as gender.

The Regional Focus of SSC

Analyzing SSC from within its regional focus is important for under-
standing the variances of the cooperation by region. While SSC is
exercised globally, regional ties do exist that create alliances within
countries, either geographically or for other socio-cultural and eco-
nomic reasons. One of the most interesting and influential compo-
nents of SSC is the way in which it has redefined traditional notions of
regionalism. One can look to Katzenstein’s (2005) concept of “porous
regions” to examine the idea of regions not being geographically
bound. SSC has created regions that transcend not just borders, but
also continents.

While there are countless examples of SSC, we have chosen to
concentrate on nine key areas, namely for their integral importance in
understanding and viewing the growing SSC dialogue: IBSA (India,
Brazil, South Africa); BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, South
Africa); MIIST (Mexico, Indonesia, India, South Korea, Turkey); MINT
(Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, Turkey); China and Africa; continental
Africa; Middle East and North Africa (MENA); Latin America and the
Caribbean (LAC), including Small Island Developing States (SIDS);
and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). Although
our contributing chapters do not investigate all of these regions in
detail, they are important to mention in an introductory chapter as
they exemplify the shift from country-to-country regionalism toward
regional blocs as an important development in SSC.
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IBSA: India, Brazil, South Africa

IBSA is a unique forum that brings together India, Brazil, and South
Africa, three large democracies and major economies from three
different continents with similar challenges. All three countries are
developing pluralistic, multicultural, multi-ethnic, multilingual, and
multireligious nations. The idea of establishing IBSA was discussed
at a meeting between the then prime minister of India and the then
presidents of Brazil and South Africa in Evian on June 2, 2003, prior
to the G8 summit. The grouping was formalized and named the IBSA
Dialogue Forum when the foreign ministers of the three countries met
in Brasilia on June 6, 2003, to issue the Brasilia Declaration.

BRICS: Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa

Brazil, Russia, India, China and, later, South Africa are the countries
that formed BRICS, which was the first newly emerging regional bloc
to be identified as a collective group shifting from an impoverished to
a growing economy. These five countries demonstrate that regionalism
in SSC is not limited to regions of geography. In contrast, BRICS com-
prises numerous global geographical regions and is crafted as a global
region because of these countries’ thriving economies. In addition, the
five countries share common challenges. They are the economic pow-
erhouses within their poor geographical regions yet have the economic
prowess to improve their national development. For example, both
Brazil and South Africa are the largest economies in South America and
Africa. However, in the absence of having neighbouring states with
similarly large economies, it proved difficult to bolster their necessary
trade relations. In 2001, Jim O’Neill, retiring chairman of Goldman
Sachs Asset Management, recognized these countries’ similarities.
Interestingly, it was not until after O’Neill’s analysis regarding these
countries that they began to trade with one another (O'Neill 2011).

At present, the five BRICS countries have grown into a powerful
and well-recognized economic bloc, garnering the attention of numer-
ous countries and institutions, including the International Monetary
Fund. The ability of these large economies to trade with one another
has enabled them to live up to their growth potential. Indeed, BRICS
is a quintessential example of SSC at its finest—cooperation that
extends beyond geographical borders and even traditional regions
determined solely by geography.
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MIIST: Mexico, India, Indonesia, South Korea, Turkey

MIIST is the latest agglomeration identified by Goldman Sachs and
comprises the emerging economies of Mexico, India, Indonesia, South
Korea, and Turkey. These nations are the biggest markets in Goldman
Sachs, N-11 Equity Fund, and share similarities such as big economies
at 1 percent of global GDP each, a large population and labour market,
and membership in the G20. While South Korea is significantly richer
than the rest, Turkey has the most growth potential due to its geo-
graphic proximity to Central Asia, Russia, the Middle East, and Europe.
It might even to be to its long-term advantage if Turkey does not become
a European Union member. Indonesia is Southeast Asia’s second largest
economy and has shown strong resilience even in the midst of global
debt problems. Mexico has the benefit of controlled and stable inflation
as well as economic improvement due to its ties to the United States.

MINT: Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, Turkey

The MINT countries of Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey are
projected to be the next BRICS, demonstrating that emerging Southern
markets are critical to the global economic landscape. Economic
growth between 2009 and 2012 for these countries averages 4.7 per-
cent and is projected by the International Monetary Fund to grow
at a rate of 5.2 percent until 2018 (Rice, 2013). Interestingly, MINTs
share more commonalities than simply their relative rate of economic
growth. They have large and growing populations with plentiful sup-
plies of young workers, which Elliot (2014) argues is in contrast to
many other countries where aging populations will make job security
and efficacy questionable, including in China. The production of com-
modities, especially in Mexico, Indonesia, and Nigeria, is essential for
the needs of industrializing economies, especially throughout Asia. It
is predicted that MINT will continue to grow through their ability to
provide much-needed resources for industrializing economies.

Geography is another attractive feature of the MINT countries.
Each country enables access to an increasingly important trade route.
For SSC, the opening trade regions that these countries offer have the
potential to increase SSC through better economic practices within
these geographies. For example, the growing industries in Southeast
Asia and increased production in Indonesia make trade within this
bloc a perfect recipe for growth of SSC in the region.
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MINT is a new concept with very little scholarship. What does
exist is more in terms of projections and an emphasis on why MINT
was coined as a collection of newly emerging powerhouses by Jim
O’Neill. However, its recent coinage is indicative of the ever-expand-
ing importance, and existence, of SSC, and the way in which the global
economic sphere is increasingly creating opportunities.

Sino-African Relations

China is an important member of BRICS, but independently it has
become a major player in the story of SSC in Africa over the last decade.
The 2006 China’s African Policy demonstrates that the Government of
the People’s Republic of China was establishing a very strategic means
for securing its relationship with the continent.

The main imports from Africa to China are “oil, iron ore, cot-
ton, diamonds, and logs” (Guerrero and Manji 2008, 2). Africa has
increased its imports from China, particularly in the area of technol-
ogy, clothing, and motorcycles (Zafar 2007). China’s cooperation with
Africa has led to not only increased goods, but also the elimination of
trade barriers. Average tariff prices fell “from close to 25 percent in
1997 to less than 10 percent in 2005” (Zafar 2007, 117).

While China has done some work in more traditional devel-
opment assistance, most notably in the form of infrastructure (for
example, in the building of hospitals, schools, and roads), the Chinese
distinguish their relationship with Africa from Western influence by
being predominantly focused on trade, not aid. This system is seen to
move away from the consequences of a very top-down system created
by the West, with such repercussions as the decline of social develop-
ment following structural adjustment programs in the 1980s (Moyo
2009). In contrast, the Chinese non-interference policy is intended to
secure economic Sino-African relations without political or cultural
conditions. As Zafar (2007, 106) notes, “China’s pledge of noninter-
ference in countries’ internal affairs and lack of lending conditions
on governance or fiscal management have elicited positive reactions
from several governments.” This non-interference has also received
much criticism, especially when China works in countries in conflict,
including Sudan, the Central African Republic, and the Democratic
Republic of Congo.

What is particularly noteworthy for a discussion of the emer-
gence of SSC is the fact that China’s non-interference is in many ways
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grounded in the country’s own history of control by Japan. China’s
insistence on a non-interference strategy displays an overarching
commitment to securing economic ties without political interference.
The fact that China shares a similar legacy with Africa with respect to
colonialism, and shapes its policies in recognition of this legacy, dem-
onstrates that a shared history can impact the form of SSC.

Continental Africa

Insomuch as Sino-African relations are shaping the economic trade
on the continent, SSC also exists within countries across the continent,
independent of other countries and regions. In recent years, several
trade systems have opened up, particularly in major economic blocs,
including the East African Community (EAC), the South African
Development Community (SADC), the Economic Community of
West African States (ECOWAS), and the Common Market for Eastern
and Southern Africa (COMESA). The tripartite free trade area con-
sisting of the EAC, COMESA, and SADC shows the opportunity for
increased free trade across these areas.

Within their own jurisdictions, these trade blocs operate as prime
examples of SSC. The EAC, comprising Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda,
Burundi, and Rwanda, boasts the “elimination of internal tariffs” for
the majority of products moving across these borders (exceptions
include dental and medical services across Tanzania and telecommu-
nications to Kenya). Trade across the EAC continues to rise —growing
from US$79.9 billion in 2009 to US$84.7 billion in 2011 (EAC 2012, 1).

COMESA, comprising nineteen states across the southeastern
African region, in contrast to SADC, comprising fifteen southern
African states, has achieved 85 percent trade liberalization (Othieno
and Shinyekwa 2011, 8). Both organizations have improved trade
across their borders by promoting trade within these trading blocs.
Trade within SADC has “more than doubled, with intra-SADC trade
estimated to have grown from about US$13.2 billion in 2000 to about
US$34 billion in 2009” (SADC 2012).

ECOWAS comprises fifteen West African states, including those
that are further joined by the French Community of Africa [trans.]
(CFA) common currency. ECOWAS has a trade liberalization scheme
known as “aid for trade” that encourages trade within its borders to
ensure economic advancement void of external economic assistance.
This is particularly noteworthy, because it demonstrates that the
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academic scholarship that assumes a shift from traditional aid policies
to economic trade is becoming a reality in economic blocs in Africa.

Middle East Trading Blocs

The Middle East and North Africa is an interesting example of region-
alism because it demonstrates that regional blocs are not necessar-
ily purely geographic and economic in nature. On the contrary, the
countries in this region share not only a geographic proximity, but
also, perhaps more importantly, a shared culture, particularly in their
devotion to Islam. The importance of the region’s socio-cultural reali-
ties is interesting given that MENA is, according to the World Bank,
“an economically diverse region that includes both the oil-rich econo-
mies in the Gulf and countries that are resource-scarce in relation to
population, such as Egypt, Morocco, and Yemen” (World Bank 2014).

According to the World Bank’s overview of the region, the area
is moving toward more of a focus on trade and private investment.
The Pan-Arab Free Trade Area (PAFTA) and the Gulf Cooperation
Council (GCC) are institutionalized free trade agreements that exist
within the MENA area. While MENA is important, countries within
PAFTA and the GCC still trade primarily with each other. This set-up
ensures that the richer states can still benefit from trade relations with
the richer countries, rather than simply providing economic freedom
to the poorer countries.

Latin America and the Caribbean

Latin America and the Caribbean is such a large and diverse area that
we hesitate to describe this as a region. However, for the purposes
of a summary examination of SSC, it is an important area to discuss.
First, two of the countries from the BRICS and MINT blocs, Brazil
and Mexico, respectively, come from this region. Latin America and
the Caribbean have typically been insular in focus; the dependency
theory conceptualized by the dependenistas in the 1960s followed by
import substitution industrialization are examples of policies that
sought to benefit this region first and foremost (Rist 2003). Indeed,
these countries—with a shared history, similar political system and
culture, and, for the most part, intact language—have historically
traded first with each other. Thus, Brazil and Mexico, two global eco-
nomic powerhouses, have worked at ensuring their strength is felt by
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their Latin neighbours. The Union of South American Nations [trans.]
(UNASUR), Caribbean Community (CARICOM), and the Southern
Common Market [trans.] (Mercado Comun del Sur, MERCOSUR/
Mercado Comun do Sul, Mercosul) are the major economic blocs in
the region. The separation between CARICOM and MERCOSUR/
MERCOSUL creates an important distinction between Caribbean and
Latin American countries.

ASEAN: Association of Southeast Asian Nations

The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) is one of the
most significant trade associations of the modern era. Since its incep-
tion in 1967, ASEAN has helped the Southeast Asian states gain both
political and economic momentum, thanks to a particular focus on
trade with each other and on securing relations with more advanced
countries—for example, through the Asia-Pacific Trade Agreement.
ASEAN Vision 2020, established in 1997, outlines measures to
heighten collaboration and integration between countries within the
region, and national policies have supported this mandate.

Policy Focus of SSC

South-South Cooperation (SSC) is not limited to these nine trading
blocs, but their increasing relevance is noteworthy and demonstrates
that SSC is not just about country-to-country trade but about regional
cooperation. Moreover, it highlights the shifting conceptualization of
the term “region” from a geographical term to one that encompasses
economic, cultural, and political nuances.

SSC is unique in that it has outcomes beyond trade. States and
regions are compelled to introduce or increase SSC for a variety of
outcomes. The main reasons for the focus on SSC are research, train-
ing, and development; SSC as aid; SSC as trade; and the recognition of
differences between SSC and North-South Cooperation. These vary-
ing policy foci are discussed below.

SSCin Research, Training, and Development

Currentresearch and training in the area of SSC seeks to find ways to use
the system to improve development issues. For example, Cruz (2010),
and Chandiwana and Ornbjerg (2003) each argue that SSC has the
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ability to improve knowledge and research capabilities across Southern
areas. Indeed, by providing a free flow of knowledge exchange, coun-
tries in the Global South would have a greater ability to learn from
each other—particularly in areas necessitating research, such as health
and nutrition. The International Policy Centre for Inclusive Growth
(2012) indicates in a report that SSC can promote “inclusive and sus-
tainable agricultural development.” Research and training in SSC are
quite small. However, as developing countries further embrace SSC as
a concept and a practice, there will be a growing need for research that
investigates non-economic outcomes of this cooperation.

SSC as Trade and Aid

SSC is best known as a form of trade between countries and regions
of the developing world. Since the 1987 Adjustment with a Human
Face United Nations Children’s Fund report, which criticized the
International Monetary Fund and World Bank for its social failures
in structural adjustment programs, aid policies have come under the
scrutiny of policymakers and activists alike. More recently, scholars
such as Moyo (2012) have posited “trade, not aid” as the way for-
ward for ensuring that Southern countries are empowered within
themselves to develop. SSC is identified as a means for bottom-up
development: South-South rather than North-South linkages that
emphasize economic growth from within rather than continual reli-
ance on foreign aid. It has been previously argued that the similar
status of financial instability across the Global South has brought a
form of cooperation through mutual understanding of financial status
(Najam and Thrasher 2012). This volume focuses attention on the cur-
rent structure of international aid cooperation with the emergence of
SSC. As well, while North-South aid relationships were buried within
notions of altruism, in fact inequality, policies, and conditionalities
underlined these partnerships (Chaturvedi, Fues, and Sidiropoulos
2012). However, it should be noted that these authors recognize that
these criticisms also exist in South-South partnerships.

In 1982, Shridath Ramphal wrote a piece that can be seen to
almost foreshadow the current SSC existing in the Global South
(Ramphal 1982). He argued that the dominance of Western powers
in North-South countries meant that developing countries needed to
shift to relationships that kept economic growth within their boundar-
ies. He saw economic cooperation between developing countries as an
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even better opportunity for growth than shifting to the then-proposed
Group of 77. Some thirty-six years later, Ramphal’s paper bears much
truth. The 1978 signing of the Buenos Aires Plan of Action, which
adopted the instrument of technical cooperation among develop-
ing countries, further illustrates an emerging recognition of the need
for SSC during this period. Indeed, SSC is used as a way to improve
economic conditions in the developing world, recognizing that the
traditional structure of development that shows Southern countries’
reliance on Northern assistance has not been successful. However,
present increases in SSC, and their benefits to the developing world,
are noteworthy because of the sheer growth in these forms of coopera-
tion. Much of this has to do with change to traditional development.

Scholars have recently argued that financial development assis-
tance is not just ineffective but, damaging to economic growth pros-
pects for the developing country (Bauer 2000; Easterly 2012; Moyo
2012; Coyne and Ryan 2009; Leeson 2008; Prokopijevic 2006). Easterly
(2006, 4) explains that

Over the past 42 years, $568 billion (in today’s dollars) flowed into
Africa, yet per capita growth of the median African nation has
been close to zero. The top quarter of aid recipients . . . received
17 percent of their GDP in aid over those 42 years, yet they also
had near-zero per capita growth. Successful cases of development
due to a large inflow of aid and technical assistance have been
hard to find.

In addition to the poor track record of aid effectiveness, the aggressive
economic growth of non-aid recipient countries is also noteworthy,
especially when examining the case of the so-called Four Asian Tigers,
named because of their aggressive growth.

In many ways, SSC is an attempt to realize the mantra of trade,
not aid. The Pacific countries, for example, have heightened their
economic connectivity with one another and lessened their ties with
Commonwealth states, including Australia and New Zealand; the
latter may share geographic proximity, but their placement as devel-
oped countries removes them from attempts at collaboration between
lesser-developed countries. Perhaps the attribute of SSC considered
most attractive by lesser-developed states is the horizontal, rather than
vertical, form of networking. Slaughter (2004) argued that the global
structure is shifting such that relationships are more horizontal, rather
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than vertical, in scope. Glennie (2011) agrees, asserting that the shift to
SSC, inherently a horizontal formation, is “the future of international
development.”.

At the first China-Africa ministerial conference, leaders “agreed
on a broad program of SSC, based on equality and mutual benefit,
that included provisions on trade, investment, debt relief, tourism,
migration, health, education, and human resources development”
(Kindornay 2011, 13). These goals are clearly comparable to those
of international development, including the broad-based papers
dealing with millennium development goals and poverty reduc-
tion strategy. Moreover, SSC has been highlighted as an important
component for achieving the new sustainable development goals,
expanding on the opportunities listed in the 1978 Buenos Aires Plan
of Action for Promoting and Implementing Technical Cooperation
among Developing Countries (UNDP 1978). The United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP), for example, has committed to
South-South and Triangular Cooperation within its Africa Regional
Programme initiative (UNDP 2014).

What this shows, then, is that SSC is encouraging development,
while at the same time seeking to promote economic relevance and
support between Southern countries.

SSC and Its Institutional Forms

The United Nations (UN) has been very involved in efforts to estab-
lish SSC. The High-Level Committee on SSC is a sub-committee of the
General Assembly, and the UN Office for SSC is embedded within the
UNDP. Together, these bodies research, review, and propose policy to
improve the experience and advance the scope of SSC. The existence
and mandates of these bodies indicate the relevance and importance
the UN system places on SSC as a whole. The most recent high-level
committee meeting in April 2016 sought to promote “socio-economic
transformation through infrastructure development, employment
creation, social cohesion and transfer of technologies using SSC” (SSC
2012).

Indeed, the majority of the UN system that is interested in the
developing world has institutionalized SSC: UNDP, as mentioned;
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, through its
2012 Multi-year Expert Meeting on International Cooperation: SSC
and Regional Integration; and the UN Economics and Social Council,
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through its creation of background documents that seek to observe
the importance of SSC. Even the latter case, where information is
being collected rather than acted upon, showcases a clear recognition
that SSC is an important component to the present story of the global
system. To be sure, SSC matters.

The International Labour Organization recognized SSC as a
potential contributor to labour partnerships in its 2010 publication
Partnerships for Decent Work: SSC (ILO 2010). The Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAO) has published a training guide for monitoring
and evaluating SSC projects (FAO 2011). Undoubtedly, SSC has been
institutionalized effectively. It is becoming an important component
to an international understanding of the political and economic land-
scape of the Global South. At the UN level, one can certainly see an
institutionalization of the concept into the major arms of the global
system. With all Bretton Woods institutions recognizing the impor-
tance of SSC for future improvements of the developing world, SSC is
becoming a major player in academic scholarship, policy indicators,
and practice. Despite SSC clearly playing an important role in the cur-
rent global economic landscape, scholarship has not kept pace with
policy outcomes. It is our hope that this publication fills that gap, pro-
viding an overview of SSC and its most effective responses, namely
institutions, regional focus, and policy outcomes.

Purpose and the Plan of the Book

The book brings together leading academics and respected practi-
tioners from around the Global South and elsewhere who have been
directly involved in issues relating to SSC and its modalities. In these
chapters, they expand ideas and policy recommendations on the cur-
rent and future structural elements of SSC. The book is divided into
two parts: The first four chapters revolve around SSC policy and pro-
grams, while Part 2 includes seven chapters that make up case studies
from China, Africa, Brazil, Indonesia, and Turkey:.

In Chapter 1, Fulfilling the Promise of South-South Cooperation,
Manmohan Agarwal shows that although there is an argument for
the emergence of SSC in the developing world in the 1960s, few efforts
came to fruition during this period. In contrast, globalization and cur-
rent trends in Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) ensure that SSC has a
sound platform for improving the economies of developing countries.
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The chapter presents the argument that SSC has been, and will con-
tinue to be, a reality for South-South trade. It provides an analysis
that is particularly helpful to emerging economies that can help one
another boost their gross domestic product through intra-regional
trade efforts. The chapter also looks to the need for institutional
change, particularly at the G20, to further this potential. SSC is neces-
sary to sustain high rates of growth in developing countries, further
demonstrating that the future of SSC is effective for improving eco-
nomic growth in the developing world through key advances.

In Chapter 2, South-South Cooperation Blocs and Influence in Development
Assistance, Natasha Fernando introduces SSC as an agent for social
progress for developing countries. She discusses the UN’s efforts in
coordinating and promoting SSC, including the aid trajectory of SSC
blocs such as IBSA and BRICS. Examples of SSC good practices in
areas such as the environment, nutrition and food security, health and
social protection, education, gender equality, child labour, and water
and sanitation hygiene are shared. The ultimate objective of the chap-
ter is to demonstrate how the country blocs of SSC are collaborating,
with or without the UN system, to deliver value-added, successful
development initiatives that typical North-South arrangements have
not achieved.

Chapter 3, Triangular Cooperation: Another Option for South-South Coop-
eration?, by Christina S. Lengfelder, introduces Triangular Coopera-
tion as an additional form of SSC to the literature, identifying areas of
cooperation and actors involved. The chapter discusses the potential
to increase effectiveness and efficiency of SSC and North-South Coop-
eration (NSC) through Triangular Cooperation and presents four cri-
teria for potentially successful projects. Finally, the chapter provides
recommendations on how to proceed with this new cooperation
modality without compromising the needs of developing countries.
The aim of the chapter is therefore twofold: to familiarize the reader
with a largely understudied development cooperation modality and
to invite the reader to take a critical look at its purpose, considering
the controversy around its potential to improve SSC and NSC.

Chapter 4, Fragile-to-Fragile Cooperation: An Example of a New Trend
in South-South Cooperation?, by Karolina Werner, seeks to acknowl-
edge the gaps in the aid and development policy architecture. In
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2013, the G7 group of fragile states proposed a new system of coop-
eration between countries, labelled Fragile-to-Fragile (F2F) coopera-
tion. F2F is focused primarily on peace- and state-building objectives
and supports the implementation of the New Deal for Engagement
of Fragile States. This chapter explores how the new framework of
F2F cooperation can be understood within the context of South-South
Cooperation. It discusses the origins of F2F cooperation, and analyzes
its unique aspects, such as its focus on peace- and state-building, and
the potential role it has in responding to the weaknesses of the cur-
rent system. The author argues that F2F is a natural development that
builds on the foundations provided by SSC, giving fragile states and
international partners a framework within which to support the goals
of the g7+ and increase the group’s political influence.

Chapter 5, South-South Cooperation with Chinese Characteristics, by Ward
Warmerdam and Arjan de Haan, captures the emergence of China
as an important player in SSC. The first two sections of the chapter
present Chinese definitions of SSC and its historical context. The next
sections discuss the role of the UN system in China’s SSC programs,
how China views the North-South dialogue, and the Forum on China-
Africa Cooperation (FOCAC). The chapter then discusses the role of
China’s Go Out policy in its SSC and provides three examples of SSC
projects by Chinese practitioners. The final section concludes with an
account of select problems of SSC as discussed by Chinese scholars
and practitioners.

In Chapter 6, China and Africa: Somewhere Between Economic Integration
and Cooperative Exploitation, Ariane Goetz assesses key characteristics
of the Chinese presence in and cooperation with African countries. The
author first highlights the significance that China-Africa Cooperation
has gained during the last three decades in the areas of trade and
investment. She then introduces the main institutions, instruments,
and principles that facilitate this form of SSC and discusses the extent
to which these are unique to China-Africa Cooperation, followed by an
examination of the impact of the intensified relations between African
countries and China with regard to China, African countries, and
third parties. The chapter concludes with a look at the unique nature
of Chinese cooperation with African countries—in view of interna-
tional development, outcomes, and institutions—and considers the
factors that would ensure these relations are mutually beneficial.
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Chapter 7, What Does the Evidence Say about Contemporary China-Africa
Relations?, by Barassou Diawara and Kobena T. Hanson, investigates
China’s interest in Africa under the guise of South-South Cooperation
and in an era of economic globalization. Since the late 1990s through
China’s Go Out policy, Sino-African trade and cooperation has experi-
enced unprecedented growth, which culminated in the establishment
of the Forum on China-Africa Cooperation (FOCAC) to further enhance
and advance China-Africa Cooperation. With the heightening of coop-
eration, trade has expanded rapidly, growing from approximately US$2
billion in 1999 to over US$200 billion in 2014. This chapter assesses the
relationship between China and Africa post-2000, paying attention to
the exchanges crucial to both regions in terms of investment, trade, and
natural resources; and argues that while the relationship is generally
mutually beneficial, if it is to be more strategic and sustainable, African
countries need to have a clear and cohesive policy toward China. China
also needs to ensure that accountability and monitoring frameworks
are guaranteed, and both sides need to advance the transfer of technol-
ogy and know-how as well as strengthen the cooperation process.

Chapter 8, South-South Cooperation’s Contribution to Local Development
and Urban Planning in Africa, by Cristina D’ Alessandro, analyzes South-
South Cooperation from a human geography perspective. Using the
work of geographers such as Emma Mawdsley, it challenges common
representations and interpretations of SSC, and goes beyond the most
famous and numerous Sino-African experiences to focus on other
case studies, like the Brazil Agricultural Research Corporation [trans.]
(EMBPRAPA), an example of cooperation between Brazil and Africa
related to agriculture. At the core of the chapter is a local perspective
on SSC—what it brings to decentralization and local development.
More specifically, in urban African contexts, examples from South
Africa, Lesotho, and Mozambique, among others, are used to point
out that SSC is an excellent tool to make city planning and develop-
ment more sustainable. The conclusion summarizes the benefits of
these approaches for the implementation of the post-2015 develop-
ment agenda, within the finance for development requirements.

Chapter 9, Natural Resource Governance in Africa: Insights from
Governance Initiatives on Conflict-Prone Minerals and Sustainable
Forestry, by Andrew Grant, begins by emphasizing that South-South
Cooperation is not a new concept, although developments in recent
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years have heightened its dialogue. Grant adds to the importance,
showcasing new forms of natural resource governance in the African
context, using, as examples, the International Conference on the Great
Lakes Region, and la Commission des Foréts d’Afrique Centrale (the
Central African Forests Commission). He combines network gover-
nance theory with the new regionalisms approach to argue that the
stronger the network density, the greater the amount of authority and
legitimacy available for natural resource governance initiatives. The
chapter concludes with policy recommendations for African natural
resource governance based on the analysis developed.

Chapter 10, Emergence of Mega-Regional Trade Agreements and the
Imperative for African Economies to Strategically Enhance Trade-Related
South-South Cooperation, by Simon Mevel, empirically assesses the impli-
cations which the conclusion of emerging mega-regional trade deals
may have on Africa and its economies. Findings indicate that African
countries would suffer from erosion of preferences and subsequent
reduction in their exports towards members of major mega-regional
blocks. Evidence further suggests that Africa’s best response would be
to effectively implement its own mega-regional trade agreement: the
African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA). Moreover, and with the
AfCFTA in place, African countries would then be in better position to
open-up vis-a-vis the rest of the world, starting with partners from Asia
and the Middle East. Prioritizing such South-South Cooperation would
offer invaluable opportunities for Africa to industrialize through trade
and it would not just be in Africa’s interest as South partners would also
be expected to benefit from closer trade ties with African countries.

In Chapter 11, Learning from Peers: How Brazil and Indonesia Are
Structuring Institutional and Operational Models for South-South
Knowledge Exchange, Karin Costa Vazquez compares the process of
structuring institutional and operational models for South-South
knowledge exchange in Brazil and Indonesia. While Indonesia’s
knowledge hub established broader policy objectives and system-
atized the country’s own knowledge, it has not clustered activity-
based initiatives into more complex knowledge programs, nor has it
embedded robust partnerships into its knowledge programs. Brazil’s
knowledge hub, created when the country was a recipient of aid, has
managed to innovate in program design and partnerships. The chap-
ter concludes by identifying lessons learned and recommends ways to
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advance the institutionalization of South-South knowledge exchange
in both countries based on each other’s experiences and practices.

Chapter 12, An Emerging Donor in Retrospect: Understanding Turkey’s
Development Assistance Activism, by Aylin Yardimci, provides an
account of the progression of Turkey’s outlook on development coop-
eration and outlines the evolution of the country’s experience in devel-
opment assistance within a historical-political-economy perspective.
The chapter opens with an overview of the changing dynamics of inter-
national development assistance and the current debates surrounding
the non-traditional emerging donor countries. It then presents a brief
outline of Turkey’s history as a recipient of the United Nations Official
Development Assistance program, followed by a closer look at its tran-
sition to a donor country in recent years. The chapter’s overall aim is to
emphasize the value added by Turkey’s development assistance prac-
tices and policies to the wider context of SSC.

Final Remarks

The United Nations (UN) Day for South-South Cooperation (SSC)
on September 12 celebrates the economic, social, and political devel-
opments made in recent years by regions and countries in the South
and highlights the UN’s efforts to work on technical cooperation
among developing countries. “Developing countries have the pri-
mary responsibility for promoting and implementing SSC, not as a
substitute for, but rather as a complement to North-South coopera-
tion” (UNRIC 2012). As globalization has further permeated political,
economic, and social systems, SSC has grown in significance. It has
created regions where no geographical borders exist, shifted develop-
ment from more top-down approaches, and created opportunities for
socio-economic growth, especially in emerging economies.

SSC is growing in significance and form, and academic literature
is slowly entering into the policy landscape, critiquing not only the
assumptions of SSC, but also its very definition. This book intends to
push this scholarship even further, noting the myriad ways in which
SSC operates—from aid to trade —and recognizing the regional pecu-
liarities of the concept. SSC is not a new form or even an alternative
form of global relations; it is something much grander, encompassing
socio-economic traits and shifting power, traditions, and lenses in the
process. Our aim is to shed light on these very important concepts.
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CHAPTER 1

Fulfilling the Promise
of South-South Cooperation'

Manmohan Agarwal

Introduction

D eveloping countries experienced rapid economic growth in the
years immediately before the 2008 financial crisis. While this was a
continuation of a long and stable trend in East and South Asia, it was a
welcome new trajectory for countries in Latin America and Sub-Saharan
Africa, where economic activity had stagnated for nearly a quarter of a
century. The rapid growth was accompanied by rising investment levels
and increasing integration with the world economy, as well as increased
interaction among developing countries. A likely challenge in further
developing South-South Trade (SST) would be to ascertain how to nego-
tiate a preferential trade agreement (PTA) among developing countries.
A network of PTAs for countries in the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN)+6 could be the foundation for the establishment of
a system of preferences among developing countries.> Alternatively,
BRICS, a trade association made up of Brazil, Russia, India, China, and
South Africa—the world’s largest five emerging economies—could play
a crucial role. Initial talks for collaboration by the BRICS countries began
in September 2006, and the model with which it was developed, negoti-
ated, and finalized could serve as the framework for other South-South
Cooperation (SSC) trade agreements.?

Ahallmark of SSC is that the developing countries initiate part-
nerships with the understanding that mutual benefit, equality, and
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non-conditionality inform technical cooperative agreements. For
the purposes of this chapter, “technical cooperation” is defined as
any action or policy by a developing country that privileges eco-
nomic transactions with one or more developing countries. Privilege
exists, for example, when imports from developing countries into
another developing country face a lower import duty than similar
goods from a developed country, or when rules of entry for banks
are less stringent for banks in developing countries than those in
developed countries. Although cooperation is more common and
easier to introduce at the regional level, significant economic ben-
efits accrue when SSC is inter-regional. To be effective, SSC requires
that such policies encompass a significant portion of transactions, be
they trade, investment, or financial.* SSC can also serve as an impe-
tus for developing countries to harmonize their negotiating posi-
tions to bring about changes in international economic governance,
whether through coordinated action at the G20 or United Nations
(UN) level, by organizations such as the World Bank or by standard-
setting bodies such as the International Organization of Securities
Commissions.

The push for South-South Trade gained momentum in the
1960s, arising from the high costs of production that resulted from
the establishment of small-scale plants under the import substitution
industrialization (ISI) strategy adopted by most developing countries
in the 1950s and 1960s. Due to their higher price, goods could not
compete in world markets. The resulting stagnant exports combined
with rising imports of intermediate goods for the new industries and
of capital goods for investment put a brake on growth. PTAs—for
example, the Latin American Free Trade Association agreement,
Central American Common Market, Andean Pact, and East African
Community between Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania—were recom-
mended by experts such as Prebisch (1959) to allow for industry
specialization and establishment of production plants that benefited
from economies of scale.

However, stemming from previous experience, the less industri-
alized members feared that most of the benefits would accrue to the
more developed members of the PTA.* The failure to devise schemes
that would result in a more appropriate and fair distribution of ben-
efits between the more and the less developed countries in the PTA
resulted in limited progress in implementing PTAs (Robson 1972;
Agarwal 1989).
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In order for more countries to benefit and therefore participate
in trade agreements, from both a strategic and moral standpoint,
SSC must encompass the entire production process. With the splin-
tering of production processes, a product is no longer produced in
its entirety in a single country. Raw materials are imported, differ-
ent product parts are produced in different countries, and assembly
takes place in yet another country. From the assembly line, the prod-
uct is distributed internationally to customers.® The level of coordina-
tion, oversight, and management is staggering, making it necessary
for some entity to coordinate the entire process to ensure that deci-
sions are made in a timely manner and that parts are compatible. This
coordination function is usually performed by transnational corpora-
tions (TNCs), which often establish satellite companies to produce the
parts—providing capital and/or technology.

When a TNC first starts operations, it often encourages its sup-
pliers in its home market to establish operations in the host country.
This means that a larger proportion of the final price of the product
accrues to the persons or entities involved in the design, technology,
and marketing of the product than to the people providing the labour.
As companies in developing countries mature, they themselves
become TNCs—they are no longer a step in the production process
governed by others. When this occurs, a greater percentage of the
product price accrues to the companies in developing countries.” As
a result, South-South transactions have spread from trade to outward
flows of foreign direct investment (FDI), as well as to transference of
technologies produced by developing countries—creating scope for
cooperation in these areas.

With more and more developing countries able to break ground
on innovative technologies, the scope for cooperation in science and
technology has increased considerably. The huge pool of savings cre-
ates an opportunity for financial collaboration and optimizes financial
allocation and investment among developing countries. Moreover,
with many developing countries having large foreign exchange
reserves,® the issue is whether these reserves can be beneficially
pooled so that more of the savings can be invested rather than left
stagnant and underutilized.

In brief, SSC must cover trade, finance (such as loans from
national development banks, financial market development, and
common rules for listing on stock exchanges), investment (FDI), and
technology. Such a wide coverage is essential, even if it is to only take
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advantage of trade opportunities where the current state of splintered
(or competitive) production means either building a global value
chain or becoming part of one.’

Attempts to form preferential trading areas in the 1960s and
1970s failed in part due to fear by less industrialized countries that
most of the benefits would go to the more industrialized countries.
Today, similar fears exist that countries such as China, India, Brazil,
and South Africa may be the major beneficiaries of any preferential
agreement in manufacturing trade. The more sectors that are covered
by SSC, the greater the probability that a country will gain a com-
parative advantage in an area, particularly if the technology sector is
included.

Appropriate policy actions that are aligned with a country’s
domestic priorities and national agenda—for example, skills train-
ing exchanges, visiting scholar programs, and multilateral aid initia-
tives—can enhance and accelerate the development of SSC efforts.
Such policy actions can help ensure that less developed countries
benefit in terms of faster growth, faster technology development, or
improved social outcomes (such as faster poverty reduction or falling
mortality rates).

In previous years, opportunities for SSC were far from optimal,
with the terms of engagement disadvantaging the developing coun-
try. While policies to foster SSC can correct this imbalance, cooperative
and aid initiatives between developed and developing countries have
their own benefits and merits. Reliance on the North-South mode of
operation is projected to be unwise. With growth in the developed
countries expected to remain low in the medium term,'® SSC can con-
tribute to maintaining high rates of growth in developing countries.
Moreover, given that SSC is not meant to be altruistic or propagate
a donor-recipient power imbalance and sense of superiority, it is
expected that all participants will benefit equally, and that national
ownership will uphold domestic economic and development priori-
ties. The lesser asymmetries of power among developing countries
and accountability that could be encouraged as a result of meetings of
developing countries, including members of the G77, could ensure a
more even distribution of the benefits from SSC."! However, the mem-
bers of G77, a coalition of developing nations designed to promote its
members’ collective economic interests, have yet to play such a role.
Moreover, it is uncertain whether they are in a position to do so, or
even if they will be permitted to do so.
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An argument can be made that SSC should be developed through
a process similar to that of open regionalism —where countries would
be free to join if they met certain conditions. The need for cumbersome
negotiations when a new member wishes to join would be avoided, and
countries would join only if they believed they would gain in both the
short and long terms. They would also be free to propose adjustments
that would improve their trade prospects —amendments that would be
formally agreed to by the other member countries. While criticism that
Chinese exports have led to deindustrialization in Sub-Saharan Africa
highlights the fear of asymmetric benefits, it is difficult to substanti-
ate that hypothesis (Table 1). There is also the fear that countries that
face persistent disadvantages even among other developing countries
could be stuck at the bottom of global value chains (GVCs) indefinitely.
As it is, there is debate about whether China should continue to be clas-
sified as a developing country.

Recent Economic Performance

Growth and Investment

Growth of the world’s gross domestic product (GDP), which had
declined following oil price increases in 1973-74, started to pick up
in the years immediately before the recent financial crisis (Table 1.1).">
This improved performance mirrored the performance in the pre-
1973-74 period —often called the “golden age of capitalism” —when
the world economy experienced rapid growth (Marglin and Schor
1990), and was due entirely to more rapid growth in developing
countries, most notably in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC)
and Sub-Saharan Africa. Per capita incomes declined in Sub-Saharan
Africa for almost two decades from 1982, whereas incomes declined
in LAC only in the 1980s after the 1982 debt crisis (Agarwal 2008).

The improved performance in developing countries was widely
shared, with all developing countries experiencing faster growth
(Table 1.1). Furthermore, in the 200607 period, developing countries
performed even better than in the pre-1973-74 period, in contrast to
developed countries, which fared far worse. This outcome suggests
that economic performance in developing countries is less closely
linked or entwined with that in developed countries. Indeed, in 2006
07, per capita incomes in developed countries grew by 1.5 percent,
compared with a respective growth of 3.7, 3.4, 6.0, and 8.6 percent in
Latin America, Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, and East Asia.’
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Table 1.1 Growth of GDP (average annual percent)™

Region 1990-2000 | 2001-5 2006-7 2008-9 2010-11
World 2.9 2.8 4.0 -0.4 3.5
High-Income 2.7 22 2.8 -1.8 2.4
Middle-Income 3.8 54 8.4 42 7.1
Low-Income 2.3 4.8 6.3 52 6.0
Least-Developed 3.4 6.0 7.8 5.8 49
Countries (LDCs)

EAP 8.4 8.4 11.6 8.0 9.0
ECA -1.5 5.8 7.6 -1.1 5.8
LAC 3.2 2.6 5.9 14 5.5
MENA 39 41 5.7 42 42
South Asia 5.3 6.4 8.8 5.7 7.6
Sub-Saharan Africa 2.3 44 6.1 3.5 49
Argentina 47 2.3 8.6 3.8 5.1
Brazil 2.6 2.8 5.0 24 5.1
Mexico 3.5 1.9 42 2.4 4.7
Russia -3.6 6.1 8.3 -1.3 43
Saudi Arabia 3.3 3.8 2.6 2.2 5.7
South Africa 1.8 3.8 5.6 1.0 3.0
Turkey 3.7 4.7 5.8 -2.1 8.8
China 10.5 9.8 13.5 9.4 9.8
India 5.6 6.8 9.5 6.1 8.2
Indonesia 4.4 4.7 59 5.3 6.3
Korea 6.2 4.5 5.1 1.3 5.0

Sources: World Bank Data Bank, World Development Indicators, World Bank.

With the exception of South Korea and Saudi Arabia, the devel-
oping country member states of the G20 enjoyed better economic per-
formance in the period 2006-07 than in the 1990s (Table 1.1)."

Economic growth among developing countries has been accom-
panied by rising investment levels and increasing integration with the
world economy. While investment as a ratio of GDP increased in high-
income developed countries in 2006-07, it was still lower than it had
been in the period up until the 1980s. The current long-term steady
decline in the investment ratio reflects the abundance of capital in these
economies. Also, while there has been a reversal of the decline in invest-
ment ratios experienced by Sub-Saharan Africa and the LAC countries
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(Table 1.2), these investment ratios still remain lower than the ratios
achieved in the 1960s and 1970s. Furthermore, investment ratios in
these regions remain substantially lower than those in Asia, where the
ratios in South Asia are beginning to catch up with those in East Asia.

Table 1.2 Investment Rate in Developing Countries (percentage
of GDP)

1990-2000 | 2001-05 2006-07 2008-09 2010-11

All 23.4 23.6 26.1 27.3 274
EAP 31.7 33.6 35.5 38.1 39.9
China 32.9 38.3 39.9 43.4 45.6
Indonesia 26.1 20.9 24.5 29.4 32.1
Korea 35.1 29.0 28.6 29.2 27.9
ECA 21.6 19.5 224 222 21.7

Russia 20.4 18.3 19.7 22.1 21.5

Turkey 23.4 18.2 22.1 18.4 204
LAC 18.6 17.7 20.0 20.8 20.5

Argentina 17.6 16.4 23.8 221 223

Brazil 17.9 16.1 16.9 18.6 194
Mexico 19.2 19.6 21.0 21.7 20.9
MENA 23.1 22.3 23.8

Saudi Arabia 19.3 17.6 19.0 21.6 19.8
South Asia 222 25.0 30.0 29.7 28.5
India 23.1 26.5 32.1 32.0 31.2
Sub-Saharan Africa 17.0 17.3 19.4 21.5 20.4
South Africa 16.2 15.1 19.3 22.7 19.2

Sources: World Bank Data Bank, World Development Indicators, World Bank.

Increasing Integration of Developing Countries with the World
Economy

The increasing integration of developing countries with the world
economy can be seen in the higher exports as a percentage of GDP
(Table 1.3), as well as in the higher ratios of inward and outward flows
of foreign direct investment (FDI) (Tables 1.4 and 1.5). The share of
exports'® has increased for all developing countries, as well as almost all
developing country members of the G20, with the exception of Russia.
The increase in export share is a result of a number of factors, including
more realistic exchange rates and more relaxed trade regimes.
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Table 1.3 Exports of Goods and Services (percentage of GDP)

1990-2000 | 2001-05 2006-07 2008-09 2010-11

All 22.3 29.1 32.4 29.3 29.5
EAP 28.0 38.9 459 38.5 38.6
China 20.3 29.7 38.8 30.8 30.5
Indonesia 31.6 33.7 30.2 27.0 27.2
Korea 31.9 36.9 40.8 51.4 524
ECA 29.4 347 32.7 31.8 33.3

Russia 43.0 35.4 31.9 29.7 28.8

Turkey 19.0 242 22.3 23.6 21.2
LAC 17.3 22.6 24.0 22.3 22.8

Argentina 9.0 229 24.7 229 21.8

Brazil 8.6 14.6 13.9 123 114
Mexico 249 26.7 27.9 27.8 30.6
MENA 244 314 38.2

Saudi Arabia 37.2 48.1 64.0 36.6 59.8
South Asia 11.5 16.3 20.3 20.8 21.7
India 10.3 15.6 20.8 21.9 23.7
Sub-Saharan Africa 27.6 31.7 33.9 33.0 32.4
South Africa 23.9 28.9 30.6 31.6 28.1

Sources: World Bank Data Bank, World Development Indicators, World Bank.

While the absolute amount of FDI flowing to developed countries dif-
fers significantly from the amount flowing to developing countries, as
a percentage of GDDP, the flows are similar. The importance of inward
FDI is much less for South Asia, and in particular India, as the larg-
est emerging economy in the region. This was because until the liber-
alization of policies started in 1991, there were stringent controls on
FDI in India. Since the economic policy liberalization, FDI has been
increasing rapidly, which in turn raises the inward FDI for South Asia.
As a share of GDP, inward flows have quintupled from the 1990s to
2011 (Table 1.4).

While outward flows of FDI from developing countries are
much smaller than those for developed countries, they have been
increasing rapidly —quadrupling in the last fifteen years (Table 1.5).
Outward FDI flows are becoming important for the larger developing
countries, with the exception of Saudi Arabia and Turkey. Firms can
choose to produce the product domestically and export or to license
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Table 1.4 Inward Flows of FDI (percentage of GDP; average for
the period)

1990-2000 2001-05 2006-07 2008-11
World 1.6 2.1 39 2.5
High-Income 1.5 1.9 4.0 2.4
Middle-Income 2.0 2.6 3.7 3.0
Low-Income 0.9 2.2 2.6 3.4
EAP 3.3 3.0 42 3.2
ECA 1.0 2.5 5.1 3.7
LAC 22 3.0 29 2.7
MENA 0.7 2.0 3.9 2.5
South Asia 0.5 0.9 22 22
Sub-Saharan Africa 1.4 3.2 2.8 33
Argentina 2.7 2.0 2.5 1.9
Brazil 1.8 2.7 2.5 2.6
Mexico 2.3 3.4 2.6 2.0
Russia 0.8 1.6 3.6 3.3
Saudi Arabia 0.4 0.6 57 6.8
South Africa 0.6 22 1.0 1.8
Turkey 0.4 1.1 3.6 1.8
China 3.8 3.4 45 3.4
India 0.4 0.9 2.1 24
Indonesia 0.8 0.3 1.5 1.7
Korea 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.3

Sources: World Bank Data Bank, World Development Indicators, World Bank.

production in the host country. Depending on labour costs, it may
be cheaper to produce in the host country. However, if the knowl-
edge that the firm possesses is not transferable through a licence, the
firm may opt for the FDI route (Dunning 2002). Outward flows of FDI
suggest that most of the large developing economies have progressed
sufficiently and that firms possess significant non-transferable knowl-
edge, which is best exploited through FDIL
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Table 1.5 Outward Flows of FDI (percentage of GDP; average for
the period)

1990-00 2001-05 2006-07 2008-11
World 1.7 22 3.8 2.9
High-Income 1.9 2.6 4.7 3.6
Middle-Income 0.3 0.4 1.1 1.1
Low-Income 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EAP 0.3 0.4 0.9 1.1
ECA 0.3 0.8 1.7 2.0
LAC 0.4 0.5 1.0 0.6
MENA 0.4
South Asia 0.0 0.3 1.3 1.0
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.3 1.0 1.6
Argentina 0.6 0.2 0.8 0.3
Brazil 0.2 0.4 1.6 0.3
Mexico 0.5 0.7 0.9
Russia 0.6 1.6 29 3.5
Saudi Arabia 0.1 0.0 0.7
South Africa 0.8 -0.4 1.6 -0.1
Turkey 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3
China 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.9
India 0.0 0.3 14 1.2
Indonesia 0.2 1.2 0.9 0.7
Korea 0.7 0.6 1.5 2.1

Sources: World Bank Data Bank, World Development Indicators, World Bank.

South-South Trade and Investment Flows
Past Attempts to Foster Regional Preferential Trading Agreements

Many attempts have been made historically to foster South-South
Trade. The import substitution strategy adopted by most developing
countries in the 1950s and 1960s often resulted in balance of payments
(BOP) deficits, as discussed below, making it necessary for countries
to adopt contractionary fiscal and monetary policies that subsequently
resulted in slower growth'” —an outcome of the slow growth of exports
relative to imports.’® Manufacturers in developing countries could not
compete in world markets because of the high cost of production, a
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result of small-capacity plants catering to small domestic markets and
unable to practise economies of scale. Furthermore, the import substi-
tution strategy often focused on the production side, and failed to take
advantage of the low wage base. Exports stagnated, while imports of
capital and intermediate goods for new industries rose. This resulted
in the periodic BOP crises as these economies sought to accelerate
growth with consequent interruptions of the growth process.”

Prebisch (1959), who was an early proponent of enhanced South-
South Cooperation, argued that integrating the domestic markets of
developing countries could help establish larger and more efficient
plants, which would in turn increase competitiveness.

During the 1960s, many efforts were made by developing coun-
tries to negotiate preferential trade agreements (PTAs), such as the
Andean Pact and East African Common Market.” In 1979, as part
of the Tokyo Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT), the “enabling clause” was adopted in order to permit trad-
ing preferences targeted at developing and least developed countries.
This clause exempted developing countries from the restrictions on
regional trade agreements, outlined in GATT Article 24, which allows
for the establishment of PTAs only so long as they cover a substantial
part of the trade between the members and that the ultimate objective
was to establish a free trade area or customs union. Negotiations for a
Global System of Trade Preferences (GSTP) among developing coun-
tries were thus initiated.” Unfortunately, neither regional nor global
preferential schemes prospered.>

In the long run, few proposed PTAs proved to be economically
sustainable; some never reached fruition. There were concerns about
uneven benefits among partners as well as loss of tariff revenues since
import duty taxes were a major source of tax revenue. The less indus-
trialized countries believed that the more industrialized countries
would experience a larger increase in manufacturing exports, and thus
a larger increase in output—therefore, they would benefit more from
a PTA. For example, Uganda and Tanzania feared that Kenya would
gain more from the East African Community agreement, which would
put them at a disadvantage (Robson 1972; Agarwal 1989). As a result,
countries sought to equalize benefits by allocating industries among
countries. However, without an official, authorized, or agreed-upon
mechanism to do so, each country sought to maintain as much flex-
ibility as possible in its arrangements, and did not give up the right to
establish specific industries. Other problems involved the inability of
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member countries to agree on the allocation of industries (for exam-
ple, the Andean Pact negotiations) or how to compensate countries
for a loss of tax revenues in the event of a reduction in import duties.

Recent Trends in South-South Trade

Recent years have seen a large increase in exports from developing
countries, whether as a share of GDP (Table 1.3) or as a share of world
exports (Table 1.6).

Table 1.6 Exports of Goods and Services (percentage of world
exports)

1991-2000 2001-07 2008-11

All* 18.2 25.6 32.7

EAP 6.4 10.7 14.5

LAC 4.7 55 5.8

South Asia 0.9 1.2 1.7

Sub-Saharan Africa 1.6 1.7 22
Argentina 0.4 0.4 0.5
Brazil 0.9 1.0 1.3
Mexico 1.7 22 1.9
Russia 1.0 21 2.8
Saudi Arabia 1.1 14 1.8
South Africa 0.6 0.5 0.6
Turkey 0.5 0.7 0.8
China 2.6 6.6 10.0
India 0.6 0.9 1.0
Indonesia 0.9 0.9 1.0
Korea 2.3 2.7 3.0

*“All” includes exports from ECA and MENA
Source: UNCTAD STAT.

Between 2000 and 2010, trade among Southern countries (South-
South trade) grew faster than trade between Southern and Northern
countries, or among Northern countries.

The share of exports destined by different regions to develop-
ing countries has been increasing due to a higher growth rate among
developing economies compared with high-income economies, as
well as stronger import demand. The growing proportion of exports
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destined for markets in developing countries also holds for the large
emerging economies. While there is a strong element of regional bias
in South-South trade given the importance of intra-regional trade,
this bias has been decreasing in recent years for all regions (Agarwal
2013). This suggests there may be considerable scope for growth of
South-South trade beyond its historic intra-regional focus.

South-South Capital Flows

In the 1950s and 1960s, almost all private capital flows were between
developed countries, with much smaller flows to developing coun-
tries geared primarily toward natural resource sectors or the financ-
ing of imports of capital goods through suppliers’ credits. From the
1970s to 1990s, private capital flows—in the form of bank loans—from
developed to developing countries rose in importance. The rapid
growth in the number of developing economies raised the demand
for capital investment to a level that could not be met through aid
initiatives. While the banks viewed these economies as more credit-
worthy, these loans resulted in many countries, particularly in Latin
America, unable to service the debt. Bank loans also contributed to the
1997 Asian financial crisis.

As a result, countries are reluctant to borrow from banks and have
come to depend more on FDI and portfolio equity investment, which
do not generate debt issues. Of the private and official capital flows to
developing countries in 2010, 61.2 percent were in the form of FDI, 14.7
percent in portfolio capital, 12.6 percent in bonds, 5.0 percent in bank
loans, and 6.5 percent in bilateral and multilateral aid (World Bank 2012).

Between 1990 and 2009, FDI flows increased both from and to
developing countries, with a sharp increase in flows from developing
countries.

The increase in the number of greenfield projects—new indus-
trial projects without any infrastructure yet—from developing coun-
tries as a share of all greenfield projects increased from 12.8 percent
in 2004 to 16.3 percent in 2010, and have remained constant over the
past decade, at just under 50 percent (UNCTAD 2012). Practically, all
regions shared in this increase as did the three sectors of the economy:
primary, manufacturing, and services.

Likewise, FDI flows to low- and middle-income countries
increased significantly. However, portfolio flows to low-income
countries were negligible, and while they increased substantially to
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middle-income countries, their importance compared to FDI was less
(Table 1.7).

Table 1.7 FDI and Portfolio Flows to Developing Countries
(percentage of GDP)

FDI Portfolio Equity
Inward Flows Investment
1990 2010 1990 2010
Low-Income 0.4 34 0.1
Middle-Income 0.7 2.6 e 0.9

Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2007, 2012.

In contrast, outward capital flows from developing countries have
become important. Current estimates indicate there are about
21,500 transnational corporations (TNCs) from developing countries
(UNCTAD 2009). The number of TNCs from Brazil, Russia, India, and
China (BRICS countries) on the Financial Times 500 list has quadru-
pled between 2006 and 2008, rising from 15 to 62 (Economist 2010). In
this latter year, Brazil’s top 20 TNCs more than doubled their foreign
assets, and companies in India have been acquiring foreign firms in
order to have access to technology, broader markets, or brand names.

One major reason for this is that TNCs develop products for their
domestic markets that are more appropriate for developing countries
and available to their citizens. For example, General Electric in India
developed an efficient, streamlined, hand-held electrocardiogram, fea-
turing four buttons. It uses a printer that operates like a portable ticket
machine and costs US$800, much less expensive than the US$2,000
price tag for a conventional machine (Prahalad and Mashelkar 2010;
Economist 2010). The Chinese company Mindray has also developed a
number of cheap medical devices. Godrej and Boyce, an Indian com-
pany, has developed a battery-operated refrigerator that costs only
US$70. Smart phones are also being used as automatic teller machines
(ATMs).

South-South trade is spearheading the development of more
appropriate, lower-priced products to market, while FDI is helping to
bring these technologies and products to other developing countries.
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The Future of South-South Cooperation

South-South Cooperation is emerging as an important step for sus-
taining growth in developing countries. For instance, both the Asian
Development Bank (2011) and UNCTAD (2011) have undertaken
major exercises to explore how SSC can accelerate growth in develop-
ing countries.” Sandler (2013) has analyzed in detail how SSC can help
provide regional public goods. The future of SSC lies in its ability to
reduce poverty and improve opportunities for socioeconomic devel-
opment. To more effectively realize the benefits from South-South
trade, policies that foster preferential trade and economic cooperation
for the benefit of all partners are needed. Such policies include tax
preferences, intra-Southern financial transfers, less stringent banking
conditions, and common listings on stock exchanges. There is also a
need for institutional change, particularly at the G20 level.

South-South Trade Contributes to High Growth Rates in Developing
Countries

Developed countries are likely to face a prolonged period of slow
growth in the coming years due to the financial crises experienced
in the United States and Europe. Governments in many European
countries, including Greece, Ireland, Portugal, and Spain, are cutting
expenditures and raising taxes to reduce their large deficits.** Deficit-
cutting policies, which are being adopted by other developed coun-
tries, such as the United Kingdom and the United States, will slow
down economic recovery. Furthermore, past experience suggests that
large imbalances are corrected following a long period of slow growth
(Adalat and Eichengreen 2007).

Prior to these financial crises, liberalization of trade and invest-
ment undertaken by many developing countries since the 1990s
helped to accelerate economic growth. A continuation of the open
trade regimes that these countries have adopted is necessary to ensure
against counterproductive protectionism —making it imperative for a
policy infrastructure that supports SSC.

The continuing stalemate in the Doha Round (see “The Doha
Round” below) means that multilateral liberalization cannot be relied
upon for export growth. In the past, major decisions at the GATT, the
predecessor of the World Trade Organization (WTO), were taken by the
United States, the European Union, Canada, and Japan, with developing
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The Doha Round
The Doha Round, launched in November 2001, is the latest
round of trade negotiations among the members of the WTO.
Its aim is to achieve major reform of the international trading
system through the introduction of lower trade barriers and
revised trade rules.

countries playing little role in GATT negotiations.” Although they did
negotiate during the Uruguay Round, the benefits from the final agree-
ment were extremely lopsided; the Doha Round was supposed to cor-
rect this. But while coalitions of developing countries have been able
to prevent the inclusion of subjects not in their interest—the so-called
Singapore issues—these coalitions have not been powerful enough to
get a pro-developing country agenda adopted.®

The response to the Doha Round by developing countries has
been to negotiate PTAs among themselves, mostly on a bilateral basis.
These PTAs go beyond trade in goods to encompass FDI. Developing
countries are also entering into agreements for joint research and prod-
uct development, mainly involving agricultural, health, and pharma-
ceutical products. An example of synergies between technology, FDI,
and exports is the joint venture between Quality Chemicals in Uganda
and Cipla Pharmaceuticals in India, which produces drugs for treat-
ing HIV/AIDS and malaria in neighbouring countries. VACSERA of
Egypt and Dongbao of China have entered into a joint venture to pro-
duce recombinant insulin to address the insulin shortage in Egypt.
Brazil's Embrapa, an agricultural research institute, has 78 bilateral
agreements with 56 countries and 89 foreign agencies. One of its proj-
ects involves developing suitable cotton varieties in four West African
cotton-growing countries; another involves helping Mali establish a
laboratory for agricultural biotechnology.”

Fostering South-South Cooperation

While the increase in economic transactions among Southern enti-
ties is a direct response to market forces, an institutional framework
that encourages firms to engage in more transactions with parties in
developing countries will further support and enhance South-South
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Cooperation. Engagement might include bound mutual preferences
among Southern countries, tax preferences toward South-South FDI,
and intra-South financial transfers; financial cooperation among
banks in developing countries (freeing up conditions to enable banks
to open branches and common regulatory regimes); joint listings of
companies from different countries on stock exchanges. Overall coop-
eration among developing countries would all help to advance and
foster mutually beneficial trade and economic cooperation.

There is considerable scope to expand trade among developing
countries through tariff preferences, since tariffs remain much higher
than in developed countries. Average tariff rates levied on primary
products are 14.3 percent by low-income countries and 10.8 percent
by middle-income countries; and on manufactured products, 12.3 per-
cent and 8.2 percent by low- and high-income countries, respectively
(World Bank 2012). It is also common to see higher tariffs on goods in
which developing countries specialize (Erzan, Laird, and Yeats 1986).
These rates provide scope for negotiated preferential tariff cuts.

South-South trade has numerous features that distinguish it from
North-South trade. More sophisticated and complex products from
developing countries are usually first exported to other developing
countries. Exports to developed countries are usually less sophisticated
than those to developing countries.®® However, an important hurdle
in achieving such an arrangement would likely be the perception of
sharply unequal benefits to individual countries. China, for instance,
would be seen as a large beneficiary, as would Brazil, India, and South
Africa—four out of five major emerging countries that make up BRICS.
One way that benefits might be widely distributed would be through a
system of financial transfers agreed on when a country joins the system
of preferences (Agarwal and Whalley 2014). These financial transfers
to countries that benefit less would compensate them for the smaller
benefits. These transfers might take the form of an upper bound of any
tariff revenues lost from the Southern preferences and would be negoti-
ated as a one-off side payment on accession to the scheme rather than
an annual recurring renegotiated amount, in order to make them more
acceptable to countries that are providing the transfers.

SST could also grow sequentially. As noted above, there are a
large number of PTAs negotiated among the ASEAN+6, most of them
bilateral. One option would be for these separate agreements to be
combined into one umbrella agreement, which could incentivize
other smaller developing countries to join the trade group. Another
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option would be to develop criteria for a potential member country,
thus avoiding the need for time-consuming negotiations on a coun-
try-by-country basis. Alternatively, if BRICS were to become a PTA, it
could serve as a model around which trade preferences could be built.

The opportunity to foster the growth of SST through explic-
itly bound Southern preferences might involve the creation of a
new Southern trade organization where members agree to eliminate
tariffs and remove other trade barriers, including a cessation of all
anti-dumping and countervailing duty investigations and measures
against each other.

As noted above, production processes have been splintering.
As a consequence, mere trade liberalization among developing coun-
tries may not be sufficient to increase SST. Trade liberalization must
be supplemented with agreements on capital and financial flows.
Furthermore, whereas trade among developing countries in goods
has been increasing, that has not been the case for trade in financial
and information-related services. This has put developing countries
at a disadvantage, as trade in this area has been growing much more
rapidly than trade in goods.

Outward flows from developing countries are widespread, with
most large developing countries engaging in outward FDI (Table 1.5).
Outward FDI by firms in India, Korea, and Russia, for example, takes
up a larger share of the respective countries’ GDP than does outward
FDI by firms in China. Also, developing countries have come to rely
more on non-debt-creating forms of capital flows, particularly FDI, as
large amounts of debt have historically resulted in debt crises and a
period of slow growth.

Given that FDI flows among developing countries can play an
important role in sustaining high levels of growth through increased
investment and higher productivity through technology transfers,
they could be enhanced through tax preferences, as well as technol-
ogy transfer through joint research projects and student exchanges,
partial or full exemption from intellectual property arrangements,
and licensing subsidies.

Furthermore, while there is a large pool of savings in devel-
oping countries, there is no mechanism to allocate these efficiently
among developing countries. Savings could be better used if the stock
exchanges of developing countries were connected and banks estab-
lished. Currently, few banks in developing countries have branches
in other developing countries, although steps have been taken by
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developing countries, such as the New Development Bank set up by
the NRICs and the Contingent Reserve Arrangement set up by BRICS.
These are in addition to the earlier Chiang Mai Initiative among East
Asian countries and also the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank.
But these are not sufficient to meet the financing needs of develop-
ing countries, particularly at a time when the World Bank seems to be
reaching its lending limit and many developing countries are graduat-
ing from reliance on the International Development Association (IDA).

In brief, South-South Cooperation is likely to encourage trade,
FDI and financial flows, and technology development that will help
sustain growth.

South-South Involvement in Institutional Change:
Developing Countries and the G20

The institutional structures to deal with economic issues that were
present at the end of the Second World War are in need of reform if
they are going to be effective in the emerging situation.” In addition
to the stalemate in the Doha Round of trade negotiations, developing
countries —the main borrowers from the International Monetary Fund
(IMF)—ceased to borrow as they were unhappy with the IMF’s loan
terms and conditions. This resulted in the IMF suffering a financial
loss prior to the 2008 financial crisis and thus retrenching. Increased
private capital flows had reduced the importance of aid and effec-
tively the World Bank. In the coming years, a number of important
borrowers are going to graduate from their classification and will no
longer be eligible for loans from the World Bank and its soft-aid arm,
the IDA (Moss 2012).

All these institutions need to be reformed in order to make them
more relevant to current political and economic realities. However,
reform is difficult to achieve unless the developed and developing
countries can reach a consensus. The G20 could be an avenue for
negotiations between the developed and developing countries. But
this may be difficult as it is not clear whether the larger emerging
economies that are members of the G20 are viewed as legitimate by
smaller developing countries. While numerous, individually they are
still too small to have a major impact on the world economy (Agarwal
2010) and can affect outcomes only if they remain united.

It is difficult to judge how far developing countries can influ-
ence outcomes for changes in the governance of these institutions. For
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instance, while an agreement had been reached in 2009 in the G20 to
raise the voting percentages of developing countries in the IMF, the
agreement has yet to be implemented. Moreover, despite the fact that
the heads of the World Bank and the IMF would be chosen on a more
open basis, when vacancies arose in these institutions, the European
Union and the United States were quick to get their nationals appointed
as heads. Greater South-South Cooperation and a coordinated attempt
by developing countries would help change this dynamic.

Conclusion

Developing countries have grown rapidly in recent years and have
shown increasing and deepening integration with the world economy.
Furthermore, trade and FDI flows between developing countries have
been increasing. Therefore, continuation of a strategy of growth based
on increasing integration with the world economy will have to rely on
increased South-South trade.®® However, the benefits would be much
greater if integration was extended to capital flows and technology
development and transfer. Indeed, these economic benefits would
then trigger significant social gains in terms of poverty reduction and
improved provision of education and health facilities.* There is scope
for significantly increased development cooperation among develop-
ing countries.

A system of preferences, which is possible because of the sig-
nificantly higher tariffs on goods traded among developing countries,
can further the already substantial increase in South-South trade.
However, the system of preferences would have to go significantly
beyond previous attempts at Southern integration in having firm sys-
tems of bindings and other supportive arrangements to generate a
new, mutually beneficial institutional structure. Financial transfers to
some developing countries may be required to achieve an equitable
distribution of benefits, as China, Brazil, India, and South Africa may
be perceived to be the major beneficiaries even within the context of
South-South Cooperation. It would not be difficult for these countries
to make the financial transfers, as these could potentially come from
the foreign exchange reserves that these countries have accumulated
(the accumulation of foreign exchange reserves has been particularly
large in the case of China).

FDI among developing countries has also been increasing,
fuelled in part by production of products more suited to demand in
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the South, particularly by poorer consumers. Such FDI can again be
encouraged by favourable tax treatment of South-South capital flows.
The development of products and marketing strategies more suited to
developing countries increases the scope for cooperation in the devel-
opment of appropriate technologies and their diffusion to the global
market. Changes in international property rights (IPR) that weaken
IPR rules in the Uruguay Round may be necessary to encourage such
technological interaction.*> Efforts must be made to consider situa-
tions where there may or may not be a conflict of interest between
intellectual property developers and regulators.

The system of international economic governance now includes
developing countries, as they are now members of the G20. The UN
has been a peripheral body (and will likely remain so) in the system of
international economic governance, with the main institutional play-
ers being the IMF, World Bank, GATT/WTO, G7, and the Bank for
International Settlements. The developed countries have preferred to
act through the IMF or the World Bank or WTO rather than through
the UN. Developing countries that are not members of the G20 can
have their concerns addressed only through cooperation with the
developing country members of the G20.

Coordination among developing countries in the above-men-
tioned areas may also require cooperation in other areas. For instance,
developing countries may need to develop a strategy to collectively
retaliate if developed countries as a group or as individual entities
seek to tax exports from developing countries based on their effect
on the environment, particularly if it is detrimental. Off-setting the
carbon footprint is a major concern and, therefore, cooperation in this
area could extend to development of new technologies that are low
carbon emitters. Brazil and China are already leaders in some areas
of development and the use of renewable energy, although China
remains a large culprit when it comes to contributing to smoke or
smog air pollution. Indeed, in the 1990s, China was exempted, along-
side India and other developing countries, from the Kyoto Protocol,
which was designed to curb greenhouse gas emissions. Furthermore,
concessions in the area of climate change could be used to bargain on
non-climate issues to enhance their growth prospects.

All of this, therefore, brings together several opportunities for
the developing countries to think creatively of new forms of regional
integration that go beyond those being currently discussed, and to
form linkages across broad elements of global policy coordination.
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Notes

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

An earlier version of the paper was prepared as a background document for the
UN’s High Level Panel on the Post-2015 Development Agenda.

ASEAN+6 consists of ASEAN plus China, Japan, Korea, Australia, India, and
New Zealand.

Countries would be free to join the preferential system offered by BRICS.
Countries that fear BRICS dominance need not join the system of cooperation
built around BRICS; nothing stops them from forming their own system of coop-
eration. Furthermore, there is no evidence that Chinese exports are leading to
deindustrialization in Sub-Saharan Africa (Agarwal 2013).

If only a limited set of transactions are covered, they would not have a signifi-
cant effect on either the direction of world transactions or the development of
developing countries. It is similar to the condition in the WTO agreement that
accepts customs unions if they cover a substantial amount of trade among the
partners.

It cannot be judged whether these fears were justified, as few schemes came to
fruition or operated for any length of time.

For an analysis of these global value chains, see Elms and Low (2013) and Mattoo
et al. (2013).

For a discussion of these processes and their analysis, see Elms and Low (2013)
and Mattoo et al. (2013).

The IMF’s monthly publication International Finance Statistics has the data on
these reserves.

For a wider analysis covering FDI and technology, see Agarwal (2013).

For an analysis of prospects for the world economy, see various issues of the
IMF’s World Economic Outlook and the World Bank’s Global Economic Prospects.

If G77 is not able to play such a role, then another body might be required. For a
discussion of the lack of an institutional framework, see the introduction by the
editors Sidiropoulos, Fues, and Chaturvedi (2012).

For a discussion of economic performance in the period before 1990, see Agarwal
(2008).

Per capita incomes in the developed countries grew by 4.3 percent a year in the
earlier period, whereas per capita incomes grew by 3.6, 2.3, 0.2, and 4.5 percent
in Latin America, Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, and East Asia, respectively.
The regions are designated by the World Bank. EAP is East Asia and Pacific,
ECA is Europe and Central Asia, LAC is Latin America and Caribbean, MENA is
Middle East and North Africa, SA is South Asia, and SSA is Sub-Saharan Africa.
South Korea and Mexico are members of the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development and, until 2014, Russia was a member of the
G8. However, their per capita incomes are much lower than those in the devel-
oped countries in North America and Western Europe, and so are included in the
group of developing countries.

These are exports from these countries or regions to all other countries, namely
to the world.

In the 1950s and 1960s, BOP crises resulted in stop-go development policies,
which caused alternating periods of rapid and slow growth (Corbo 1974).

The effect of the adoption of import substitution policies on exports, the balance
of payments, and growth are discussed in Little, Scitovsky, and Scott (1970) and
also Bhagwati (1978) and Krueger (1978).

Prebisch’s argument that industrialization was needed because earnings from
exports of primary products would not cover the imports of capital goods



20.
21.

22.
23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

South-South Cooperation: Policies and Programs

needed for faster growth applied to manufactures also, though of course for dif-
ferent reasons (Lewis 1969).

For a discussion of many of these schemes, see Robson (1972).

The Brasilia Ministerial Meeting of the G77, held in May 1986, launched the
first round of GSTP negotiations. At the conclusion of the first round, in April
in Belgrade, the GSTP agreement was signed on April 13, 1988. The agreement
entered into force on April 19, 1989. Forty-four countries have ratified the agree-
ment and have become participants. Currently, the third round of negotiations is
being conducted among 23 countries. The coverage of the preferences has been
limited in terms of the number of countries involved and the number of com-
modities covered as well as the extent of preferences.

The reasons for the failure are discussed in Agarwal (1989).

Earlier, in a previous period of slow growth in developed countries, Lewis (1980)
had argued for SSC to maintain growth in developing countries. See also Najam
and Thrasher (2012).

The effects of the crisis and of fiscal policies are extensively discussed by the IMF
in various issues of its World Economic Outlook.

This was partly the way that the GATT negotiations were structured. In the first
few rounds, requests were made by main suppliers to their major markets for
tariff cuts and then reciprocal tariff cuts were negotiated. Since developing coun-
tries were neither major suppliers nor demanders, they effectively did not par-
ticipate (Agarwal 2006).

The latest ministerial statement makes it very clear that the developed countries
want to drop the term “development agenda” from the mandate of the Doha
Round.

See the articles by Thorsteinsdéttir and Chaturvedi in Thorsteinsddttir (2011).
One has to distinguish between the concept of more sophisticated products and
less sophisticated products, based on varying degrees of quality and functional-
ity to produce different versions of the same product. More sophisticated ver-
sions of the same product are exported to the developed countries; however,
simpler products are exported to the developing countries, as developing coun-
tries cannot produce products higher in quality than the more sophisticated ones
from developed countries.

These institutions were the IMF and the World Bank. The International Trade
Organization was negotiated but never came to fruition. Instead, the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) was agreed upon and dealt mainly with
tariffs on manufactures. A broader trade agreement along with the establishment
of a permanent institution, the WTO, was accomplished only in 1995.

The Growth Commission considers openness to be essential for promoting
sustained growth (Growth Commission 2008). See also Lewis (1980), who had
argued for greater SSC as the way for trade to act as an engine of growth, as
growth in the developed countries had slowed at that time.

Developing countries could learn from the experience of other developing coun-
tries on how to design and implement social projects so that they are successful.
Best practices could spread.

Stronger IPR protection hinders technological innovation as well as imitation.
Some of the ways in which the IPR regime was strengthened included lengthen-
ing the period of patents, allowing imports to be considered equivalent to work-
ing of the patent, and allowing product patents as well as process patents.
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CHAPTER 2

South-South Cooperation Blocs and
Influence in Development Assistance

Natasha Fernando

Introduction

outh-South Cooperation (SSC) has always existed, but only in
more recent decades has it become more legitimized, formalized,

and recognized. The Bandung Conference might be considered the
first defining instance that developing countries coalesced to chal-
lenge the North status quo of dominance and to subsequently bridge
inequality gaps in all aspects between North and South countries
(Robledo 2015). The impetus for this was planted in the reality that
developing countries were subject to the technical cooperation or
foreign aid terms outlined and presented by their developed donors
(Haan 2009; Roy and Andrade 2010). SSC has begun to gradually turn
the tide on this imbalance and inequality.

In 1986, the Harare Summit of the Non-Aligned Movement took
place, and the decisions that were made resulted in the establishment
of the South Commission the following year (Robledo 2015; Mukherjee
2012). Four SSC goals arising from the summit reflected the intent to

1. take advantage of existing complementarities within devel-
oping countries by developing direct cooperation (facilitating
fuller use of installed capacities) and eliminating intermediar-
ies from the North;
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2. create new complementarities and interdependence (at vari-
ous levels) through coordination of development planning
and achieving better scale economies;

3. introduce major principles of the New International Economic
Order (for example, mutual benefit and solidarity) into trans-
actions among the cooperating partners of developing coun-
tries; and

4. strengthen the bargaining position of the South vis-a-vis the
North through selective delinking and greater collective self-
reliance (Robledo 2015).

These goals encapsulate SSC’s intention to form partnerships that
are equitable, of mutual benefit, and respectful of national owner-
ship (Roy and Andrade 2010). By 1997, the Commission identified ten
primary areas of SSC interest: finance, trade, industry and business,
services, transport and infrastructure, food security, science and tech-
nology, environment, information and communication, and people-
to-people contact (Chaturvedi 2012).

In 2001, while head of Goldman Sachs’s global economics
research division, Jim O’Neill wrote a paper entitled “Building Better
Global Economic BRICs,” which described how countries such as
Brazil, Russia, India, and China symbolized the shift of power in
the global economic system towards developing countries and away
from the developed G7 countries (O’Neill 2001; Goldman Sachs 2003,
2005; McCormick 2008). Bearing in mind that Brazil, Russia, India,
China, and South Africa (BRICS) had already been progressing on
SSC trade half a decade before the report was published and did not
truly recognize the report until 2007, the paper did serve to spark
the collective attention of institutions and governments alike to new
emerging country partnerships that were forming to take a greater
space in the global arena. In particular, the stage was being set for
SSC partnerships in terms of development assistance.

What sets SSC apart from usual foreign aid or North donors is
its emphasis on the exchange of knowledge and experience, technol-
ogy, and resources that support national development priorities (Roy
and Andrade 2010). More than just financial contributions, it involves
sending technical experts to the partner country to help design and
implement development programs. It also hinges on the fact that
South countries, typically neighbouring ones or those sharing his-
tories, have faced similar problems. With this solidarity, solutions
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offered are therefore more appropriate and considerate of national or
cultural priorities (Roy and Andrade 2010).

This chapter begins by introducing SSC as an agent for social
progress for developing countries, and will cover formal agreements
leading up to the Nairobi document as well as SSC mechanisms at the
United Nations level.! UN bodies or forums that have headquarter-
level responsibility for the coordination and promotion of SSC are also
discussed, as well as the aid trajectory of SSC blocs such as IBSA (India,
Brazil, South Africa) and BRICS. Following this, examples of SSC good
practices that have been or are currently implemented in areas such
as environment, nutrition and food security, health and social protec-
tion, education, gender equality, child labour, and water and sanitation
hygiene are shared. The best practices noted in this chapter were chosen
by selecting for the following characteristics: South-South Cooperation
or Triangular Cooperation (TrC), innovation, adaptability or replicabil-
ity, sustainability, and evidence of successful outcomes. The objective of
this chapter is to demonstrate how the country blocs of SSC are collabo-
rating, with or without the UN system, to deliver value-added develop-
ment initiatives with successes that prioritize mutual benefit, national
ownership, and equality.

South-South Cooperation and Cooperation Blocs
What is South-South Cooperation?

There is no carved-in-stone definition for SSC—and perhaps herein
lies its beauty. Rather, SSC seeks to reflect a certain new ideal as the
foundation for the way forward in the development cooperation
arena, and permits developing countries to take more ownership and
control in their national development progress in areas such as food
security, employment, health, environment, education, and other
social development causes. With its focus on aid, SSC is an innovative
and alternative approach to development, particularly among devel-
oping countries of the Global South. Not restricting itself to just coun-
tries of the hemispheric South, it encompasses developing countries
worldwide and how they can support and propel each other forward
by way of knowledge sharing, skills training, reciprocal learning, and
best practices for sustainable and equitable development.

While the importance of North-South (traditional) Cooperation
(NSC) is not to be considered defunct or diminished in any way, it
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must be recognized that this traditional flow for financial develop-
ment aid is slowing down and drying up due to financial economic cri-
ses such as the late-2000s global recession, 2008 global financial crisis,
2000s energy crisis, and European sovereign debt crisis, which have
caused North countries to shift their attention and resources inward
and to focus on domestic concerns (Haan 2009). This is where SSC
comes into play, as it is less about the financial aid and more about the
opportunity for sharing evidence-based best practices and knowledge
in order to work together to elevate their developing country partners
(Roy and Andrade 2010). Typically, developing countries —especially
those within a region—share a similar history and physical geogra-
phy, which in turn influences their similar specific needs, national
interests, and development challenges. SSC is also more cost-effective,
as developing countries tend to have similar economic standards and
goals, societal composition and values, and sometimes even similar
religious practices and guidelines.

While NSC and SSC run parallel in terms of helping developing
countries achieve internationally agreed upon development goals, the
ideals of SSC are quite different from North-South traditional partner-
ships. In SSC, the foundation of the partnership is non-conditional-
ity, equality, mutual benefit, and national ownership. By contrast, in
North-South partnerships, there tends to be the tinge of colonialism
or donor-recipient that can be construed, whether intended or not,
as an enforced power imbalance (Mawdsley 2012). Occasionally, with
NSC, the recipient country does not have any say on how to utilize the
donor resources or funding. Sometimes in NSC, the national priorities
of the recipient country, whether appropriate or not, are disregarded
in favour of the donor country’s direction and funds allocation. A
recent example of conditional aid involved the Swedish International
Development Cooperation Agency, which cut aid to Uganda in light
of its law condemning the lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT)
community (Biryabarema and Nordenstam 2014). Financial aid was
later resumed in July 2014. While the cause for suspending aid was
reasonable and even laudable as a mark of support for the LGBT
community, is it fair for those who do not share the oppressive gov-
ernment’s anti-LGBT views yet must suffer the consequences of less
aid? Did the removal of aid pressure the Ugandan government into
markedly changing its stance against LGBT persons? Can a govern-
ment with human rights violations not be trusted with delivering pro-
grams to its population with external aid? Is this indeed an instance
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of “social imperialism,” as President Museveni said (Biryabarema and
Nordenstam 2014)? If one cuts off funding for anti-LGBT laws, should
funding not be similarly withheld from recipients whose national
laws run contrary to those of their donors, such as permitted child
marriages, forbidden religious freedom, or use of torture? Is con-
demnation by means of terminated aid more effective than compas-
sion through continued support coupled with dialogue to encourage
change and compromise?

These are difficult questions with no simple answer. In some
conditional aid cases, the recipient country simply does not have the
liberty, leverage, freedom, or scope to negotiate all-or-nothing terms
of reference that might accompany traditional North-South donor-
recipient agreements (Mawdsley 2012). The ideal partnership pres-
ent in SSC is therefore more purely a partnership where both or all
partners have their concerns and priorities addressed without bias or
prejudice. The countries come together under a respectful and mutu-
ally beneficial agreement that balances each partner’s strengths and
weaknesses as well as comparative advantages.

The Rise of SSC and the Importance of SSC Blocs

As discussed in the Introduction, some countries have entered into
South-South partnerships that were considered at their inception to be
innovative and forward-thinking. Indeed, developing countries have
not been complacent in seeking to gain great legitimacy and influence
within global institutions. The Group of 77 (G77) is a case in point.
More of a South-South coalition than cooperation, G77 at the UN was
initially founded by 77 developing countries and has since grown to
134 member countries, as of 2013. First founded in 1964 at the United
Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the coun-
tries issued a joint declaration of the 77 countries with goals to pro-
mote members’ collective economic interests and create an enhanced
joint negotiating capacity within the UN (Group of 77 n.d.). Typically,
these South-South blocs comprised the largest emerging economies in
developing countries.

The blocs have been changing how aid programs are envisioned,
deliberated, and delivered not just among bloc members but to non-
bloc member states. What sets SSC apart from usual foreign aid or
North donors is its focus on the exchange of knowledge and experi-
ence, technology, and resources that support national development
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priorities. More than just financial contributions, it involves sending
technical experts to the partner country to help design and implement
development programs. It also hinges on the fact that South countries,
typically neighbouring ones or those sharing histories, have faced
similar problems (Puri 2010). With this solidarity, solutions offered
are therefore more appropriate and considerate of national or cultural
priorities. Typically, the beneficiaries outside of the bloc membership
reflect states that share similar histories, language, or colonial ties.

SSC development assistance is on the rise for a number of rea-
sons. Admittedly, packaging assistance as SSC might be used as a
form of self-legitimization (Vieira and Alden 2011). Countries that
participate in SSC do not just partner due to a shared past or com-
mon challenges. Rather, they partner due to shared goals, such as
advancing regional integration, consolidating leadership, acquir-
ing self-sufficiency, obtaining non-alignment, preserving autonomy
and sovereignty, promoting solidarity, and increasing their leverage
within international organizations or institutions. It might even be
about prestige, recognition, and respect (Vieira and Alden 2011). It
is rare that the intentions are to maintain colonial influence or fortify
military alliances. Invested foreign policy interests might be a sec-
ond layer of some SSC partnerships despite descriptions of solidarity,
altruism, or mutual benefit (Robledo 2015; Morazan, Perales, and Pino
2011; Cooper and Flemes 2013). SSC partners bring added value to
the negotiation table and can positively impact the substantiveness
of alliances and cooperation blocs as well as new development assis-
tance paradigms, influence the global arena, and foster more inclusive
collaboration between all partners, whether developed or developing
(Robledo 2015).

Criticisms of SSC

A criticism of SSC aid is that it masks what might be considered neo-
colonialism or soft-colonialism. Kwame Nkrumah’s description of
neo-colonialism is “that the State which is subject to it is, in theory,
independent and has all the outward trappings of international sov-
ereignty. In reality its economic system and thus political policy is
directed from the outside” (Nkrumah 1965). Occasionally, when aid
is given as a gift, it can lend a sense of disparity between the so-called
superior developed donor and the lacking undeveloped recipient.
Furthermore, it implies that the recipient should aspire to accomplish
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and build upon what the donor has given as a gift, even if it does
not fit with its own national priorities (Robledo 2015). Therefore, dis-
cussions on neo-colonialism within SSC should be focused on the
implications and expectations within these disparities on a case-by-
case basis. When potentially critiquing SSC, one should consider indi-
vidual aspects of geostrategic allocations, weight of ideas, values and
identity, impact of norms and regimes, influence of economic interests,
desire of collaboration, and analysis of the current capitalist system
(Robledo 2015; Burges 2012). Similarly, such considerations should be
undertaken when analyzing all forms of cooperation or partnership
such as North-South partnerships.

An interesting element is the role of the commodities boom,
alongside China’s rise to trade prominence, in the surge of SSC in
the 2000s (Tull 2006). Academics have noted that Africa is an impor-
tant stage for China to enhance its soft power and, in turn, to gain
political support from African countries (Luo and Zhang 2009; Woods
2008; Tull 2006; Kragelund 2008). However, it must be noted that this
pertains to financial foreign aid while SSC development assistance
typically draws on other non-financial avenues of support, such as
knowledge exchange or capacity building. Trade frictions and value
differences in SSC partnerships present themselves particularly when
the partnership might not seem equal or when the external parties
impose their ideals on the recipient side. Opinion is split on the sin-
cere intentions behind a particularly significant unilateral assistance
project: the 1,860 km Tanzania—Zambia railroad built by China (Chen,
Dollar, and Tang 2015). For some, China’s participation represents sol-
idarity for supporting African countries’ national independence and
liberation movements (Luo and Zhang 2009; Tull 2006). For others,
it represents China’s influence, which permits unsafe working condi-
tions and natural resource exploitation (Chen, Dollar, and Tang 2015;
Tull 2006).

While one might be skeptical of the intentions of SSC, it would not
be unreasonable for one to recall the double standards that the North
has placed on the South. For example, North countries demand green
energy practices of low- and middle-income countries despite the fact
that North countries utilized similarly detrimental environmental
practices during the Industrial Revolution, which led to tremendous
economic growth and cemented their developed nation status (Caselli
2004). Irony was not lost when, in February 2006, Foreign Secretary
Jack Straw of former colonial power Britain criticized China for its
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“neo-colonialism” in Africa, labelling China together with poverty,
regional conflict, terrorism, and so on as one of the ten greatest chal-
lenges facing Africa (Mohan and Power 2008). Humility is perhaps a
rarity in international politics, but a former colonial power with its
own hands in Africa’s development challenges might graciously exer-
cise some self-awareness and discretion (Bertocchi and Canova 2002;
Nunn 2007; Lange 2004).

One can equally argue that the North has continually carried
out neo-colonialism or soft colonialism when it provides conditional
aid or enters into earmarked, project-based partnerships with South
countries (Mukherjee 2012). One can argue that no partnership is truly
equitable, despite best intentions, and consequently, elements (Haan
2009) of influence cannot be avoided. As such, what is the line of influ-
ence that then results in soft power? Just as there is no one-size-fits-all
solution, there is no one line to protect all.

Social responsibility then becomes a key factor in SSC develop-
ment partnerships. Is it fair to say that “foreign aid takes the shape of
its container,” as quoted by Hook (1995, 167; cited by Robledo 2015)?
It is rather unfair to assume that the recipients have strong enough
sovereignty in the face of donor relations to control their own tra-
jectory or outcomes. For example, China has been criticized for not
increasing local employment and building capacity for African coun-
tries where Chinese enterprises are based, as well as for not using
sustainable practices (Moumouni 2006). Similarly, it is unclear what
leverage the African host country has to ensure that their local staff
are given safe working conditions and can benefit from employment
training and that their natural resources are also protected (Manji
and Marks 2007).

Leading and Emerging SSC Blocs
IBSA

IBSA, comprising India, Brazil, and South Africa, is one of the lead-
ing and original SSC blocs. The India—Brazil-South Africa Dialogue
Forum (IBSA), founded by the Brasilia Declaration in 2003, serves as a
coordinating mechanism between its member states. The declaration
cited three major reasons as the basis for closer cooperation: shared
democratic credentials, developing country status, and desire to act
on a global scale (Mancheri and Shantanu 2011). All the countries
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have strong agricultural potential, industrialization, environmental
biodiversity, and year-round tourism appeal. The three continents
represented by IBSA—Asia, Latin America, and Africa—serve as
focal points in order to best propel regional development and growth.
The partnership is also strategic, as IBSA positions itself as a trading
bloc that accomplishes multilateral trade negotiations and shapes
the global economic governance system (Sharma 2011). For example,
by acting together, the countries are building on $1.8 trillion GDP,
a workforce of 1.2 billion people, and $600 billion of foreign trade
(Puri 2007). They all produce both soft and hard commodities and
are influential in their scope of international trade through leveraging
comparative advantages in specific areas, having distinct specializa-
tion, and scaling up productive capacities (Puri 2007). One hallmark
of IBSA is the lead it has taken in social protection, with each coun-
try developing successful social protection floor programs nationally.
From this bloc, the IBSA Facility for Poverty and Hunger Alleviation
(IBSA Fund) was established in 2004. Each of the three countries con-
tributed US$1 million to the fund, which became operational in 2006.
This trust fund is an example of how aid is manifested in these coop-
eration blocs. Admittedly, the trust fund is less financially substan-
tive when compared to other funds, but the symbolism is noteworthy.
SSC aid is revamped such that the developing countries’ governments
must have discussions with IBSA country-based focal points prior to
requesting support from the fund. The influence and abilities of coun-
try blocs such as IBSA in the aid landscape is impressive. In fact, the
IBSA Fund received the 2010 Millennium Development Goals award
for South-South Cooperation by the NGO Millennium Development
Goals Awards Committee (IBSA 2014). Later in 2012, the IBSA Fund
won the UN South-South and Triangular Cooperation Champions
Award in recognition of its innovative mechanisms (IBSA 2014). These
awards speak to the impressive new paradigms of the fund instead
of its financial size, which is comparatively small compared to other
international funds. It has demonstrable success despite its small size,
and proves that it is not necessarily the amount of financial assistance
but rather the recipient-driven ownership that encourages sustainable
success. What is remarkable about these blocs is that the aid is not only
among member countries but extends to other states such as Haiti,
Cambodia, Palestine, Lao PDR, Sierra Leone, Guinea-Bissau, Burundi,
and Cape Verde. Projects range from increasing the Burundi govern-
ment’s capacity to combat HIV/AIDS, reforming and modernizing a
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public health centre in Cape Verde, implementing a Guinea-Bissau
agricultural project, supporting a waste collection project in Haiti, and
refurbishing a hospital in Gaza in 2012 (Stuenkel 2014).

BRIC/S

BRIC first comprised Brazil, Russia, India, and China, and in 2010
became BRICS when South Africa was included. All these countries
represent major emerging national economies (Harris 2005). BRIC
countries were unique in that they experienced positive economic
growth in the midst of the global financial crisis (Gordon 2008). After
the grouping inaugurated South Africa in 2010, the newly termed
BRICS became more geopolitical in nature when it released its first
formal declaration as a bloc after the Sanya BRICS summit in 2011
(BRICS 2011). South Africa’s successful inclusion into the BRICS
grouping was much more than a mere expansion of the emerging
powers’ club by one member. Rather, it signified a turning point by
taking ownership to define and manifest what was previously a theo-
retical economic observation conceived by O'Neill (Stuenkel 2014).

Together, the four original BRIC countries comprise more than
2.8 billion people or 40 percent of the world’s population, cover more
than a quarter of the world’s land area over three continents, and
account for more than 25 percent of global GDP (O’Neill 2001). Based
on figures from 2010, BRICS countries accounted for 3 billion peo-
ple and a total nominal GDP of US$16.039 trillion. Since 2002, global
spending on science research and development (R & D) has increased
by 45 percent to more than US$1 trillion, with the BRICS countries of
China, India, and Brazil accounting for much of the dramatic increase
in science research investments and scientific publications (Harris
2005). From 2002 to 2007, these three countries more than doubled
their spending on science research, raising their collective share of
global R & D spending from 17 to 24 percent (Economist 2009). Along
a similar vein to IBSA, the BRICS countries have potentially commit-
ted to seeding a new development bank with US$50 billion capital.
This global network allows for any financial crisis faced by one of the
BRICS countries to be absorbed by the other members, which stems
the crisis from becoming global. While the finances are significant,
these nations bring innovation, experience, and investment.

The BRICS countries—indeed, all developing countries—are
tackling poverty, food insecurity, and disease domestically while
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continuing to address these issues through their external aid initia-
tives (Harris 2005). For example, India manufactures 80 percent of all
donor-funded HIV therapies for developing countries. This is just one
example of how the BRICS cooperation bloc focuses on aid in such
a way that it “represents a potentially transformative source of new
resources and innovation for global health and development” (quoted
in Glennie 2012). Assistance from BRICS countries has been in terms
of aid and technical cooperation for agriculture, education, health,
debt relief, emergency assistance, infrastructure, energy develop-
ment, and capacity building. This increased clout allows the BRICS
countries to have a greater say on international development policy
when dealing with lenders such as the World Bank (Rao 2012). BRICS
countries, namely China, now see global health as a mutually benefi-
cial tool within foreign assistance that has positive impacts as well as
strengthening political or economic alliances (Rao 2012).

The BRICS partnership is unique in that these five countries have
little in common with each other. India has a strong medical technol-
ogy and software industry, but its population is relatively low-income
(Harris 2005). China has strong manufacturing and is a middle-
income country (Harris 2005). Brazil and Russia do share similarities
as exporters of oil, energy, and primary product, while South Africa is
a strong producer of raw material (Harris 2005). The unifying factor
is their economics. Demographically speaking, Russia and China both
have aging populations while India and Brazil have large populations
suffering from poor employment and high inequality (Harris 2005).
Perhaps what makes the BRICS partnership work is the reciprocity
and complementary nature of the bloc members.

BASIC

The BASIC bloc, comprising Brazil, South Africa, India, and China,
was formed in 2009 to enable these four countries to act jointly at
the Copenhagen climate summit (Chaudhuri 2009). This included a
possible walkout if their common minimum position was not met by
developed countries. In particular, BASIC called for four pillars of
negotiation—mitigation, adaptation, finance, and technology —to be
the basis of the climate agreement as criteria for their acceptance of the
global climate pact. On the contrary, developed countries only wished
for the agreement to focus on emission reduction actions. This alliance,
which reflects a power-play opportunity for developing countries at
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the negotiation table and was initiated and led by China, successfully
brokered the final Copenhagen Accord alongside the United States.

What is interesting to note about these different blocs with simi-
lar members is that they unite over a particular cause. BRICS unites
over shared economic goals and the ability to influence major trade
accords. BASIC—BRICS without Russia—unites over shared climate
goals and serves as a geopolitical alliance to support climate change
negotiations. IBSA —a BRICS partnership without China and Russia—
unites over shared ideologies.

Why Not Consolidate?

One might consider why IBSA exists when there is BRICS. For start-
ers, India’s Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, who served from 2004
to 2014, pointedly remarked in 2010 that “IBSA has a personality of
its own” while “BRIC is a conception devised by Goldman Sachs”
(quoted in Sharma 2011).

Analysts suggest that IBSA allows India to have a leadership
platform where China is absent and, therefore, not in a position to
domineer or influence its geographical neighbour. Similarly, South
Africa has been thought to hope that India could counter China’s stra-
tegic forays into Africa (Sharma 2011; McCormick 2008). Even in the
transition of BRIC to BRICS, dynamics were changed, as the inclusion
of South Africa resulted in ideological challenges to India (McCormick
2008). Furthermore, BRICS is more China-centric (in part due to
China’s significant presence in Africa) and this affects India’s ideologi-
cal leadership role in the Global South (Rowlands 2012). India, in turn,
can find it difficult to accept China as a partner of the South. Evidence
that India should be concerned lies in the fact that China lobbied for
the inclusion of South Africa and consequent dissolution of IBSA
(Sharma 2011). China also proposed a BRICS-IBSA joint summit in
Sanya, which was rejected by India as IBSA priorities would run the
risk of being steered by China’s dominance and ideologies. The clash
in ideologies within BRICS also arises because IBSA countries repre-
sent three multi-party democracies. Having such a political system
allows India, Brazil, and South Africa to openly discuss challenging
political reforms (Rowlands 2012). China and Russia do not, or can-
not, require such discussions and likely see no need. IBSA also has
greater sights set on effecting institutional responsibility such as striv-
ing to gain permanent seats on the UN Security Council (China and
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Russia are members of the Council). While BRICS and IBSA countries
certainly have a great deal of common ground and shared concerns,
the difference in ideologies cannot be discounted. The occasional oil-
and-water aspects of this grouping can result in certain hindrances.
For example, Brazil was able to successfully include the “responsibil-
ity while protecting” clause in the 2011 IBSA summit, but this clause
was subsequently excluded at the fourth BRICS summit due to oppo-
sition from China and Russia (R2P 2012). Moreover, one can be certain
that IBSA meetings also allow for frank discussions on how to address
the rise of China (R2P 2012).

The reason, however, that India remains in BRICS is that IBSA
alone is insufficient in leverage and clout to express its concerns in
the face of global institutional reforms. Furthermore, India recognizes
that IBSA gives it an ideological advantage in its interactions with
South Africa compared to China. While an IBSA bloc can and does
exist within BRICS (Mancheri and Shantanu 2011), IBSA and BRICS
need to work together and leverage advantages that they each possess
in order to spread South-South influence and to gain a greater foot-
hold in global institutions (Mancheri and Shantanu 2011).

CIVETS

The CIVETS coalition is being tipped to be the next BRICS. It com-
prises Colombia, Indonesia, Vietnam, Egypt, Turkey, and South Africa.
These six countries have geostrategic locations, natural resources,
primary products, and steadily increasing foreign direct investment,
which implies steady growth (Greenwood 2011). Although spread
widely around the world, they share a number of similarities, such
as young populations. Their economies are also perceived to have
relatively sophisticated financial systems and to not be overly reliant
on any one sector. Colombia is the third-largest exporter of oil to the
U.S. and with its pro-business government, has used oil revenues to
improve infrastructure (Greenwood 2011). Indonesia’s primary attrac-
tion is its educated manpower, which results in the lowest unit labour
costs in the Asia-Pacific region. It is a credible manufacturing hub
with the ability to deliver infrastructure improvements more rapidly.
Similarly, Vietnam is considered a potentially profitable new manu-
facturing hub in Asia, with foreign firms and investors focusing on
its cheap labour (Greenwood 2011). Egypt’s fast-growing ports on the
Mediterranean and the Red Sea, joined by the Suez Canal, are seen
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as potentially important trade hubs to connect Europe and Africa.
Turkey began accession talks with the European Union (EU) in 2005
and already benefits from strong trade and investment relations with
the EU. South Africa is the most developed country in Africa, and for-
eign investors have long been attracted to its rich natural resources,
such as gold (Greenwood 2011). As this is a relatively new grouping,
there are limited resources on the impact that CIVETS has had on the
aid landscape, whether internally among its members or externally.

Upcoming Cooperation Blocs

Due to their relatively new status, the role or influence of emerging
cooperation blocs such as MIST (Mexico, Indonesia, South Korea,
Turkey) and MINT (Mexico, Indonesia, Nigeria, Turkey) in the aid
development landscape is uncharted. Other emerging market groups
include the above-mentioned CIVETS, Next 11 (Bangladesh, Egypt,
Indonesia, Iran, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Philippines, South Korea,
Turkey, and Vietnam), and EAGLEs (Emerging and growth-leading
economies, comprising Brazil, China, Egypt, India, Indonesia, South
Korea, Mexico, Russia, Taiwan, and Turkey). The basis of these blocs
has been economic and mutual trade benefits. Certainly, there seems
to be a momentum of overlapping membership—and engaging acro-
nyms—but it remains to be seen how much of an impact these groups
will have on the SSC aid development landscape and paradigms.

South-South Cooperation and the United Nations

In its more formal structure, South-South Cooperation (SSC) can
be traced back as far as 1955, to the Afro-Asian conference held in
Indonesia when the idea was first put forth. By 1964, the Group of 77
(G77) and the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD) was solidified (JIU 2011). The value that the UN placed on
technical development coordination was such that it became a perma-
nent topic at every United Nations General Assembly.

The first United Nations Conference on Technical Cooperation
among Developing Countries was held in Buenos Aires, Argentina, in
1978 (JIU 2011). It was at this conference that member countries made a
commitment to promote and implement technical cooperation among
developing countries. This commitment, known as the Buenos Aires
Plan of Action (BAPA), became the model on which future approaches
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to technical development cooperation would be made and led the way
for how more modern technical development cooperation should be
carried out among developing countries. Perhaps more importantly
and strikingly, it also turned the magnifying glass onto the United
Nations to determine whether BAPA was conducive to and supportive
of technical development cooperation among developing countries,
and how shortcomings that might hinder this goal might be improved.

Recommendations for this re-evaluation became the basis
for this new order of business in the UN development cooperation
arena. It heralded a new way of cooperation, and tangibly demon-
strated that the prior North-South Cooperation model was not the
only feasible option. Above all else, it showed that developing coun-
tries of the South had their own voice and priorities, which needed
to be respected in order for all to progress (JIU 2011). As a result of
BAPA, all UN organizations were requested to integrate technical
development cooperation into their programs. The United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) was requested to work more
closely with regional commissions and associated development-cen-
tric agencies of the UN (JIU 2011).

With 2008 marking the thirtieth anniversary of the BAPA, the
time was right within the UN system for the UNDP’s Special Unit for
South-South Cooperation to hold the first annual Global South-South
Development (GSSD) Expo with the goal of sharing and exchanging
evidence-based successful South-South best practices for develop-
ment solutions. Furthermore, the United Nations General Assembly
called for a high-level conference on SSC, to be held the following
year in Nairobi. It was at this meeting that the pivotal 2009 Nairobi
Outcome document was produced (JIU 2011). The document clearly
stated that SSC priorities were to be set by the developing coun-
tries themselves, that the United Nations and regional commissions
needed to be active and supportive partners in this process, and that
more support—whether research, policy, or technical —needed to be
given to developing countries. Other establishments now include the
South-South Technology Transfer Facility for Landlocked Developing
Countries (LLDCs), which is a joint initiative of the United Nations
Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries,
the landlocked developing countries and Small Island Developing
States (OHRLLS), and the South-South Global Assets and Technology
Exchange (SS-GATE).
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Support of South-South Development Cooperation

SSC partnerships are formed between governments; no single entity
oversees SSC. While SSC is, in and of itself, more of an ideal and
approach, it certainly still benefits from the formality of coordina-
tion frameworks for interagency cooperation at the headquarters,
regional, and country levels. This is the niche that the Special Unit for
South-South Cooperation—currently known as the United Nations
Office for South-South Cooperation—fills. Within each UN agency,
there is at least one SSC focal point high-level official. It is, therefore,
in collaboration with all these SSC partners that SSC events, forums,
meetings, agreements, and actions can be coordinated in a manner
that is transparent, monitored, and results-based. However, regional
commissions do not actually participate in UN meetings of SSC focal
points.

Branching off from the headquarters level are the regional
and country levels. As this is where actual development assis-
tance is required, coordination is assumed by the United Nations
Development Programme through United Nations Development
Assistance Frameworks (UNDAFs) and United Nations Country
Teams (UNCTs). UNDAFs serve as the strategic program frameworks
that the UNCTs use to respond to national development priorities. As
of 2010, preparation by UNDAFs included South-South Cooperation,
with UN country teams including this in their work plans. However,
at the regional level, there is still no formal support for SSC as found
at the headquarters level. Developing countries initiate SSC at the
regional level by engaging in direct country-to-country negotiations
or knowledge-sharing forums such as the GSSD Expo and, most
recently, events such as the Regional South-South Development
Expo in Qatar (UNDP 2010). While SSC is still making its mark in the
UNDAFs, the aid aspect of SSC is now making its way into the foreign
policies of countries. For example, Morocco’s foreign policy pledges
to strengthen its position as a key player in SSC with respect to its
relations with sub-Saharan countries (Morocco World News 2014;
Cooper and Flemes 2013). In a statement at the opening session of
the forty-eighth annual assembly of the African Development Bank, in
2013, King Mohammed VI emphasized the great ambitions he holds
for both Morocco and across Africa, which he hopes to attain through
strengthened cooperation and public—private partnerships. Studies
on the influence of SSC are also being undertaken. For example, in
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2012, the Institute for Global Dialogue started undertaking an impact
assessment of SSC on South Africa’s foreign policy identity and
behaviour. Ultimately, studies such as these will contribute to a better
understanding of the dynamics of SSC and opportunities for strength-
ening SSC (SAFPI 2012).

GSSD Expo

Under the auspices of the United Nations Office for South-South
Cooperation, the annual GSSD Expo—the only expo solely from
and for the South—is an opportunity for country representatives,
civil society organizations, members of the private sector, and UN
agencies to gather together and learn more about South-South best
practices that will help achieve internationally agreed-upon develop-
ment goals, such as the Millennium Development Goals, and national
development priorities. This UN system-wide SSC platform demon-
strates programs that have been supported under South-South, trian-
gular, and public-private partnership arrangements.

Since its inception six years ago, each GSSD expo has showcased
numerous best practices at its solution forum panels. At the 2013
expo, hosted by the Food and Agriculture Organization in Rome,
one example that showcased best practices was Vietnam’s support of
aquaculture development in Namibia, with the Namibian Ministry of
Fisheries and Marine Resources signing a tripartite agreement with
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam and the United States Government
Accountability Office (GAO). Under the terms of the agreement,
Vietnam would provide Namibia with three aquaculture experts and
nine technicians for five years, to boost aquaculture in rural areas
(Namibian 2010). Interestingly, there was even further cooperation as
the program was financed by a N$13 million grant from the Spanish
Agency for International Development Cooperation [trans.].

The theme or development focus for each GSSD expo, held annu-
ally since 2008 (UNOSSC 2013), is dictated by the host UN develop-
ment agency, and the event takes place where the particular agency is
based. For example, the 2011 expo, hosted by the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations in Rome, focused on food secu-
rity, agriculture, climate change, social protection, nutrition, agribusi-
ness, and environment. In 2012, the expo was held at United Nations
Industrial Development Organization in Vienna, Austria, and the theme
was “investing in energy and climate change: inclusive partnerships
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for sustainable development.” In 2013, the expo was held for the first
time in a developing country, at the Nairobi headquarters of the United
Nations Environment Programme, where the theme was “building
inclusive green economies: South-South Cooperation for sustainable
development and poverty eradication” (quoted in UNDP 2013).

The year 2014 was a landmark year in SSC, with the first
regional SSC development expo— Arab States Regional South-South
Development Expo—held in Doha, Qatar, in February (UNDP 2014).
The theme was “solutions to action,” with the expo showcasing suc-
cessful best practices that were developed and tested with a strong
evidence base by countries within the Arab region. Significant strides
were made at the regional level thanks to this expo. For example, sixty-
seven private-sector entities were mobilized by the SS-GATE, four
working arrangements were established with businesswomen’s asso-
ciations that promote women empowerment, and even a memoran-
dum of understanding was signed between the Islamic Development
Bank Group Business Forum and SS-GATE (UNDP 2014). Of the more
than a hundred SSC best practices showcased, some best practices
included youth and women’s employment in Arab States, industrial
development, green solutions for sustainable growth, and economic
regeneration in Somalia (UNDP 2014). In particular, the solutions
exchanged on women’s empowerment tackled issues that hold back
women from participating as full-fledged citizens due to cultural
norms or even political climates.

In 2016, the expo was held from October 31 to November 3
in Dubai, United Arab Emirates; in 2017, from November 27 to 30
in Antalya, Turkey; in 2018, from November 28 to 30 at the United
Nations headquarters in New York. There was no expo in 2015.

Development Goals and Best Practices

South-South Cooperation (SSC) differs from traditional foreign aid
because assistance is not purely financially based. Rather, SSC seeks
to carry out equitable and ownership-based exchanges. This hallmark
of SSC is promoted through the exchange of best practices between
developing countries. SSC knowledge exchange tends to be pos-
sible between neighbouring countries due to geographic similarities,
inter-regional cooperation as a result of identified common goals and
unique situations, or even globally by bringing together countries
from a number of regions that are seeking replicable and adaptable
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solutions. Triangular Cooperation also exists when a Northern part-
ner enters the equation and typically helps to finance the SSC initia-
tive or provide technical expertise that is otherwise absent among the
Southern countries. While neither a criterion nor a necessity, the UN
sometimes serves as a mediating party, third partner, or implement-
ing body to help broker SSC partnerships.

In this section examples and insight are provided into a number
of global, inter-regional, and regional SSC best practices. While the
areas of technical cooperation vary from education to environment,
the SSC initiatives highlighted here were selected due to their replica-
bility, sustainability, success (including recognition by UN bodies as a
good practice), and evaluation of lessons learned.

Global SSC
Capacity Building for BioTrade

Many beneficial health products have been found to be derived from
natural resources in developing countries, and this has resulted in
the rapid expansion of the BioTrade industry. Often, BioTrade (UNEP
2013) industries harvest these resources and do not compensate the
associated tribe or region for either the resource or local knowledge.
The Nagoya Protocol on Access and Benefit-Sharing was drafted pri-
marily with the best interests of developing countries, and local popu-
lations, in mind. SSC has proven to play a part in ensuring the success
of this protocol. Nepal, Namibia, and Peru partnered to develop the
Capacity Building for BioTrade (CBBT) initiative (UNEO 2014), which
was supported by United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
technical expertise. These countries came together because they all
identified common challenges such as the inability among local pro-
ducers to comply with BioTrade quality and certification standards,
which reduced interest and entry into international markets; the inabil-
ity to keep up with ever-changing food safety import regulations; inef-
ficient production capacities such as storage, transport, energy, and
clean water, which in turn reduce the quality and price value of the
products; and an overall lack of subsidies, credit, and grants for pro-
duction (UNEP 2014). As a result of this SSC, the three countries were
able to identify common problems and unsustainable practices despite
their geographic differences and distances, while bearing in mind the
similarity of rich biodiversity in Southern countries.
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The three countriesalso highlighted common stepsto takeinorder
to safely and effectively promote the BioTrade sector. As it is, there has
been a general increase in natural product sales, up to a growth rate of
five times that of mainstream products. Recommendations included
the development of a legal and policy framework for BioTrade,
infrastructure development and capacity building for enterprises,
BioTrade investment guarantees, improved production research and
development, awareness-raising, and the facilitation of international
cooperation around BioTrade initiatives (UNEP 2014). Support for
BioTrade enterprises is critical because the export-led growth in this
sector has the potential to result in significant job creation among the
populations of the South. This has spurred large pharmaceutical and
cosmetic firms to replace their synthetic or chemical ingredients with
naturally derived ones and rebrand their image to be eco-friendlier.
With growth in the BioTrade sector, the Nagoya Protocol on Access
and Benefit-Sharing has also been upheld, thus ensuring price stabil-
ity and sustainable biodiversity harvesting.

Global Labour University (GLU)

While exchange programs and international courses are the norm for
education-based cooperation, the Global Labour University (GLU)
represents a unique and truly international model of SSC. GLU is an
educational network of the International Labour Organization (ILO),
trade unions, civil society organizations, and universities from around
the world (Global Labour University 2014). Founded in 2002, this ini-
tiative is actually a Triangular Cooperation as it was formed through a
partnership between Germany, South Africa, Brazil, and India. Truly a
North-South and South-South effort, GLU has campuses in Germany,
South Africa, India, and Brazil, where labour officials and trade union
workers gain postgraduate training as well as practical work experi-
ence. GLU serves as a hub for trade union and labour research and
policy analysis. Students at GLU are trained to understand the evolv-
ing role of trade unions in light of globalization, how to best serve their
members, and how to build ties with civil society bodies as well as
implement the Decent Work Agenda (Global Labour University 2014).
Modes of learning include workshops, online classrooms or working
groups, publications, and conferences. Scholarships are also offered
to students from developing countries in order to ensure wider global
coverage and trade union representation. A distinguishing feature of
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GLU is that it is not just about knowledge transfer but about active
and ongoing international discussions and deliberations regarding
trade unions at the national and global levels. Not only is the format
of GLU sustainable, but, due to the training it provides, the alumni,
primarily residents of the South, are putting into practice what they
have learned in their respective organizations—and are thereby
improving the landscape of trade unions and associated research. The
success of GLU, to date, has encouraged countries such as the United
States, Russia, Ghana, and Argentina to request participation (Global
Labour University 2014). GLU has also catalyzed another innova-
tive initiative, the Global Union Research Network, which is run by
international trade unions, as a platform to share research, facilitate
debate, and coordinate knowledge exchange (Global Union Research
Network 2014).

Inter-regional SSC

Asia and Africa: Improving Public and Private Investment for Pro-poor
Environment and Climate Outcomes

Africa and Asia are highly dependent on their agricultural industries,
which are also typically the livelihoods of the poorer and more rural
populations. With climate change and environmental factors having a
direct impact on agricultural production and livelihoods, investment
in these industries was recognized as critical. As a result, a regional
workshop focused on improving public and private investment for
pro-poor environment and climate outcomes was organized in Lao
PDR in 2010 (UNDP 2010). This workshop brought together gov-
ernment officials, finance experts, local planning officials, and envi-
ronmental representatives from the Asia-Pacific region. Workshop
topics covered ways to reduce poverty through public and private
investment, approaches for the sustainable management of natural
resources, and mitigation measures for climate change. Results of this
regional workshop helped countries develop their country programs
as well as encouraged countries to join the UNDP-UNEP Poverty-
Environment Initiative (PEI).

SSC came into play when the results of this regional work-
shop, with its commitment to shared goals, piqued the interest of
Rwandan officials. A Rwanda delegation visited Lao PDR, Nepal,
and Thailand to observe and understand possible opportunities to
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support the private sector, fiscal reform, the measurement of poverty-
environment linkages, and the valuation of ecosystem services. In
exchange, Rwanda shared its mechanism for financing environmen-
tal sustainability and climate resilience, which is currently known as
the National Climate and Environment Fund (NCEF) (UNDP 2010).
Interestingly, while Rwanda came to learn from Lao PDR, the Rwanda
NCEF model was the catalyst for the creation of a Lao social and
environmental investment impact monitoring and evaluation sys-
tem, which is currently successfully operating through the Lao PDR
Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment and the Ministry of
Planning and Investment. Nepal also drew on Rwanda’s experience
in implementing a public environmental expenditure review (PEER),
which enabled Nepal to develop its own climate change budget. This
Climate Public Expenditure and Institutional Review (CPEIR) has
since been replicated in other countries in the Asia region (UNDP
2010). Ultimately, all countries learned from this SSC initiative and
developed practical ways to mainstream pro-poor poverty-environ-
ment concerns and approaches into private-sector investments.

Small Island Developing Countries: Global Island Partnership

While one might expect geographic similarities from within a single
region, there are instances of this between regions. One strong exam-
ple is the partnership of Small Island Developing States (SIDS), which
not only share similar geographies and physical attributes but also
environmental and societal concerns. This homogeneous foundation
resulted in the formation of the Global Island Partnership (GLISPA),
which serves as a global network among island countries intent on
sustainably conserving and utilizing their national resources (GLISPA
2014). Founded during the 2005 Mauritius International Meeting
under the leadership of the presidents of Palau and the Seychelles,
GLISPA serves as a platform for SIDS to exchange knowledge and
share innovative best practices around overlapping concerns. To date,
GLISPA has over 60 SIDS members, including countries with islands
or overseas territories and numerous organizations (GLISPA 2014).
The work of GLISPA focuses on furthering ecosystem adapta-
tion mechanisms and commitments, facilitating dialogue and sharing
best practices on relevant topics, integrating development with con-
servation and sustainable livelihoods, and expanding outreach. The
success of the GLISPA mechanism has resulted in formal recognition
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by the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), with GLISPA work-
ing in partnership with CBD in order to reduce biodiversity loss
and implement the Programme of Work on Island Biodiversity and
Protected Areas.

The success of the GLISPA SSC initiative is evident in terms of its
growth from an informal collaboration to a sixty-country strong SSC
organization that has helped to raise over US$100 million for island
conservation. Some of the commitments that have been launched at
GLISPA events and that GLISPA continues to support are the Phoenix
Islands Protected Area, Micronesia Challenge, Caribbean Challenge,
Global Island Database, and the Government of New Zealand’s activi-
ties on invasive species, in particular the Helping Islands Adapt work-
shop, which involved all the SIDS regions and others (GLISPA 2014).
GLISPA is currently working with the Government of the Seychelles
on a Western Indian Ocean Coastal Challenge, with the partnership
enabling inter-regional and inter-island sharing of experiences.

Regional SSC
Africa: Regional Standard for Organic Agriculture

Within the East African Community (EAC), Burundi, Kenya, Rwanda,
Tanzania, and Uganda all have an agricultural sector that employs
up to 80 percent of the population and accounts for between 24 and
44 percent of their national economies (UNEP 2008). Furthermore,
half of all certified organic land in Africa is in Kenya, Tanzania, and
Uganda. Prior to 2005, the challenge for organic production was the
lack of a uniform standard, which resulted in expensive compliance
costs for local farmers (UNEP 2006). It also posed a barrier to the
trading of organic goods such that demand was unmet due to prod-
ucts not adhering to international specifications. On the basis of this
shared problem, the EAC member countries along with UNEP and
UNCTAD formed a Triangular Cooperation on “promoting produc-
tion and trading opportunities for organic agricultural products in
East Africa,” which called for the development of a regional organic
standard (UNEP 2010). By 2007, the East African Organic Products
Standard (EAOPS) was adopted, becoming the only other regional
organic standard aside from the European Union. EAOPS has helped
East African countries meet the growing demand for organic products
and reduce certification costs. What made this SSC unique was that it
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involved the inclusive participation of national governments, public
bodies, private entities, and NGOs throughout the East Africa region.
This initiative was so successful and adaptable that it galvanized the
African Union to adopt a decision on organic farming in 2011, develop
a platform to share organic farming best practices, and provide guid-
ance. It also extended to Pacific region stakeholders, which used the
EAC model to develop and adopt the Pacific Organic Standard in 2008
(UNEP 2010).

South America: Combatting Child Labour

Labour inspection was a subject for SSC between Brazil, Bolivia,
Ecuador, and Paraguay. InMarch 2009, the Complementary Agreement
on Technical Cooperation with Latin American and African countries
for the implementation of the ILO-Brazil Partnership Programme for
the Promotion of South-South Cooperation was signed (ILO 2014).
A key focus was combatting child labour, with an associated proj-
ect involving Brazil, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Paraguay, which resulted
in the labour inspection system being reorganized and new inspec-
tors trained —in Paraguay from 2010 to 2011, in Bolivia from 2010 to
2012, and in Ecuador from 2010 to 2012 (ILO 2014). This was also a
Triangular Cooperation due to funding provided by the United States
Department of Labor (USDOL) as well as technical assistance from
the ILO International Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour
(IPEC).

This form of cooperation resulted in training programs for
labour inspectors in Bolivia and Paraguay, translation of the Self-
Learning Manual on Health and Safety for Child and Youth Labour [trans.]
from Portuguese into Spanish to cater to Brazil’'s Spanish-speaking
neighbours, and the establishment of a monitoring Child Labour and
Health Observatory by the University of Brasilia and the Brazilian
Ministry of Health. Stemming from this Brazilian model, Bolivia
developed its own child labour monitoring system, with tools for data
collection on inspection activities and information management. In
Ecuador, the Technical Working Group received support to develop
the “National Report on the Elimination of Child Labour in Garbage
Dumps,” which was shared with neighbouring countries (ILO 2013).
Moreover, an agreement to implement a program to prevent and elimi-
nate child labour among the indigenous population in the provinces of
Chimborazo and Imbabura was adopted by the District Government of
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Cotacachi, the Unién de Campesinos e Indigenas de Cotacachi (Union
of Peasants and Indigenous People of Cotacachi, UNORCAC), and the
Fundacién Comunidades y Desarrollo en Ecuador (Communities and
Development in Ecuador Foundation, COMUNIDEC) (ILO 2014). In
Bolivia, the Gender, Generations, and Social Team developed a proj-
ect to strengthen the capacity of the educational system to respond
to the issue of child labour. The project was implemented with funds
from the IPEC project on child labour and education financed by the
Dutch government (ILO 2014). For their innovative characteristics, the
Conditional Cash Transfer Programmes and Labour Inspection mea-
sures, with a focus on child labourers (ILO 2013), received the 2010
South-South Cooperation Award for Innovation.

The Initiative to Combat Child Labour in Brazil, Bolivia, Ecuador,
and Paraguay ensured that the elimination of child labour is main-
streamed throughout the labour inspectorate system —for example, in
Bolivia via the Monitoring System of Child Labour. It has resulted in
concrete resolutions, agreements, campaigns, and studies that provide
the basis for future activities related to the elimination of child labour.
Moreover, the translation, systematization, and adaptation of models
and experiences—as in the case of Paraguay, which adapted Brazil’s
Self-Learning Handbook on Health and Safety of Children and the Youth—
facilitates the current and future transfer of Southern solutions at the
regional and inter-regional level. Finally, initiatives such as Ecuador’s
“National Report on Elimination of Child Labour in Garbage Dumps”
and a Protocol for the Prevention and Elimination of Child Labour in
Garbage Dumps not only serve as inspiration but also represent a tool
for other countries to adapt to their national context (ILO 2013).

Conclusion

South-South Cooperation has revolutionized the face of international
development cooperation and aid. Developing countries are no lon-
ger treated as recipients without a say, but rather as equals within a
mutually beneficial agreement. While SSC does not eliminate the need
for North-South traditional aid flow or development cooperation,
SSC helps to alleviate the challenges arising from decreased North
aid and funding. SSC has proven to be successful and sustainable in
various aspects of social development, ranging from the environment
to food security, from employment to social protection, from disaster
risk management to information and communication technologies,
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and from gender equality to education. The hallmarks of solidarity,
mutual benefit, ownership, and non-conditionality are what make it
unique and give it its strengths. These ideals are what seek to elevate
the standards of developing countries and give them more of a voice
in the global arena.

The reach of SSC is limitless, as are its benefits. It is an ideal
approach to helping developing countries help themselves, alongside
their North counterparts, in order to achieve internationally agreed-
upon development goals as well as their own national development
priorities in a sustainable and equitable manner.

As with any evolving entity, SSC sparks questions just as quickly
as it comprehensively demonstrates answers. Is SSC more palatable
due to its packaging, even when, in some cases, it might be no differ-
ent from typical vested and interest-based foreign assistance? Does it
matter when the outcomes are the same? Will the outcomes truly be
the same when the intentions are not? Perhaps this is something that
we can only proportionately and fairly assess as time goes by and as
SSC grows more fully into its intentions. At the end of the day, if noth-
ing else, the South has come together to demonstrate and prove its
right and capability to steer its own development, identity, and power
separate from traditional North constraints.

Note

1. In December 2009, the High-level UN Conference on South-South Cooperation
was held in Nairobi. The Nairobi Outcome document called for countries and
UN system organizations to give more political boost to South-South and
Triangular Cooperation. It described the most comprehensive and encompass-
ing definition of South-South and Triangular Cooperation within the UN system
to date. This document was later endorsed by the UN General Assembly in 2010.
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CHAPTER 3

Triangular Cooperation: Another
Option for South-South Cooperation?

Christina S. Lengfelder

Introduction

riangular cooperation is a relatively new form of South-South

Cooperation (SSC). Such an arrangement typically includes
two Southern actors along with one of the traditional Development
Assistance Committee (DAC) donors—an arrangement that is
expected to strengthen SSC. Of the two Southern countries, there is
usually one that is considered the new provider given its recent over-
all developmental progress and the related capacity to take the lead in
providing technical solutions to development problems.

There are two striking facts about triangular cooperation. First,
after about a decade of implementation, it is still unclear whether this
cooperation modality is more effective or efficient than traditional SSC
and North-South Cooperation (NSC). This is mainly due to a dearth of
evaluation studies about this modality. Second, in many cases, the imple-
mentation of the new modality is not explicitly demanded by recipient
countries. Instead, the DAC donors and the new providers are the lead-
ing forces behind these projects. In the aftermath of the Paris Declaration
on Aid Effectiveness (2005) and the Accra Agenda for Action (2008), in
which DAC donors have committed themselves to providing the recipient
countries with ownership of their projects while aligning with the recipi-
ents’ national development strategies in order to make aid more effective,
the implementation of triangular cooperation is thus questionable.
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From the outset, it is unlikely that a cooperation modality that
is initiated, funded, and administrated mainly by DAC donors (and
partly by the new providers) provides ownership to the receiving
countries. Apart from this, evaluations by tepid practitioners give rea-
son to query the effectiveness and efficiency of triangular cooperation.
High transaction costs boost expenditures, although it is questionable
whether these additional costs can be compensated for by increased
effectiveness. This gives reason to scrutinize the overall purpose of tri-
angular cooperation—in other words, the motive for its implementa-
tion. The strategic interests of DAC donors may play a decisive role,
considering that the attractiveness of new providers as cooperation
partners is becoming increasingly important for international relations.
Hence, rather than a tool for effective development cooperation, trian-
gular cooperation may constitute a vehicle for fostering strategic part-
nerships with new protagonists that appear on the international stage.

This chapter introduces triangular cooperation as an additional
form of SSC to the literature and identifies areas of cooperation and
the actors involved. Special attention is paid to the characteristics of
new providers, as these are essential for analyzing the DAC donors’
possible strategic interests in triangular cooperation. The potential to
increase the effectiveness or efficiency of SSC and NSC through this
modality is also discussed. Apart from highlighting the lack of evalu-
ation studies, one of the few independent evaluation reports will be
reviewed in order to provide in-depth insight on some of the draw-
backs of triangular cooperation. Drawing from this insight, four cri-
teria for potentially successful triangular cooperation projects will
be provided, along with recommendations on how to proceed with
this new cooperation modality without compromising the needs of
developing countries. The aim of the chapter is therefore twofold:
to familiarize the reader with a largely under-studied development
cooperation modality; and to invite the reader to take a critical look at
its purpose in light of any controversy as to its potential to improve
SSC and NSC.

What Is Triangular Cooperation and How Does It Relate to SSC?

Triangular cooperation encompasses training and expert advice from
donor countries to recipient countries. During the 1970s, countries
from the Global South started to arrange technical cooperation proj-
ects between two Southern countries—an activity that was given the
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name South-South Cooperation. SSC was expected to have several
benefits, such as more familiarity with local circumstances, as well
as culture and language similarities. However, these projects fre-
quently faced administrative problems along with a lack of economic
resources. As a possible response to these difficulties, DAC donors
started to provide financial resources and administrative support,
which resulted in the first triangular cooperation projects by the end
of the 1990s.! Thus, triangular cooperation is a relatively new form of
technical cooperation involving three actors: DAC donor, new pro-
vider, and recipient country.

In traditional NSC arrangements, DAC donors provide expert
advice and professional training to developing countries. In triangu-
lar cooperation arrangements, this role is assumed by new providers,
with the DAC donor covering the majority of the project costs and
providing administrative support (CUTS-CITEE 2005; Ashoff 2009;
ECOSOC 2008; Kumar 2008). One example is the Japan-Egypt-Sub-
Sahara Africa project ICCI story on Networking and Capacity Development
for Combating Infectious Diseases. This project, which was implemented
to strengthen human resources and institutional capacities in the
medical sector in Sub-Saharan African countries through expand-
ing networks, was funded by the Japanese International Cooperation
Agency (JICA), who covered 85 percent of overall project costs, and
the Egyptian Fund for Technical Cooperation with Africa (EFTCA),
providing the remaining 15 percent (Task Team on South-South
Cooperation, 2013). Similar capacity development efforts have been
implemented in agricultural development, the environmental sec-
tor, water and water resource management, and in infrastructure
and education sectors. Additionally, there have been several projects
on consumer protection, gender, local governance, and employment
(Fordelone 2009; Pantoja 2009).

Since the beginning of the twenty-first century, triangular
cooperation has attracted more and more attention. At present, out
of twenty-three bilateral DAC donor countries, sixteen are involved
in such projects: Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany,
Ireland, Italy, the US, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Norway, Spain,
Sweden, Great Britain, Switzerland, Australia, Austria, Greece, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Portugal, and Finland.>

While existing literature on development cooperation details
the characters of a DAC donor and recipient country, little is known
about the identity of new providers. The only evident feature
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shared by all new providers is that they are middle-income coun-
tries, as defined by the World Bank (World Bank 2010). However,
out of the eighty-six middle-income countries, only seventeen have
been frequently involved in triangular cooperation as new provid-
ers: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Egypt,
India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Morocco, Mexico, Russia, South Africa,
Thailand, Tunisia, and Turkey (Fordelone 2009; Pantoja 2009; author’s
data base).?

The common feature shared by these countries is their increas-
ing political importance for regional and international relations. In
some cases, this is due to the size of their economies; in other cases, to
their recent overall developmental progress. And in both cases, all of
these countries have gained substantial economic or political power
over the last two decades. Moreover, some countries are crucial in the
provision of global public goods, such as environmental protection,
public heath, financial stability, and international security, and are
thus indispensable for international dialogues. This has altered the
global power structures of the twenty-first century (see, for example,
Stamm 2004; Stamm and Altenburg 2005; Humphrey and Messner
2006; Faust and Messner 2008).

Definitions for the terms “anchor” and “emerging” country
groupings, provided by the Deutsches Institut fiir Entwicklungspolitik
(German Development Institute, DIE), are used here to help us be
more specific about these two cases. According to the DIE, anchor
countries can be identified by their economic size relative to other
countries in the same region (Stamm 2004).* They include China,
Indonesia, Thailand, Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Russia, Turkey, Egypt,
Iran, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, South Africa, and Nigeria. Most of these
countries are highly influential politically. They play key roles with
respect to security and the maintenance of peace and stability in their
regions. Anchor countries usually take mediating positions in times
of conflict and assume responsibility for regional peace missions, not
least because they enjoy substantial diplomatic influence. In addition
to their important position regarding security issues, some anchor
countries (such as China) constitute powerful trading partners due to
their rampant economic growth. Some, such as Argentina and Brazil
in MERCOSUR, are also leaders in debates on regional integration
processes or on the provision of regional and even global public goods
(Stamm 2004; BMZ 2004; Masala 2008; Faust and Messner 2008; Kaul,
Grunberg, and Stern 1999).
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Emerging countries are those that have reached relatively high
levels of overall development (measured by the Human Development
Index), which they are expected to maintain or elevate even without
continued Official Development Assistance (ODA) payments (Stamm
2004).> They include Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Mauritius, Mexico,®
Uruguay, Malaysia, Trinidad, and Tobago. Notwithstanding that some
countries are relatively small in size, they have all gained international
importance due to their overall developmental progress and substan-
tial economic growth—and have become important trading partners
as a result. Given their success in advancing overall human develop-
ment, emerging countries can therefore be considered Southern pro-
viders of potential solutions when it comes to development issues.

The DIE’s concepts of anchor and emerging countries not only
embrace large powers but also small countries that can provide assis-
tance for development projects and programs. The significant fact
about the new providers engaged in triangular cooperation is that all
of them are either anchor or emerging countries—with the exception
of Colombia, Morocco, and Tunisia’—which is an important consid-
eration when it comes to analyzing DAC donor motivations for trian-
gular cooperation.

An in-depth study of the characteristics of new providers can
also constitute the foundation for defining triangular cooperation,
which still lacks a commonly accepted working definition. The United
Nations Special Unit for SSC (SU/SSC) defines it as an “initiative of
one or more Southern countries that wish to co-operate with one
another. In order to leverage additional financial, technical or logisti-
cal resources, such countries can ask for the support of a Northern
donor as the third partner” (SU/SSC 2013). This definition varies from
the form of triangular cooperation introduced in this chapter, where
it is being defined as any type of SSC that is supported or funded by
a Northern donor or an international organization, such as the United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP).

However, given that this definition does take into account that in
most triangular cooperation agreements involving DAC donors, one
of the Southern actors is a middle-income country —that is, a new pro-
vider (anchor or emerging country). Triangular cooperation has been
redefined here to comprise technical cooperation between at least one
DAC donor, one new provider, and one recipient country. The new
provider usually assumes the role of a capacity-building Southern
partner that shares its own experience in fostering development
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initiatives. Funding comes from the ODA resources of the DAC donor,
with occasional additional funding from the new provider. The two
essential differences between this and the SU/SSC’s definition lie in
the role of the new provider and the inclusion of an international
organization instead of a DAC donor. These two aspects are crucial,
not only with regard to the structure, activities, and funding of tri-
angular cooperation, but also for the study of possible strategic and/
or political interests behind these arrangements. While this chapter
recognizes the existence of arrangements of the type described by the
SU/SSC (also including private foundations or other developmental
institutions), it chooses to focus on triangular cooperation activities
that are funded by DAC donors and include new providers.

International Attention

Over the last decade, triangular cooperation has attracted the atten-
tion of the most important international forums on development
cooperation. The Monterrey Consensus on Development Financing
(2002), which emerged from the UN-led International Conference
on Financing for Development, suggested strengthening “triangular
cooperation, including countries with economies in transition, and
SSC, as delivery tools for assistance” (United Nations Department
of Economic and Social Affairs 2003, 15). In early 2005, the Forum
on Partnership for More Effective Development Cooperation, orga-
nized by the UNDP and the OECD, “agreed that South-South and
triangular cooperation can improve the aid efficiency and effective-
ness in emphasizing ownership and inclusive partnerships” (OECD/
UNDP 2005). The reference to triangular cooperation’s effectiveness
is crucial, because during the same year, the DAC worked intensely
on ways to improve the effectiveness of development cooperation.
The results of these efforts were stipulated in the Paris Declaration on
Aid Effectiveness (2005) and the Accra Agenda for Action (2008). The
outcome document that emerged from these two high-level forums
explicitly encouraged the “further development of triangular co-
operation” (Development Assistance Committee 2008a). The chair’s
summary of the forum in Accra furthermore identified triangular
cooperation as one of the “key forms” of development cooperation
(Development Assistance Committee 2008b).

This official acknowledgement transformed triangular coop-
eration into an internationally recognized tool for development
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cooperation. In May 2009, the First International Symposium on
Triangular Cooperation took place in Brasilia, where political deci-
sion makers and practitioners exchanged information on initial prac-
tical experiences (Pantoja 2009). Two years later, at the Fourth High
Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan (2011), South-South and
triangular cooperation were included in ten key thematic sessions
(Development Assistance Committee 2011a). The report on the Busan
Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation points out that
“South-South and triangular co-operation have the potential to trans-
form developing countries’ policies and approaches to service deliv-
ery by bringing effective, locally owned solutions that are appropriate
to country contexts” (Development Assistance Committee 2011, 9).
The DAC recommended to make “fuller use of South-South and tri-
angular co-operation, recognizing the success of these approaches to
date and the synergies they offer” (ibid., 10).

In spite of such international attention, triangular cooperation’s
impact on the development of receiving countries, compared to NSC
or SSC, is widely under-studied. The DAC’s encouraging recommen-
dations regarding triangular cooperation have generally not been
supported by empirical evidence, such as impact evaluation studies.
Neither the DAC as an institution nor the different donor countries
have made available comprehensive evaluation reports that would
demonstrate the modality’s effectiveness. Moreover, the costs for rel-
evant projects are not listed as a separate item on the DAC account,
but are part of the general expenditure for technical cooperation. This
hinders a straightforward analysis of the costs and benefits of triangu-
lar cooperation compared to NSC or SSC, thereby making it difficult to
estimate the modality’s efficiency. As a consequence, the potential for
triangular cooperation to improve SSC or NSC is highly controversial.
The next section reflects the ongoing debate regarding this controversy.

Triangular Cooperation: An Opportunity to Improve SSC or NSC?

The different forms of development cooperation can be assessed under
two specific areas: effectiveness and efficiency. For this analysis, effec-
tiveness is considered to be the degree of achievement of the desired
or planned outcome of an initiative,® while efficiency focuses on the
relationship between the costs and benefits of a development coop-
eration initiative —in other words, between the outcome and the costs
to achieve it. The following sections assess the potential of triangular
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cooperation to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of SSC and
NSC. The evidence presented is based on existing literature and inter-
views conducted with experts, researchers, and development cooper-
ation practitioners in Germany, Canada, Chile, and the Netherlands in
2010. The practical focus is enriched with insights from international
relations theory.

Effectiveness

Theoretically, the argument that triangular cooperation (and SSC) can
improve the effectiveness of technical cooperation is based on the con-
structivist approach of international relations theory. Constructivists
suggest a relation between the legitimacy of actors and an increase in
the effectiveness of certain endeavours.” According to Michael Barnett,
legitimacy is defined by “societal agreement regarding the proper pro-
cedures for [...] pursuing collectively acceptable goals” (Barnett 2006,
93). Adequate processes, inclusiveness, and fairness create the percep-
tion of legitimacy and determine the degree to which states accept and
internalize new procedures (Raustiala and Slaughter 2006). Barnett
(2008) argues that states can “convince others” more easily when they
are perceived aslegitimate actors. To a certain degree, this can be applied
to development cooperation. Following these authors, the effectiveness
of triangular cooperation and SSC compared to NSC depends, among
others, on the degree of perceived legitimacy of the new providers.
For example, when Costa Rican experts travel to Bolivia in order to
share their experiences with a successful housing program and teach
Bolivian policymakers how to implement such a program, it is essential
that Bolivians perceive them to be legitimate experts on this subject.
Therefore, the question is whether recipient countries perceive
new providers to be more legitimate as DAC donors. Many practi-
tioners suggest they do, arguing that the vast experience that new
providers have gained in developing and implementing social and
economic development policies and poverty reduction programs, and
in managing international cooperation funds, lends weight to and
legitimizes the advice they give. New providers can also contribute
lessons learned from projects or programs that have not worked as
expected, and provide suggestions on how to improve shortcom-
ings. Given that new providers usually share the same regional back-
ground, often speak the same language, and are generally familiar
with the local circumstances of the recipient country, they can adjust
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projects and programs to local social, economic, political, climatic, and
geographic conditions—thereby providing assistance that is tailored
to the needs of that country (see, for example, Ashoff 2009; ECOSOC
2008; Kumar 2008; Pantoja 2009; Fordelone 2009).

Another way to increase the effectiveness of technical coopera-
tion through triangular cooperation is to recycle former bilateral proj-
ects. New providers can reuse specific knowledge gained during NSC
projects with DAC donors, and make use of established institutions
and networks. One example of this is the youth labour project between
Germany, Chile, and the Dominican Republic. Assistance to inte-
grate young vulnerable people living in rural areas of the Dominican
Republic into the labour market was based on Chile’s experience with
asimilar NSC project with the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Internationale
Zusammenarbeit (German Agency for International Cooperation,
GIZ). The intervention strategy, consisting of a methodology to train
youth in entrepreneurship skills, had been developed by the bilateral
project and could be replicated in the Dominican Republic. The estab-
lished institutional network in Chile, which included the National
Solidarity Fund FOSIS, National Youth Institute INJUV, and National
Service of Vocational Training and Employment SENCE, could be
used to provide expert advice to their Dominican Republican coun-
terparts (Task Team on South-South Cooperation 2013).

However, the argument about increased effectiveness of SSC
or triangular cooperation has been contested. Many of the inter-
viewed practitioners suggest that experts from DAC donor coun-
tries are more culturally sensitive than other experts, given their
long-standing experience with development work. A policy advisor
for the Bundesministerium fiir wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und
Entwicklung (BMZ or Federal Ministry for International Cooperation),
who prefers to remain anonymous, shared the following anecdote
during an interview:

An expert from anew provider country, which was geographically
close to the receiving country had to interrupt his assignment due
to severe cultural misunderstandings with the recipient counter-
part, although both shared the regional background (Africa). The
African expert was sent to IN'WENT [Internationale Weiterbildung
und Entwicklung gGmbH, or Capacity Building International] —a
program that every German expert has to go through before start-
ing to work in an African country!
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Other interviewees observed that it can be problematic when two
neighbouring countries are engaged in triangular cooperation as
new providers and recipients. The former International Development
Research Centre (IDRC) vice president Rohinton Medhora (2010), for-
mer vice president of programs at Canada’s International Development
Research Centre (IDRC), stated in a personal conversation that “there
is a lot of wishful thinking around this. Regional neighbours come
with a baggage just as everyone else does.” This baggage can be much
heavier when it includes antique (territorial) conflicts or current
issues, such as large flows of economic migration that have caused
distrust and antipathy. Medhora used examples such as Mexico and
Guatemala, Chile and Peru, Indonesia and East Timor, and South
Africa and some of its neighbours. Especially when the new provider
is an anchor country, technical cooperation projects may be seen as
an attempt to expand regional dominance, which can hinder produc-
tive cooperation (for example, China and its Asian partners). Another
obstacle that was underlined by the majority of the interviewees is
the lack of trust in regional capacities, especially in skills and institu-
tions. It is assumed that some receiving countries prefer advice from
the DAC donors because of their long history of successful economic
performance and relatively well-functioning social and political insti-
tutions (CUTS-CITEE 2005; Ashoff 2009, 2010; AECID 2010).

Efficiency

There is also a debate on whether triangular cooperation is more or
less cost-efficient than traditional NSC or SSC. It has been suggested
that through more cost-efficient projects, development cooperation
can be scaled up—meaning that more projects can be implemented
with fewer economic resources. Some practitioners argue that the
repetition of projects reduces the cost of design and implementa-
tion (Kumar 2008; Fordelone 2009). When NSC projects that formerly
included DAC donors and recipient countries (today new providers)
are replicated to include DAC donors, new providers, and recipients,
planning, know-how, and infrastructure can be recycled, which is
assumed to reduce the overall project costs.!’ This can be illustrated by
the above-described project on youth entrepreneurship. The method-
ology developed for the NSC project between Germany and Chile had
been financed from funds for the bilateral project. The same method-
ology was applied to the triangular cooperation project benefitting the
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Dominican Republic, which saved, among others, the costs for design-
ing the project and developing the methodology.

Another argument states that costs for the actual operation
of the projects are lower. Given lower average wages in their home
countries, experts from the new provider countries are expected to
charge less than experts from the DAC countries, which reduces per-
sonnel costs and, thus, the operational costs of the project. Moreover,
shorter distances between new provider and recipient countries are
assumed to reduce travel costs. In cases where the new provider
speaks the same language as the receiver, costs for translation can
also be saved (Ashoff 2009; CUTS-CITEE 2005; Emmerling 2006;
Rosseel et al. 2008).

As above, this initial assessment is contested. The counterargu-
ment suggests that “there are international market prices for interna-
tional expertise,” so personnel costs are unlikely to be lower, while
most DAC experts have learned, or naturally speak, the language of
the recipient countries (Policy Advisor of the Canadian International
Development Agency [CIDA] 2010, personal conversation). Several
interviewees have also observed that regional flights are almost as
expensive as overseas flights, at least in Africa and most parts of Asia.
This undermines the cost efficiency of SSC and triangular coopera-
tion. The University of Ottawa’s expert on Canada’s development pol-
icies, Steven Brown, argues: “If you think about the CIDA project with
Haiti, Canadians know a lot more about Haiti than Brazilians. They
[Haitians] speak French. Why should the inclusion of Brazilians make
cooperation more efficient?” (Brown 2010, personal conversation).

The decisive counterargument against the efficiency of triangu-
lar cooperation compared to NSC or SSC is, however, an increase in
transaction costs when integrating an additional actor. Since coopera-
tion between three actors is more time- and labour-consuming than
bilateral cooperation, transaction costs for triangular cooperation
are assumed to be extraordinarily high. Andreas Pfeil, head of the
BMZ Unit Policy and Quality Control, underlines the importance of
these costs, yet expresses doubts that they can be compensated for by
increased benefits:

It is always more time- and labour-consuming to coordinate with
two instead of just one partner. If benefits were substantial, they
might be able to compensate for these costs. However, this is a
question that we have not yet answered —I doubt it. There is this
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argument that higher transaction costs only occur during the ini-
tiation of this cooperation modality. I don't think so. Personally,
I believe that transaction costs are too high (Pfeil 2010, personal
conversation; author’s translation).

Additionally, some interviewees proposed that difficulties can arise
when establishing procedures and standards that are to be applied
by three parties accustomed to different organizational structures.
Unclear division of roles and responsibilities at the beginning of a
project require additional coordinative efforts. Finally, negotiation
processes are said to be long and cumbersome (Wehnert 2010; Groth
2010; Grimm 2010; Fuertig 2010; Langendorf 2010; Altenburg 2010;
Pfeil 2010; Kappel 2010; Gleichmann, 2010). Since these arguments are
specifically related to the integration of a third actor, they only apply
to triangular cooperation and not to SSC.

Evaluation Studies

The above discussions are initial assessments that are not based on any
conclusive evidence from independent evaluations. The continued lack
of evaluation studies on triangular cooperation more than a decade
after its first implementation is astonishing. The report “Boosting
South-South Cooperation in the Context of Aid Effectiveness” syn-
thesizes 110 case studies on SSC and triangular cooperation, which
are presented on the internet platform South-South Opportunity, estab-
lished by the Task Team on South-South Cooperation (Task Team on
South-South Cooperation 2013). However, the case studies do not
properly evaluate projects. They merely constitute an overview on
the areas of cooperation and actors and institutions involved, thus
providing limited information on the outcomes of projects. And,
most importantly, they hardly reflect the perspective of the recipient
country. The DAC explains this dearth of evaluation is due to a “lack
of time, experience, and expertise” of new providers (Development
Assistance Committee 2010, 19). According to the task team’s report,
“most countries still struggle with building monitoring and evaluating
systems and generating transparent, regular, and timely information.
Learning how to be an effective Southern provider is still incipient”
(Task Team on South-South Cooperation 2013). While this argument
may explain a lack of evaluation of SSC, it does not explain why DAC
donors have not evaluated their triangular cooperation projects.
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Apart from the task team’s report, the research undertaken for
this chapter discovered three detailed but unpublished evaluation
reports on two triangular cooperation projects, known as the NEWS
program, that were piloted by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, MINBUZA) in the 1990s (Brouwer
2010)." The projects included the Czech Republic and Slovakia as new
providers and Nicaragua as the recipient country. The three reports
that were elaborated by ACE Europe, an independent Belgium com-
pany, were highly critical of the new development cooperation modal-
ity. They support several of the above suggested counterarguments
against the effectiveness and efficiency of triangular cooperation and,
therefore, provide one of the few sources of lessons learned.

The reports highlight that the overall effectiveness and efficiency
of projects in Nicaragua was extremely weak (Uyttendaele, Dhaene,
and Bossuyt 2001). The administrative structure of the projects was
cumbersome and communication was time-consuming and inefficient.
“The long and complex procedures to reach the stage of approval and
to start implementation caused serious delays” (Uyttendaele, Dhaene,
and Bossuyt 2001, 31). The NEWS program thus affirms the argument
for high transaction costs in projects that include three actors (triangu-
lar cooperation) instead of two (SSC and NSC). Moreover, the reports
reveal that the Czech and Slovak expertise hardly matched the devel-
opmental needs in Nicaragua (Phlix, Mangas, and Uyttendaele 2001;
Uyttendaele, Dhaene, and Bossuyt 2001). Rather, it seemed obliga-
tory that “someone from the East had to be involved [...], although
it was realized that the added value was rather limited in practice”
(Phlix, Mangas, and Uyttendaele 2001, 74). This was supported by
Peter Knip, the director of the International Cooperation Agency of
the Association of Netherlands Municipalities (VNG), which imple-
mented the projects, and by Nikol Hopman,"””? who was actively
involved in their implementation. Both note that the integration of
the new provider did not add any significant value to the projects,
and that there was thus no reasonable pay-off for additional costs
and efforts (Knip 2011; Hopman 2011, 2012). This provides informa-
tion for the above-stated question on whether the possible benefits
of triangular cooperation can compensate for the higher transaction
costs implied in cooperative agreements between three countries. In
the specific case of the NEWS program, they could not. However, this
may partly be due to the selection of the partner countries. Regarding
culture, language, geography, institutional, and economic structures,
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the Eastern European countries share very few similarities with
Nicaragua. Although the English language was selected as the official
program language, one of the reports states that encounters suffered
from a lack of smooth and direct communication (Phlix, Mangas, and
Uyttendaele 2001). Moreover, “the use of the English language as
the official program language often caused delays in execution (e.g.,
translations)” (Phlix, Mangas, and Uyttendaele 2001, 54). In many
cases, communication had to be facilitated through a Dutch resident,
which “did not only facilitate the logistic of the collaboration but also
communication on the content” (Phlix, Mangas, and Uyttendaele
2001, 54). However, this undermines the above suggested argument
in support of the integration of a new provider, who was assumed to
facilitate communication between the Northern and Southern actors.
Another example of the difficulties of the NEWS program is the
deficient leadership of the new providers. One of the reports states
that at the beginning of the projects, some Czech and Slovak coor-
dinators “felt a bit lost” in their role as new providers (Uyttendaele,
Dhaene, and Bossuyt 2001, 21). After some training, they “felt they
understood better the Dutch way of handling projects” (Uyttendaele,
Dhaene, and Bossuyt 2001, 21). This contradicts the original purpose
of triangular cooperation, in which the expertise of Southern provid-
ers on development issues is believed to improve project effectiveness.
What is more, the Eastern countries were not perceived as legitimate
providers of capacity building: “The fact that the procedures pre-
scribed the involvement of the Czech and Slovak partners was not
appreciated by the Nicaraguans who felt that this caused serious and
unnecessary delays” (Uyttendaele, Dhaene, and Bossuyt 2001, 29).
This underlines the importance of the recipient countries” ownership
to the projects. Considering that the new providers and the recipients
work directly together in the field operations, the integration of a new
provider should only occur as a result of the recipient’s demand. This
will enhance the new provider’s legitimacy in the eyes of the recipient.
Finally, Phlix, Mangas, and Uyttendaele’s (2001, 58) report points
out that the design of the projects was “based on the overall policy
of the program (trilateral approach) and not on a clear diagnostic of
needs in Nicaragua and an analysis of the corresponding capacity in
the Czech and Slovak counterparts.” According to the Principles of Aid
Effectiveness stipulated in the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda,
the recipient countries should take ownership of the operations, while
all activities should be closely aligned with their national development
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strategy. Recently, the SU/SSC has affirmed the importance of these
principles in its handbook on Triangular South-South Cooperation
(United Nations Special Unit for South-South Cooperation, 2013).
The NEWS program was implemented prior to these agreements and,
therefore, did not comply with them. On the one hand, this explains
many of the deficiencies of the program’s design and implementation;
on the other hand, it confirms the importance of these principles for
triangular cooperation.

To sum up, the key obstacle of the NEWS program consisted of a
cumbersome administration that was triggered by long and complex
procedures, resulting in high transaction costs. As suggested by the
above analysis, this probably constitutes the most fundamental down-
side of triangular cooperation compared to SSC or NSC. Its overall
potential to improve SSC or NSC approaches, therefore, depends on
whether the value that the new provider adds to the project can com-
pensate for the additional costs. This, in turn, depends on the selection
of the partner countries and on the degree of ownership of the recipi-
ent country.

Aid Effectiveness: Is This Really a Priority?

Despite its importance for international development cooperation,
technical cooperation has been widely criticized by NGOs, research
institutes, and civil society organizations. Most of these criticisms are
based on the fact that technical cooperation is typically financed by
tied aid, which consists of ODA attached to the purchase of goods or
services from the donor country (OECD 2009b). This means that many
projects are developed in accordance to donor countries’ capacities
that do not necessarily coincide with receiving countries” necessities,
making the assistance supply-driven. Moreover, foreign profession-
als, paid for by tied aid, constitute competition to the local labour
market (for a substantial critique, see Hoebink and van der Velden
2002). As a response to these critics, the OECD launched a large cam-
paign to untie aid among the DAC donor countries (OECD 2009c).
The Accra Agenda for Action formalizes this long-standing debate:
DAC [are] donors committed to eventually untie their ODA to make
development cooperation more effective (OECD 2008).

Against this background, it is disconcerting that with triangular
cooperation the DAC donors have added one more form of technical
cooperation, despite heavy critics on it and after having committed
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to untie ODA. One is left wondering why triangular cooperation
was implemented in addition to the already criticized SSC and NSC.
And, above all, why do DAC donors continue to implement triangu-
lar cooperation projects without major investments in its evaluation?
Perhaps aid effectiveness is not their priority after all?

In this context, it is worth highlighting that the Netherlands,
which is traditionally known as a genuine, development-oriented
donor (Stokke 1989; Cooper and Verloren van Themaat 1989; Hellema
2009; Herman 2006) has not participated in any further triangular coop-
eration project after the negatively evaluated NEWS program (Brouwer
2010). What motives are there for the other DAC donors to participate
in triangular cooperation? CIDA'’s answer to this question is quite sim-
ple: “We just try to keep track of them, keep an eye on them because we
need to know if it is becoming more popular or if it is working out or
not, and well, for people asking questions like you do” (Senior Policy
Analyst at CIDA 2010). This statement confirms Canada’s decades-long
reputation as a “train follower” among DAC donors (Swatuk 2010;
Tomlin, Hampson, and Hillmer 2008; Pratt 1996; Paragg 1980; Triantis
1971). It does not, however, suggest any further possible motives for
the participation of DAC donors in triangular cooperation.

What about those countries that are the most active in triangu-
lar cooperation—and therefore considered the leading countries of
this cooperation modality? Germany, for example, has implemented
a large number of triangular cooperation projects since the beginning
of the new millennium. It is striking that almost all of the projects that
include anchor countries as new providers attend to border-crossing
problems with the objective of the provision of global public goods."

A review of German triangular cooperation projects indicates
that attending to the most urgent needs of the recipient countries may
not be the primary motive. For receiving countries like Guatemala
that still struggle with malnutrition and environmental protection—
although globally important—does not belong to the national devel-
opment priorities. Furthermore, although language and culture are
more similar in Mexico and Guatemala than in the NEWS program,
the already complicated relationship between the anchor country and
its small and much poorer neighbour is not an ideal precondition for
smooth operations. In this context, it is important to highlight that
German triangular cooperation projects are usually initiated by the
German government or suggested by the new providers, but not by
the recipients (interviews with BMZ and GIZ policy advisors, 2010).
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In the specific case of Mexico and Guatemala, for example, “Mexico
and Germany agreed upon the implementation of trilateral coop-
eration projects in the field of environmental protection during their
governmental consultations in February 2006” (Task Team on South-
South Cooperation 2009). Guatemala was not mentioned with respect
to the question of how this triangular cooperation project came about.
A senior policy advisor with BMZ comments as follows on the pur-
pose of triangular cooperation:

The advantage of triangular cooperation is that it constitutes a
concrete example. Within the framework of projects for third
countries, we can exchange knowledge and experience with
these large emerging powers. This is different from talking about
partnerships at international conferences. It provides a practi-
cal opportunity to test partnerships and cooperation; to plan,
develop, and evaluate concrete projects jointly. This is especially
interesting for cooperation with the large powers. They have their
own philosophy and we have to see how we can come together
and work together (BMZ Policy Advisor 2010, personal conversa-
tion; author’s translation).

In this sense, triangular cooperation builds a “technical bridge” for
some of the ideological gaps between anchor countries and DAC
donors (Altenburg 2010), whichis inline with Germany’s overall devel-
opment cooperation approach, as defined by the BMZ: “Development
cooperation is global structural policy. It promotes global public
goods such as climate protection, the conservation of environmental
resources, and security” (BMZ, 2011). Neither aid effectiveness nor
the needs of the receiving countries are prioritized in this discourse
on general international cooperation.

Another important donor of triangular cooperation is Japan,
which was one of the first DAC donors to participate in the new coop-
eration modality, and which continues to play an active role in several
initiatives in Asia, Latin America, and Africa. Japan’s International
Cooperation Agency (JICA) views triangular cooperation as a “key
to building networks in every country and maintaining and strength-
ening its presence in the international community” (JICA 2013).
According to Satoshi Murosawa, JICA’s chief representative in Brazil,
“there will be a rising number of countries that no longer receive
ODA, and triangular cooperation is expected to become the core of the
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cooperation relationships. [...] Competition has already risen among
donors to acquire partners for triangular cooperation” (JICA 2013).
As in the German case, the expansion of strategic partnerships with
anchor and emerging countries thus constitutes an important motive
for Japan’s engagement in triangular cooperation. Further research is
necessary to identify alternative motives and to clarify whether these
also apply to the other DAC donors that participate in triangular
cooperation.

Conclusion

This chapter has presented an initial assessment of triangular coop-
eration as a relatively new form of SSC. After having delimited this
modality from SSC and NSC—highlighting similarities and differ-
ences—its potential for improving any one of them was revised. The
conclusion is that due to the inevitably high transaction costs in coop-
erative arrangements that involve three countries instead of two, tri-
angular cooperation is less cost-efficient than SSC or NSC. However,
under certain circumstances, the benefits of integrating a third actor
may compensate for its higher costs. Whether this is the case depends
on the projects’ effectiveness.

Based on the analysis of this chapter, including the information
gathered during interviews and the evaluation of the NEWS pro-
gram, minimum criteria for potentially effective triangular coopera-
tion arrangements are identified. First and foremost, selecting suitable
partner countries and defining area issues are both crucial to a proj-
ect’s effectiveness. It is of utmost importance that the new provider
is perceived as a legitimate development cooperation partner in the
eyes of the recipient country. This means that there should be as little
conflict as possible between both Southern countries, and that the new
provider holds some expertise on a certain subject that is transferable
to the climatic, cultural, social, economic, or other conditions of the
recipient country. Moreover, communication is much easier when
both Southern countries speak the same language. All of the former is
more likely to be achieved when the recipient country selects the new
provider with which it wants to engage in a triangular cooperative
arrangement and assumes ownership of the project, from its design
to its implementation. The following four criteria are fundamental for
potentially effective triangular cooperation arrangements:
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1. The new provider and recipient speak the same language.

2. The partner countries carry as little historical or current
conflict burden as possible. (Preferably they are not direct
neighbours, especially when the new provider is an anchor
country.)

3. There is a clear value added to the project caused by the inte-
gration of the new provider. The added value can emerge
from similar
— climate or geography (for agricultural projects);

- institutional settings (for the design of public policies);

— cultural circumstances (for example, Indigenous populations);

— political conditions (such as transition to democracy; pre-
vious armed conflict);

— economic structures (for example, commodities; coast
access; for projects on trade promotion).

4. The recipient countries select the new provider and the
area of cooperation; and they assume the ownership of the
project design, as well as the leadership during the project
implementation.

The more criteria are met, the higher the probability of an effective
triangular cooperation project. Not all criteria have the same weight,
which very much depends on the specific case. Since the ownership
of the recipient country is crucial for effectiveness, meeting the fourth
criterion—providing ownership to the recipient country —may sub-
stitute for some of the other criteria. For example, if the recipient
country Guatemala chooses to replicate the Mexican poverty reduc-
tion program Oportunidades, assuming the leadership throughout the
project (criteria in number 4 are met), then it will be less of an issue
that the anchor country Mexico is a direct neighbour with a quite
conflictive relationship with Guatemala (criteria in number 2 are not
met). If the recipient country does not assume the ownership of the
project, especially during the selection of the partner country (crite-
ria in 4 are not met), then criteria 1 through 3 become vital, because
the same language and little conflict between the Southern partners
as well as a reasonable value added through the integration of the
new provider all increase the probability for the effectiveness of the
project. The implementation of projects that do not fulfill any of these
criteria is not recommended. Projects that fulfill most of these criteria
and, therefore, have the highest potential for effectiveness should be
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thoroughly evaluated. Only highly effective triangular cooperation
can be a reasonable complement to SSC and NSC, considering its high
transaction costs and the general drawbacks of technical cooperation
financed by tied aid.

Throughout the chapter, the controversy on the effectiveness and
efficiency of triangular cooperation, together with the Development
Assistance Committee (DAC) donors’ continued neglect to properly
evaluate this modality in spite of the critical overall assessment of tech-
nical cooperation, gave reason to question the DAC donors’ motives
for participating in this new form of SSC. It was suggested that the
characteristics of the new providers, which mainly include the politi-
cally and economically important anchor and emerging countries,
form important incentives.

Triangular cooperation constitutes a platform for expanding stra-
tegic partnerships with the new providers. What is more, the DAC
donors are not the only actors that may engage in triangular coopera-
tion to satisfy strategic interests. For the new providers, the role as a pro-
vider country is politically attractive because it can foster international
prestige. This is not only conducive for regional politics, but also for
the new providers’ relations to internationally powerful actors such as
Japan, the US, and the European Union. Moreover, triangular coopera-
tion constitutes an opportunity for the new providers to improve their
development cooperation capacities, which may facilitate the expan-
sion of their recently established independent aid programs. These
further enhance their strategic position. The focus on general interna-
tional cooperation between the DAC donor and the new provider may,
however, undermine the developmental benefits of the recipient coun-
try —especially when partner countries and focus areas are selected
according to political interests of the donor countries instead of the
developmental needs of the recipient countries. With this in mind, it
may be time to separate the budget for international cooperation from
ODA in order to not mix the main purpose of each. The former should
be used for general international cooperation (for example, with anchor
and emerging countries) as prioritized by the donor country (includ-
ing the provision of global public goods), while the latter should be
exclusively for the needs of developing countries (as defined by the
recipients), with a focus on helping the poor population.

Another way to prevent strategic interests from impairing the
design of triangular cooperation projects is to strengthen the role of
international organizations, such as the United Nations Development
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Program (UNDP) or the Regional Development Banks. They usually
constitute relatively neutral but influential mediators that are willing
and able to represent the interests of the recipient countries. Moreover,
they have substantial experience in administrating technical coopera-
tion projects, and can provide the necessary funding. Triangular coop-
eration, consisting of a recipient, a new provider, and an international
or regional organization, should therefore be evaluated and probably
preferred over triangular cooperation with a DAC donor.

Finally, triangular cooperation can also be seen as a transitional
modality that will eventually turn into development cooperation
funded by the new providers. Given the considerable overall develop-
ment of anchor and emerging countries during the last decade, these
countries are gradually transforming from ODA receivers into donor
countries. Countries like India, Indonesia, Mexico, Chile, and Brazil
are currently establishing or have already implemented independent
development cooperation programs. By means of triangular coopera-
tion, the new donors can familiarize themselves with development
cooperation activities. Moreover, NSC programs with anchor and
emerging countries can be gradually phased out, while infrastructure
and human capacities can be recycled first for triangular cooperation
projects and then for independent aid programs.

Within the context of SSC, triangular cooperation may serve as a
transitional tool to phase out NSC programs with anchor and emerg-
ing countries, as well as for integrating new Southern donors into the
development cooperation landscape. As an operative complement to
SSC or NSC, however, its perspectives are rather unpromising, unless
the recipient country explicitly demands this form of cooperation, and
assumes ownership of it.

Notes
1. Even though similar projects were carried out at an earlier date, the common
understanding of triangular cooperation was established by the end of the 1990s.
2. Mainly, the information was taken out of Foderlone (2009). However, the Task

Team on South-South Cooperation provides evidence that Ireland and Korea
participate in TrC—two countries that had not been included as triangular
cooperation donors by Foderlone (Task Team on South-South Cooperation
2013). Moreover, according to Pasi Hellman, the Deputy Director General of
the Department for Development Policy of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of
Finland, Finland does not have any experience in TrC (Hellman, 2010, email
conversation)—a country that had been included by Foderlone.

3. Singapore, which is identified as a new provider by Fordelone (2009) is left out of
thelist. The project Forderlone refers to is not considered triangular cooperationin
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10.

11.

12.
13.

this research because the traditional donor involved is the European Commission,
not a single nation state. Neither are the Philippines, Sri Lanka, and Vietnam
considered as typical new providers of triangular cooperation because they only
participate in one single project administrated by Japan.

Primarily, GDP (not per capita) of the largest country relative to the total GDP of
the region is measured to estimate relative economic importance. After subtract-
ing the largest GDP from the total GDP of the region, every country with a frac-
tion of at least 20 percent of regional GDP qualifies as an anchor country (Stamm
2004).

This expectation is based on the assessment of four indicators: the Growth
Competitiveness Index, the Business Competitiveness Index, the Freedom
House Index, and the Pilot Environmental Index.

The cases of Brazil and Mexico demonstrate that the two groups—anchor and
emerging countries—are not exclusive. Both countries have achieved fair lev-
els of human development, while assuming regional leadership. They therefore
qualify for both groups.

The characteristics of these three are, however, similar to anchor and emerging
countries. Colombia actually qualified as emerging country, but was eliminated
due to enduring security concerns (Stamm 2004).

Given the uncertainty about donors” motivations for development coopera-
tion, one could argue about what the desired outcome is. Since donors declare
the development of the recipient country as the primary objective for develop-
ment cooperation, the recipient’s development is here considered the desired
outcome. Therefore, when triangular cooperation generates more development
than traditional technical cooperation, it is considered more effective.

Much of the constructivist and international law literature on legitimacy refers to
international regimes, and many authors specifically address enforcement and
compliance (Rittberger and Schimmelfennig 2007; Raustiala and Slaughter 2006;
Koh 1997; Frank 1990). However, the concept of legitimacy and its relationship
to effectiveness can also be applied to cooperative arrangements like triangular
cooperation.

The idea of recycling projects is contested. In an echo of criticism of the World
Bank's Structural Adjustment Programmes, the recycling of projects implies
the risk of applying the same strategy for very different countries (“one size
fits it all”). This runs counter to the principles of the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness because it takes away ownership from the receiving countries.
Only if circumstances are very similar in both countries, or projects are adapted
to the receiving countries, can these projects be effective. Receiving countries
should always be consulted about necessary adjustments of the projects.

Martin Brouwer is currently the Directorate-General for International Cooperation
at the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MINBUZA). Mr. Brouwer mentioned
the reports during an interview with the author of this chapter and connected
her with Peter Knip, the director of the International Cooperation Agency of the
Association of Netherlands Municipalities [trans.] (VNG) that implemented the
projects, who kindly provided access to the reports.

Nikol Hopman was a program manager at VNG during this time.

The concept of global public goods is used here as defined by Kaul, Grunberg,

and Stern (Kaul 1999, 303).
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