
CHAPTER 27

Triangular Cooperation: Enabling Policy Spaces

Geovana Zoccal

27.1 Introduction

Since the turn of the twenty-first century, the architecture of the interna-
tional system has undergone important changes in different areas. In the
development cooperation system, new modalities, new actors, and the new
relationship dynamics among them have changed the framework and defini-
tion of legitimate practices of this system. These changes are consolidating
new institutional arrangements that are guiding stakeholders’ relations in
international development cooperation.

Triangular cooperation (TrC) is among those new arrangements. Around
40 years ago, the Plan of Action for Promoting and Implementing Technical
Cooperation among Developing Countries (TCDC), known as the Buenos
Aires Plan of Action (BAPA), recommended that traditional donors should
act as catalysts for cooperation between developing countries (United Nations
[UN] 1978). Currently, there is still no common understandings of TrC. The
United Nations (UN) working definition for TrC is “southern-driven partner-
ships between two or more developing countries, supported by a developed
country(ies) or multilateral organization(s), to implement development coop-
eration programmes and projects” (UN 2016, p. 5). The Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) characterises the modality
as an arrangement “when countries, international organizations, civil society,
private sector, private philanthropy and others work together in groups of
three or more, to co-create flexible, cost-effective and innovative solutions
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for reaching the [Sustainable Development Goals] (SDGs)” (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD] 2018a, p. 3).1

There is also no consensus on the term used to define the modality. The
most often used term is “triangular cooperation”, present in analyses and
negotiations at, for instance, the UN, the OECD, and the Ibero-American
General Secretariat (SEGIB). Nevertheless, there are also other terminologies,
such as trilateral cooperation and tripartite cooperation. Professionals from the
international cooperation of Brazil, China, and the United States frequently
use the term “trilateral” instead of “triangular” (Milani 2017). Despite the fact
that various analyses and studies use these variants as synonyms, there is contes-
tation regarding the indiscriminate use of the term. These contestations are
linked to the definition of principles and practices of this modality. The contes-
tation relates, for instance, to questions of coordination and responsibility
highlighted by the editors of this handbook (see Introduction in Chapter 1).

When reflecting on this clash, different stakeholders involved in inter-
national development cooperation understand it as being a matter related
to linguistic lexicon and translation dilemmas, suggesting that “triangular”
and “trilateral” are different terms used to characterise the same arrange-
ment (IO#6 2017).2 Building upon the idea that the corners of a triangle
would inevitably be seen as hierarchical, professionals involved in Brazilian
cooperation, for instance, argue that ignoring the difference between these
terminologies would be capturing South-South cooperation (SSC) within the
scope of the terms established by the Development Assistance Committee
(DAC), reflecting vertical relations of North-South cooperation.

The definition, principles, and practices of this modality have raised great
attention in international debates and academia. In the past decade, much
research and analysis have been produced around TrC. In the international
arena, many multilateral organisations have published reports on this topic,
such as the OECD through the DAC, SEGIB, the GPI on Effective Triangular
Co-operation,3 and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)
(Jones 2016; GPI on Effective Triangular Co-operation 2019; Ibero-American
General Secretariat [SEGIB] 2017, 2018; OECD 2013a, 2018a; United
Nations Development Programme 2016; World Food Programme 2016). The
DAC has conducted two broad surveys (2012 and 2015) to collect data specif-
ically on this modality, and the DAC has collected data on TrC through the
official development assistance (ODA) reporting system since 2017.4 From
this, the OECD developed an online repository covering almost 800 TrC
projects.5

In March 2019 the Second High-level United Nations Conference on
South-South Cooperation took place (known as BAPA+40, in celebration
of the 40th anniversary of the BAPA), held in Buenos Aires and hosted by
the United Nations Office for South-South Cooperation (UNOSSC). The
outcome document of the conference broadly covered this modality, high-
lighting its value added to the efforts towards achieving the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development.
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In academia, the transformations of the international cooperation system
since the 2000s are a constant subject of analysis. Due to TrC being a dynamic
issue that has gained momentum in the development cooperation agenda in
the past years, it has been a hot topic for chapters, articles, dissertations, and
theses (Bandstein 2007; Langendorf 2012; Milani 2017; Seifert and Renzio
2014; Stahl 2018). These publications commonly present TrC as a tool or
modality6 for identifying and making use of comparative advantages and
knowledge of DAC donors and emerging providers of the Global South7 to
implement development programmes and projects. Besides the project dimen-
sion, TrC is also analysed from a political perspective and portrayed as an
arrangement that traditional donors make use of to learn from and influence
SSC, bridging these two modalities (Abdenur and Fonseca 2013).

To advance the guiding question of this handbook, (“How can different
narratives and norms in development cooperation be reconciled to achieving
the 2030 Agenda?”), this chapter focusses on TrC and analyses the value added
of this modality towards achieving the 2030 Agenda. The guiding question of
the chapter is: “How does this cooperation modality strengthen partnerships
between different actors in the policy field of development cooperation?” To
answer this question, the chapter goes beyond the technical features of devel-
opment projects. I argue that TrC became an enabler of policy spaces, without
directly confronting contested political positions and jeopardising the dialogue
and negotiation processes. The modality has allowed both traditional donors
and Southern providers to create not only joint development projects, but also
common strategies, guidelines, and principles. To advance this argument, the
chapter has been divided into three sections following this introduction.

The following Sect. 27.2 covers the conditions that led to the emergence
and strengthening of TrC as a modality. The increasing diversity of stake-
holders involved in international cooperation for development built up new
principles and practices in the field and created tension in the framework
that had been established by the 1970s, mainly by DAC donors. Different
stakeholders such as civil society organisations and the private sector also
became agents of this system. The strengthening of SSC contested the estab-
lished cooperation framework of the OECD-DAC. To convey some sort
of accommodation among the cooperation principles, different formal and
informal approaches came into place. TrC emerged as a modality enabling
the intersection of established and emerging practices.

The Sect. 27.3 deepens the analysis of TrC and goes beyond the tech-
nical features of this modality, understanding it as an enabler of policy spaces
for negotiations on practices and principles among stakeholders. Southern
providers such as China and Brazil do not follow internationally established
OECD norms, for example measuring ODA or reporting their cooperation
initiatives to the DAC. Nonetheless, agents from the North and the South
find in TrC a space to negotiate their principles and practices in the continually
evolving international development cooperation system. This section identi-
fies TrC as a strategic modality to create those negotiation spaces, both for
traditional donors and for Southern providers.
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The final Sect. 27.4 investigates how—despite the contestation of prac-
tices and principles among the different actors in the political spaces—TrC
strengthens the collaboration among stakeholders. During the first initiatives
of the modality, TrC was foremost conceived as a way for traditional donors
to socialise and engage with the Southern providers and catalyse SSC. This
perspective has evolved, and stakeholders now aim to go beyond the divi-
sions on cost-sharing. The modality sometimes struggles not to be seen as
an end in itself. Nevertheless, alleviating the contestations between tradi-
tional donors and Southern providers, through TrC different stakeholders have
created room for policy dialogue and created common operation manuals,
guidelines, and processes.

27.2 From the Establishment of ODA

to the Emergency of New Modalities

27.2.1 Development Cooperation: A Revolving Field

The setting of an internationally agreed framework, practices, and cate-
gorisation of the stakeholders participating in the system for international
development cooperation was mainly based on the definition of ODA, first
agreed in 1969 by the DAC members. This was eight years after the establish-
ment of the OECD and the DAC, under its umbrella—both of which were
established in September 1961.

ODA defined assistance flows as those between a developed country or
multilateral organisation and a developing country, in a vertical relationship
of transferring concessional resources and development knowledge. The ODA
definition has been under constant negotiation and opens room for interpre-
tation. From 2010 to 2016, there was the implementation of clarified rules,
which were related, for instance, to in-donor refugee costs. More recently, in
early 2019 (reporting on 2018 data), there was a shift in the methodology for
recording ODA data, and “ODA grant equivalent” replaced the “flow basis”.
However, in general terms, the ODA concept has remained the same since
1972, currently laid out as

flows to countries and territories on the DAC List of ODA Recipients and
to multilateral development institutions that are: i. provided by official agen-
cies, including state and local governments, or by their executive agencies; and
ii. each transaction of which: a) is administered with the promotion of the
economic development and welfare of developing countries as its main objective;
and b) is concessional in character. (OECD 2019, p. 6)

The direction of ODA flows defined which agent occupied the posi-
tion of donor and recipient in this system, establishing a binary
dividing North/developed countries/donors and South/developing coun-
tries/recipients. However, if initially this binary divided actors engaged in
international cooperation, transformations in international politics during the



27 TRIANGULAR COOPERATION: ENABLING POLICY SPACES 587

turn of the twenty-first century also implicated changes in the develop-
ment cooperation system. Currently, a much more diverse group of actors
is part of this system, which includes providers from the Global South and
non-governmental actors such as civil society organisations and the private
sector.

Initiatives of cooperation among countries of the Global South have
existed since the 1950s, with the Non-Alignment Movement frequently being
identified as its embryo. After the BAPA in 1978, the outcome document
agreed on during the 1978 UN Conference on Technical Cooperation among
Developing Countries, TCDC was recognised as a modality of international
development cooperation. Nevertheless, it gained strength mainly after the
1990s, when the South Commission published the report “The Challenge to
the South” (South Centre 2015). Since then, emerging powers such as Brazil,
China, and India have significantly increased their engagement in international
cooperation for development and hence expanded their presence and influence
in this system.

In 1978, the BAPA mainly disputed the vertical flows between donors and
recipients, as envisaged by ODA, and put forward horizontal flows. Different
stakeholders recognised horizontal relations among the agents as being
complementary practice in the international development system. However,
the donor–recipient binary continued to guide the framework previously
established by DAC members.

Three decades later—endorsed during the Third High-Level Forum on Aid
Effectiveness in 2008—the Accra Agenda for Action recognised SSC as an
important complement to traditional cooperation. In 2009, in a context of
significant economic growth of a few countries in the Global South and the
deepening of a Southern identity narrative, the first High-level United Nations
Conference on South-South Cooperation happened in Nairobi. Southern
providers presented SSC as an alternative modality to North-South cooper-
ation, building up dimensions allegedly opposed to traditional donors. The
outcome document presented six principles of SSC: (i) respect for national
sovereignty; (ii) national ownership and independence; (iii) equality (horizon-
tality); (iv) non-conditionality; (v) non-interference in domestic affairs; and
(vi) mutual benefits (UN 2009).

At that moment, the outcome document pointed to a “Northernised”
agenda of SSC, which incorporated key terms such as ownership that were
established by DAC donors during the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness
in 2005 (Zoccal 2018). However, in the Fourth High-Level Forum on Aid
Effectiveness—guided by the DAC-hosted Working Party on Aid Effectiveness
and held in 2011 in Busan—the transformations on the international coopera-
tion for development framework were deeper than the ones that had happened
since the BAPA of 1978. During the Busan Forum, the imagined geographical
cleavage defining which agent is part of the North and which agent is part of
the South defined the dynamics among them. It was also clear that, despite
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the obvious division between these two groups, neither traditional donors nor
Southern providers are homogeneous groups (Eyben and Savage 2012).

Most Southern providers do not report to the DAC, and there is a diversity
of standards and mechanisms to measure SSC volumes.8 However, a number
of reports have been published about the development cooperation initiatives
of emerging providers in the past years. In 2015, the estimate of SSC participa-
tion in international development cooperation was 15.8 per cent, according to
the OECD’s “Development Co-operation Report 2017” (OECD 2017). The
“Financing for Sustainable Development Report 2019” of the UN Depart-
ment of Economic and Social Affairs indicates that 74 per cent of developing
countries provided some form of development cooperation in 2017 (United
Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs 2019). Despite the lack
of official, verified, and comparable data, these figures give an estimate of
the current importance of SSC within the development cooperation agenda
(Zoccal and Esteves 2018).

The categorisation of Southern providers broke the limits of the donor–
recipient binary. Likewise, other groups of stakeholders such as civil society
organisations and the private sector became active in the development agenda.
In this context, the creation of the Global Partnership for Effective Devel-
opment Co-operation (GPEDC)—a result of the High-Level Forum on Aid
Effectiveness in Busan in 2011—aimed at building a platform encompassing
a more complex constellation of agents than the one of the DAC members.
The GPEDC Secretariat is shared between the OECD and UNDP. Even so,
important Southern providers such as China, Brazil, and India contest this
process, arguing that it was driven by the DAC’s traditional normative frame-
work. Without the support of these countries, the GPEDC did not succeed in
fully integrating SSC and lost relevance.9

New approaches and arrangements guiding relations among different stake-
holders have been consolidated. Besides platforms such as the GPEDC, new
measures such as Total Official Support for Sustainable Development are
examples of the complex constellation of the development cooperation system.
In this context, TrC has perceptibly grown as a modality capable of bridging
different initiatives, for example practices and frameworks of DAC members
and Southern providers.

27.2.2 Triangular Cooperation as a Development Cooperation Modality

The first implicit reference to this modality was made already during the
BAPA of 1978, recommending that developed countries and UN organisa-
tions should act as catalysts for cooperation between developing countries
(UN 1978). The first use of the term “triangular cooperation” came two years
later in the report “North-South: A Programme for Survival” of the Brandt
Commission (Independent Commission for International Development Issues
1980; OECD 2013a).
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On the UN scope, the term “triangular cooperation” was recognised
15 years later in the document “New Directions Strategy on Technical Coop-
eration among Developing Countries” in 1995. TrC arrangements were those
“under which donors would agree to fund exchanges among developing
countries” (UN 1995, p. 2).

The concept of triangular cooperation, which involves the participation of devel-
oped countries in the TCDC process, has the potential to make a significant
contribution to the realization of the objectives of TCDC. Under such arrange-
ments, donor countries can utilize the services of developing countries with the
requisite capacity to deliver a technical cooperation input to another developing
country on a cost-effective basis. (UN 1995, p. 21)

The document identifies countries such as Brazil, China, and India as “pivotal
countries”, catalysts of the new modalities presented to the development coop-
eration system (UN 1995). The perception of key SSC countries as pivotal
countries when engaging in TrC increased years later and is present in various
publications produced mainly within the OECD scope.

TrC becomes an important modality to foster development cooperation
projects based on the comparative advantages of different agents. The GPI
on Effective Triangular Co-operation developed the typology “facilitating”,
“pivotal”, and “beneficiary” partners to categorise the stakeholders involved
in TrC (OECD 2018a; TRD#10 2019). Southern providers, mainly typified
as the “pivotal” countries, would have a better understanding of benefi-
ciary countries’ local realities and the expertise needed to become adapted to
each development project. DAC donors would have greater funding capacity
and years of knowledge on international development cooperation, hence
acting mostly as “facilitators” of the cooperation between developing coun-
tries. Despite not being commonly accepted and used, this typology has been
advanced by a number of agents, including the OECD, Canada, and Mexico.
However, it makes an implicit assumption of a division of labour based on each
agent’s capacities. This categorisation focusses on the comparative advantages
for project implementation, and in this way it clouds the political and power
relations between high-income countries and emerging economies.

At first, TrC would be carried out by combining the cultural, scientific, and
technological resources of a developing country with the financial resources
of a traditional donor. However, there has been an effort to move away from
the idea that TrC is the traditional donor transferring resources and financing
SSC (IO#8 2017; SSC#7 2019). Negotiations around this modality, within
the scope of the OECD and the GPI on Effective Triangular Co-operation,
sustain that all agents can potentially assume any of these three roles—facil-
itating, pivotal, and beneficiary. Nevertheless, the data presented by the two
broad surveys on TrC applied by the DAC Global Relations Secretariat in
2012 and 2015, and also by the recent GPI report “Triangular Co-operation
in the Era of the 2030 Agenda: Sharing Evidence and Stories from the Field”,
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show that “facilitating” partners are traditional donors (whether they are
high-income countries or international organisations), “pivotal” partners are
Southern providers, and “beneficiaries” are countries regarded as traditional
recipients of cooperation (GPI on Effective Triangular Co-operation 2019;
OECD 2013b, 2016a).

In the past decade, studies about this modality spread throughout many
international organisations (Langendorf et al. 2012; OECD 2016a). Under
the OECD umbrella, there were more than 20 publications on this topic—the
first of which was published in 2009. Four years after the Paris Declaration on
Aid Effectiveness in 2005, “Triangular Co-operation and Aid Effectiveness”
(OECD 2009) attempted to submit the new practices presented by SSC to
the normative framework followed by the DAC at that time, using principles
of the aid effectiveness agenda to systematise TrC.

Also in 2009, the final report of the Heiligendamm Process—a dialogue
platform between G8 members and “Outreach 5” (China, Mexico, India,
Brazil, and South Africa)—indicated that TrC was a strategic link between
North-South and South-South cooperation (Group of 8 2009). Beyond its
technical features related to development effectiveness and performance of the
various projects, the modality is also understood as a sort of unofficial plat-
form through which DAC donors and providers of SSC interact and negotiate
principles and practices of international cooperation for development.

For many DAC donors, TrC is a strategic tool for maintaining cooperative
relations with Southern providers that have graduated from the OECD-
DAC list of recipient countries and are no longer eligible for receiving ODA
(TRD#9 2019). That is the case, for instance, of the TrC projects (i) “Greater
Rural Opportunities for Women (GROW) in Ghana”, between Canada,
Ghana, and Israel, (ii) “Strengthening of the Secretary of Public Affairs
in Paraguay”, between Paraguay, Chile, and Spain, and also (iii) “Mirada
Ciudadana—Good Governance in Mercosur Municipalities”, between the
European Union, Uruguay, Chile, Argentina, Brazil, and Paraguay10 (GPI on
Effective Triangular Co-operation 2019).

There are an increasing number of TrC projects being systematised by
different initiatives, for example the efforts of the GPI on Effective Triangular
Co-operation and OECD, as well as of other organisations such as SEGIB,
in addition to the countries themselves. These reports indicate a growing
proportion of TrC in overall ODA and SSC initiatives (GPI on Effective Trian-
gular Co-operation 2019; SEGIB 2017, 2018). However, both for traditional
donors and for Southern providers, this modality is still small when compared
to other initiatives. Additionally, TrC has different levels of importance within
strategies followed by different actors.

For instance, the TrC initiatives of Germany—the champion of the modality
in terms of the number of projects systematised by the DAC Global Rela-
tions Secretariat—account for less than 0.1 per cent of total German net
ODA. This comparison is based on the 157 German TrC projects reported
to the OECD and on Germany’s net ODA reported to the DAC in the same
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period. In 2017, bilateral cooperation represented almost 80 per cent of the
German portfolio, and multilateral cooperation represented around 20 per
cent (German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development
[BMZ] 2019). Brazil, also among the champions of the modality, presents
a different reality. Between 2014 and 2016, trilateral cooperation represented
4.7 per cent of total federal government expenditures, and multilateral cooper-
ation represented 80.5 per cent, whereas bilateral cooperation represented 9.1
per cent during the referred period (Institute of Applied Economic Research
and Brazilian Cooperation Agency 2018). It is important to highlight that
TrC is very likely underreported (IO#8 2017; SSC#6 2019; TRD#10 2019).
However, this comparison gives a sense of the importance of the modality rela-
tive to the totals of development cooperation initiatives (SSC#7 2019; SSC#8
2019).

The next section analyses how TrC arrangements fit into the international
development cooperation system and enable policy spaces for collaboration
between South-South and North-South cooperation. Beyond the technical
dimension, this chapter understands that the modality has grown as a policy
instrument between traditional donors and Southern providers—representing
a negotiating space of practices and principles—and as a strategy to increase
the level of influence on the international development system.

27.3 Triangular Cooperation: From

Development Projects to Enabler of Policy Spaces

TrC was frequently understood as a modality involving at least one tradi-
tional donor—either a DAC member or an international organisation—and
two other developing countries, with one acting as a Southern provider and
one as beneficiary (OECD 2016a). This would shadow other possible arrange-
ments that do not involve a traditional donor, such as the Chile–Mexico Mixed
Fund for Triangular Cooperation or other Chilean projects, for instance with
Belize and El Salvador or with Brazil and Suriname (Chilean International
Cooperation Agency 2014). Although it was at first atypical, TrC only among
developing countries is increasingly producing more examples.

Additionally, a contemporary perspective also includes actors beyond
national governments—for example civil society, subnational governments,
and the private sector—developing a multi-stakeholder approach (GPI on
Effective Triangular Co-operation 2019). The number of TrC initiatives
involving more than three partners is also increasing (IO#9 2019). Despite
these numerous arrangements, TrC is mainly perceived and debated as a
modality bridging North-South and South-South cooperation. According to
the UNOSSC, TrC is a different modality than North-South or South-South
cooperation; nevertheless, it has to have at least one component of SSC to be
considered TrC. As a reflection of this, many of the projects between two
traditional donors and one recipient country—for example the partnership
between the United Kingdom and the Food and Agriculture Organization
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of the United Nations for promoting climate-smart agriculture in Zimbabwe
(FAO 2015)—are not considered TrC.

A number of professionals linked to traditional donor countries indicate
that the relationship with emerging countries is among the main motivations
of DAC members to engage in TrC, which is considered to be a way of
showing the world that there is a strengthening of North and South relations
(IO#6 2017; IO#8 2017). Arising from a technical need, TrC has become
an important tool that has enabled development cooperation policy spaces
between North-South and South-South cooperation, without engaging in
political debate and challenging these positions up front. This modality has
been used as an instrument for the informal negotiation of practices and prin-
ciples among agents. According to a high-ranking professional working on this
modality,

using the excuse of triangular cooperation to build this political dialogue can
be a first step [for North and South] to discuss impact, results and a distinct
framework. For example, in the DAC sphere we are discussing whether a project
is tied aid or not. In triangular cooperation there is no such discussion. It is also
a space for donors, who feel more comfortable to create information and discuss.
I think this is easier in a technical partnership, with no political focus, because
politics have a lot of history. (IO#6 2017, own translation)

Politically, what is the comparative advantage of triangular cooperation? We
are not discussing tied aid, we are not discussing reporting logic. What we
are discussing is: How can we find together the solution to that problem?
We accept that there are different ways of responding to certain problems.
There are different technical tools for reaching that problem. (IO#6 2017, own
translation)

An interesting point to think about is how we can encourage developing coun-
tries to make more use of this modality. And, by getting developing countries
rooting this tool, how this modality can be used to transform mentality and
convey change within the political divide. (IO#6 2017, own translation)

During the first TrC initiatives, DAC members called countries such as China,
India, and Brazil “anchor countries”, since they were anchors of the regional
expansion of cooperation. However, the increasing relevance that Southern
providers have on the international cooperation for development system has
changed the dynamics between those agents, and these countries are now
considered “development partners” by some of those DAC members (TRD#2
2017). According to a professional of the Brazilian Cooperation Agency,
during the 5th International Meeting on Triangular Co-operation, held in
Lisbon in October 2019, the UK and Brazil were developing a “Partner-
ship for Global Development”, a long-term strategy to go beyond their TrC
initiatives.
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In 2018, the advocacy working stream of the GPI on Effective Triangular
Co-operation started to elaborate voluntary principles for TrC, accelerating
a debate on the different terminologies used by the array of stakeholders
involved, for instance “beneficiary country”, which would not reflect the idea
of mutual benefits (OECD and Camões 2018), which is a key principle of
SSC.

During BAPA+40, the GPI on Effective Triangular Co-operation presented
voluntary guidelines for effective TrC:

(i) Country ownership and demand-driven co-operation; (ii) Shared commit-
ment; (iii) Focus on results-oriented approaches and solutions; (iv) Inclusive
partnerships and multi-stakeholder dialogues; (v) Transparency and mutual
accountability; (vi) Innovation and co-creation; (vii) Joint-learning and
knowledge-sharing for sustainable development; (viii) Advance gender equality
and the empowerment of women and girls; and (ix) Leaving no one behind.
(GPI on Effective Triangular Co-operation 2019, p. 15; emphasis added)

Ownership, results-oriented approaches, and mutual accountability are princi-
ples agreed upon in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. On the other
hand, demand-drivenness and joint learning as principles were advanced by
SSC. The debate surrounding TrC indicates a mix of otherwise contested
principles and practices between Southern providers and traditional donors,
strengthening the partnerships between North-South and South-South coop-
eration.

Even though SSC presents different principles than traditional cooperation,
many professionals of North-South cooperation indicate that the practices
on the ground are not so different. Hence, besides fostering development
projects, the development of TrC as a modality also emphasises the policy
space that allows traditional donors and Southern providers to overcome the
differences of narratives through joint practices. Stakeholders from both the
DAC and Southern providers point to TrC as a mechanism of influence—
whether of the OECD-DAC principles on Southern providers or of the SSC
principles on traditional donors (IO#6 2017; SSC#5 2017; TRD#1 2017).

In the case of Brazil, the principles guiding its engagement on trilateral
cooperation—following the term used by its representatives—are the same
as those followed by Brazilian SSC, that is, the ones established during the
first High-level United Nations Conference on South-South Cooperation in
Nairobi in 2009 (SSC#5 2017). The “Brazilian-German Trilateral Cooper-
ation Program: Operational Handbook” exemplifies the blend of principles
among a DAC donor and a Southern provider (Brazilian Cooperation Agency
and Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit 2019). After
a long period of negotiation, the memorandum of understanding signed in
2010—the basis for the processes described in the manual—points to the oper-
ational principles debated during the Heiligendamm Process as a reference for
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the modality, indicating a commitment to the implementation of the principles
of ownership and alignment (IO#8 2017).

Already in 2009, during the Policy Dialogue on Development Co-
operation, organised by the OECD in Mexico City, the Brazilian representative
emphasised that,

as Brazil does not consider itself as an “emerging donor”, the South-South
components present in triangular cooperation schemes with developed partners
are based on different standards compared to the North-South cooperation.
But such differences should not be a major challenge, because we believe that
both modalities are convergent in the promotion of local ownership, align-
ment with national development policies and coordination and transparency
among partners.

For the success of triangular partnerships, it is essential that traditional
donor countries and international organizations get familiar with the basic
elements of South-South cooperation. It is important to stress that triangular
cooperation should not be seen as a different way of doing North-South coop-
eration. Triangular cooperation is complementary to South-South cooperation.
(Corrêa 2009; emphasis added)

Curiously, Brazil did not endorse the Paris Declaration on Aid Effective-
ness, established at the Second High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in
2005, claiming that the aid effectiveness agenda and its principles—ownership,
alignment, harmonisation, management for results, and mutual account-
ability—represent a vertical view of donor–recipient relations. Consequently, it
should be applied only in the logic of North-South cooperation. At the Fourth
High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, held in Busan in 2011, the Brazilian
delegation pointed out that “triangular cooperation gives the opportunity
for donor countries to get in touch with South-South cooperation practices,
promoting changes in ‘calcified’ ODA practices” (Brazilian Delegation 2011).

A closer look into the efforts to strengthen TrC as a development cooper-
ation modality indicates two dimensions of this struggle. On the one hand, it
is possible to identify an attempt to capture Southern providers into the aid
effectiveness agenda. On the other, through TrC it is also possible to identify
a Southernisation11 of traditional donors, incorporating principles and prac-
tices of SSC. Both Southern providers and DAC donors negotiate and operate
their terms through this modality, which earned value as a smoother space
of interaction among agents. This policy space, enabled through TrC, does
not carry the burden of a political debate with a history of already embedded
contestations.
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27.4 Conclusions: Strengthening

Partnerships for Development Cooperation

Previous sections present how TrC has become more complex over the years
and drawn greater attention in the past decade. There have been increasing
efforts towards creating a greater number of studies on this topic as well as
numerous international meetings that are completely or partially dedicated
to this modality, under the umbrella of, for example, SEGIB, the European
Union, the OECD, the GPEDC, and the UN. Nevertheless, in the context
of fragmented norms and narratives highlighted by the editors and authors of
other chapters in this handbook, the diversity of stakeholders has not agreed
on a common perspective, nor on the practices, assessment mechanisms, or
even the definition of the term to characterise this modality.

The analysis of not only the broad range of academic work, but also the
publications and events dedicated to TrC indicates there is no internation-
ally agreed guiding mechanism. However, this chapter shows that, because
the modality is broad, dynamic, and flexible, it enables policy spaces through
which the cleavage between the North and South is loosened. According to
a professional from a DAC country highly involved in the TrC debate, “the
modality is shifting and not doing what [traditional donors] used to do years
ago. It is bridging the gap between the North and the South and could be a
shift in a way we approach development challenges” (TRD#10 2019).

If we can encourage a model that does not become institutionalised in such a
way that it is restrictive, it can be viable. The new world is about partnerships
in a more equal level than the previous model. […] DAC members will have to
find a way to codify the way triangular cooperation operates. It allows dynamics.
We cannot afford to box ourselves too much. (TRD#10 2019)

Various participants of the 5th International Meeting on Triangular Co-
operation, held in October 2019 in Lisbon, stressed the recent shift in the
way that TrC was understood and being used. This shift is reflected in the
BAPA+40 Outcome Document. In the BAPA of 1978, the term did not
exist. In the 2009 Nairobi Outcome Document, the modality was mentioned
14 times. The outcome document of the BAPA+40 refers 73 times to TrC,
also mentioning the voluntary efforts of the GPI on Effective Triangular
Cooperation.

During the meeting, both the UNOSSC director, Jorge Chediek, and the
director of the OECD Development Co-operation Directorate, Jorge Moreira
da Silva, highlighted BAPA+40 as being a paradigm shift for TrC. For the
first time, TrC was broadly discussed in an internationally agreed document.
If some years earlier TrC was considered a niche, it has become a mainstream
tool for development dialogue.

The remarks of the G77+China on the draft of the BAPA+40 Outcome
Document—and also the outcome document itself—indicate that TrC should
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be “aimed at facilitating, supporting and enhancing South-South initiatives”
(Group of 77 2019, p. 1) and “complements and adds value to South-South
cooperation” (UN 2019, p. 2), respectively. Efforts of some Northern donors
during the negotiations for the BAPA+40 Outcome Document to incorporate
TrC as a modality that also adds value to North-South cooperation have not
succeeded. Even so, the document reflects TrC as a “blank space for G77
and the UN and even the DAC” (TRD#13 2019). The modality has enabled
policy debates not only among North-South and South-South cooperation,
but also between the UN and the OECD, for example the joint work of the
core group of the GPI on Effective Triangular Cooperation that both the
UNOSSC and the OECD are part of. According to a professional of a DAC
country involved in TrC, when reflecting on these changes, “five years ago,
OECD and UN were not speaking to each other” (TRD#13 2019).

The strengthening of SSC and the consolidation of the Southern providers
as stakeholders of the system of international cooperation for development
broke the limits of the donor–recipient binary. In a context of contestation
between North-South and South-South cooperation, TrC not only bridges
these modalities by socialising the different agents, but it also creates spaces for
dialogue and sheds light upon the contestation of principles and practices of
different stakeholders. However, the policy space created by TrC is protected
from the clashes of political debate. Numerous recent reports and guidelines
mentioned in this chapter show TrC carrying principles from both the aid
effectiveness agenda and SSC.

SDG 17 of the 2030 Agenda, adopted in 2015, aims to “strengthen the
means of implementation and revitalize the global partnership for sustain-
able development” (United Nations General Assembly 2015). Beyond being
a means of implementation of development projects and programmes, TrC is
also a means for increasing the policy dialogue between the North and the
South. Agents that present contested narratives in institutionalised political
platforms—and hence do not agree on sharing principles, practices, or assess-
ment mechanisms—can coordinate action towards achieving the 2030 Agenda
through TrC.

Despite involving different stakeholders from the field, TrC is a modality
that is fundamentally based on the relations between traditional donors and
Southern providers. At first glance, as a technical mechanism that is based
on the comparative advantages of the different stakeholders in the system of
international cooperation for development, TrC enables policy dialogue but is
not advanced as being a space for political confrontation.

The dynamics of this modality make evident the differences between
North-South and South-South cooperation. How does TrC strengthen collab-
oration among traditional donors and newcomers, most specifically with key
Southern providers that, as a matter of principle, do not agree with the DAC
narrative, for example, the aid effectiveness agenda? Despite the different inter-
ests involved, collaboration between the North and the South through this
modality alleviates the contestations concerning different principles and prac-
tices that are abundantly present in formal political negotiation spaces. Not
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only is there the joint execution of projects, but also the development of joint
operation manuals, guidelines, and processes.

To strengthen TrC as an effective modality, stakeholders are trying to move
away from two ideas: (i) that TrC arrangements are those in which the tradi-
tional donor transfers resources and finances SSC, and (ii) that TrC is an end
in itself. Traditional donors often mention mutual learning as being a motiva-
tion for their involvement in TrC. On the one hand, Southern providers have
a comparative advantage relating to domestic development experience and,
hence, technical knowledge. On the other hand, traditional donors’ experi-
ences are focussed on managing international cooperation for development.
Nevertheless, North-South cooperation professionals are often hesitant when
questioned about the benefits gained through partnerships with developing
partners. Learning is mostly connected to the TrC process itself and how
to engage with Southern providers (IO#6 2017; IO#8 2017; TRD#1 2017;
TRD#2 2017).

Considering the array of stakeholders involved and the perception that TrC
should not be an end in itself, it is key to have a clear comparative advantage to
justify the use of TrC as an effective means of implementation. When reflecting
on TrC projects, different stakeholders mentioned initiatives emerging not at
first from a necessity or demand of the developing country, but from, for
example, good relations between ambassadors or professionals of development
cooperation serving in the beneficiary country (IO#8 2017; TRD#10 2019).

There has been an effort to clarify statements that doubt the effectiveness of
TrC, for example, the understanding that TrC development projects are small-
scale in terms of duration, resources, and impacts, and that the modality lacks a
particular strategic vision, clear added value, or defined implementation mech-
anisms. The OECD report “Dispelling the Myths of Triangular Co-operation”
argues that there is a wide variety of programmes and projects, both small-
and large-scale, and TrC should not be understood as homogeneous. The
report also argues that stable partnership arrangements can compensate for
high transaction costs, which is often indicated as one of the main challenges
to this modality (OECD 2016a, b).

Some actors have developed strategies for this modality and signed agree-
ments with different partners to simplify implementation and reduce trans-
action costs, concurrently establishing common guidelines. Examples of this
are a strategy paper on TrC in German development cooperation (BMZ
2013), the management guidelines for implementing TrC in Ibero-America
(Ibero-American Programme for the Strengthening of South-South Coop-
eration 2015), the toolkit for identifying, monitoring, and evaluating the
value added of TrC (OECD 2018b), and the Brazilian general guideline for
the design, coordination, and management of trilateral technical cooperation
initiatives (Brazilian Cooperation Agency 2019). These new arrangements are
constituted by—and also constitute—the current transition period redefining
development practices. The broad definition of TrC opens room for the coor-
dination of policy dialogues among different stakeholders towards achieving



598 G. ZOCCAL

the 2030 Agenda, without directly confronting contested political positions
and jeopardising partnerships.

Notes

1. The OECD’s definition of TrC is close to a multi-stakeholder partnership,
which is understood as “a type of cooperation when stakeholders from at least
three different sectors work together as equals through an organized, and long-
term engagement in order to contribute to the common good” (Partnerships
2030 2019). Nevertheless, even if the diversity of stakeholders that might be
involved in TrC initiatives is recognised, OECD publications and repositories
of projects indicate that TrC is a modality led by governments and interna-
tional organisations, which is then different from being a multi-stakeholder
partnership.

2. This chapter is based not only on analysis of official documents and reports,
but also on anonymous interviews with different stakeholders of the interna-
tional development agenda, such as academics, multilateral organisations, and
high-ranking professionals who are linked both to traditional and South-South
cooperation, among others. Thirty-six interviews were conducted between
2017 and 2019 and focussed on South-South and triangular cooperation. To
retain the anonymity of the interviewees, the references are here categorised as
follows: representatives of DAC donors are identified as TRD; representatives of
South-South cooperation are identified as SSC; representatives of international
organisations are identified as IO.

3. The GPI on Effective Triangular Co-operation was created during the
Second High-Level Meeting of the GPEDC in 2016, led by Mexico, along
with 28 other global partnership initiatives covering different thematic areas
of international cooperation for development. Besides Mexico, core group
members of the GPI on Effective Triangular Co-operation are Canada, Chile,
SEGIB’s Ibero-American Programme for the Strengthening of South-South
Co-operation, Japan, UNOSSC, the Islamic Development Bank, and the
OECD. So far, 51 other countries and international organisations, civil society
organisations, representatives from the private sector, and research institutions
have joined this GPI.

4. Which means data since 2016, as countries report ODA data from the previous
year to the DAC.

5. The OECD TrC project repository is constantly being updated. This number
refers to the total number of projects at the time of this publication, accessed
in August 2019.

6. Different stakeholders refer to triangular co-operation as a tool, instrument,
mechanism, initiative, or other terms. There is no common systematisation
of aid modalities, yet many donors often use this general term to encom-
pass initiatives such as project support, budget support, and sector programme
support (Bandstein 2007), usually implemented bilaterally. On the other hand,
initiatives such as South-South cooperation and triangular cooperation are also
often referred to as modalities and presented as an alternative and complement
to traditional North-South cooperation (UN 2019). Accordingly, this chapter
recognises North-South cooperation, South-South cooperation, and Triangular
cooperation as different basic modalities of development cooperation.
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7. The “The Challenge to the South: The Report of the South Commission”
indicates a world divided by an imagined geography that is based not on the
equatorial line, but on levels of prosperity and development. I consider that the
Global South, as indicated by the South Commission, comprises populations
and governments of developing countries that are, for the most part, more
vulnerable to external factors (South Centre 2015).

8. As of July 2019, 20 countries that are not DAC members reported their aid
flows to the OECD. Among them are Israel, Turkey, and Thailand.

9. The UN Development Cooperation Forum (UN DCF) is frequently mentioned
as another platform with a universal character that could serve as a global
platform of international cooperation for development. For a deeper analysis of
this debate on the GPECD and the UN DCF, see Bracho (2017), Esteves and
Assunção (2014), and Janus et al. (2014).

10. Israel was removed from the DAC List of ODA Recipients in 1997; Chile and
Uruguay were removed in 2018.

11. The term “Southernisation” originated in the mid-1990s (Shaffer 1994) and
was recently associated with the system of international development cooper-
ation after analysis by the new statistical measure Total Official Support for
Sustainable Development (Chaturvedi et al. 2016).

References

Abdenur, A. E., & Fonseca, J. M. (2013). The North’s growing role in South-South
cooperation: Keeping the foothold. Third World Quarterly, 34(8), 1475–1491.

Bandstein, S. (2007). What determines the choice of aid modalities?—A framework
for assessing incentive structures (SADEV Report). Karlstad: Swedish Agency for
Development Evaluation.

BMZ (German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development/
Bundesministerium für wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung). (2013).
Triangular cooperation in German development cooperation (BMZ Strategy Paper 5).
Berlin and Bonn: Author.

BMZ. (2019, January 19). Entwicklung der bi- und multilateralen Netto—ODA
2012–2017 . http://www.bmz.de/de/ministerium/zahlen_fakten/oda/leistungen/
entwicklung_2012_2017/index.html.

Bracho, G. (2017). The troubled relationship of the emerging powers and the effective
development cooperation agenda: History, challenges and opportunities (Discussion
Paper 25/2017). Bonn: German Development Institute/Deutsches Institut für
Entwicklungspolitik (DIE).

Brazilian Cooperation Agency. (2019). General guidelines for the design, coordina-
tion and management of trilateral technical cooperation initiatives (1st ed.). Brasília:
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

Brazilian Cooperation Agency & Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit.
(2019). Brazilian-German trilateral cooperation program: Operational handbook
(2nd ed.). Brasília: Brazilian Cooperation Agency.

Brazilian Delegation. (2011). Brazil’s views on the Busan’s IV HLF . Busan: IV High
Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness.

http://www.bmz.de/de/ministerium/zahlen_fakten/oda/leistungen/entwicklung_2012_2017/index.html


600 G. ZOCCAL

Chaturvedi, S., Chakrabarti, M., & Shiva, H. (2016, November). TOSSD: Southernisa-
tion of ODA (FIDC Policy Brief No. 9). New Delhi: Forum for Indian Development
Cooperation.

Chilean International Cooperation Agency. (2014). Chile’s role as a triangular partner
for development cooperation (Working Paper). Santiago: Author.

Corrêa, M. L. (2009, September 28–29). Policy dialogue on development co-
operation: Session II—Triangular co-operation. http://www.oecd.org/dac/dac-glo
bal-relations/43876987.pdf.

Esteves, P., & Assunção, M. (2014). South-South cooperation and the international
development battlefield: Between the OECD and the UN. Third World Quarterly,
35(10), 1175–1790.

Eyben, R., & Savage, L. (2012, December 19). Emerging and submerging powers:
Imagined geographies in the new development partnership at the Busan Fourth
High Level Forum. The Journal of Development Studies, 49(4), 457–469.

FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations). (2015). United
Kingdom and FAO: Partnering to build sustainable livelihoods and food security.
Rome: Author.

GPI on Effective Triangular Cooperation. (2019). Triangular co-operation in the era
of the 2030 Agenda: Sharing evidence and stories from the field. Paris: Author.

Group of 8. (2009). Concluding report of the Heiligendamm process. http://www.g8.
utoronto.ca/summit/2009laquila/2009-g5-g8-1-hdp.pdf.

Group of 77. (2019, January 31). Remarks on behalf of the Group of 77 and China
by Ambassador Riyad Mansour (state of Palestine), chair of the Group of 77, at
the third informal consultations on the Draft Outcome Document of the Second
High-Level United Nations Conference on South-South Cooperation—BAPA+40.
http://www.g77.org/statement/getstatement.php?id=190131b.

Ibero-American Programme for the Strengthening of South-South Cooperation.
(2015). Management guidelines for implementing triangular cooperation in Ibero-
America. Buenos Aires: Ibero-American General Secretariat (SEGIB).

Independent Commission on International Development Issues. (1980). North-South:
A programme for survival. Cambridge: Independent Commission on International
Development Issues.

Institute of Applied Economic Research & Brazilian Cooperation Agency. (2018).
Cooperação brasileira para o desenvolvimento internacional: Levantamento 2014–
2016. Brasilia: Authors.

Janus, H., Klingebiel, S., & Mahn, T. (2014). How to shape development cooper-
ation? The global partnership and the Development Cooperation Forum (Briefing
Paper 3/2014). Bonn: German Development Institute/Deutsches Institut für
Entwicklungspolitik (DIE).

Jones, A. (2016, December 2). Three is company. Thomson Reuters Foundation News.
http://news.trust.org/item/20161202120830-hizst/.

Langendorf, J. (2012). Triangular cooperation as a complementary strategy for devel-
opment. In J. Langendorf, N. Piefer, M. Knodt, U. Müller, & L. Lázaro (Eds.),
Triangular cooperation: A guideline for working practice (pp. 21–32). Bonn and
Eschborn: Nomos.

Langendorf, J., Piefer, N., Knodt, M., Müller, U., & Lázaro, L. (2012). Introduction.
In J. Langendorf, N. Piefer, M. Knodt, U. Müller, & L. Lázaro (Eds.), Triangular
cooperation: A guideline for working in practice (pp. 15–20). Bonn and Eschborn:
Nomos.

http://www.oecd.org/dac/dac-global-relations/43876987.pdf
http://www.g8.utoronto.ca/summit/2009laquila/2009-g5-g8-1-hdp.pdf
http://www.g77.org/statement/getstatement.php?id=190131b
http://news.trust.org/item/20161202120830-hizst/


27 TRIANGULAR COOPERATION: ENABLING POLICY SPACES 601

Milani, C. R. (2017). ABC 30 anos: História e desafios futuros. Brasília: Brazilian
Cooperation Agency.

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). (2009,
September 28–29). Policy dialogue on development co-operation: Triangular co-
operation and aid effectiveness: Can triangular co-operation make aid more effective?
Paris: Author.

OECD. (2013a). Triangular co-operation: What’s the literature telling us? (DAC
Global Relations). Paris: Author.

OECD. (2013b). Triangular co-operation: What can we learn from a survey of actors
involved? (DAC Global Relations). Paris: Author.

OECD. (2016a). Dispelling the myths of triangular co-operation: Evidence from the
2015 OECD survey on triangular co-operation (OECD Secretary-General). Paris:
Author.

OECD. (2016b). Triangular co-operation: Promoting partnerships to implement the
Sustainable Development Goals: International meeting on triangular co-operation.
Lisbon: Author.

OECD. (2017). Development co-operation report 2017 . Paris: Author.
OECD. (2018a). Triangular co-operation: Why does it matter? Paris: Author.
OECD. (2018b). Toolkit for identifying, monitoring and evaluating the value added
of triangular co-operation. Paris: Author.

OECD (2019). What is ODA? https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-dev
elopment/development-finance-standards/What-is-ODA.pdf.

OECD & Camões. (2018). Making better use of the value added of triangular co-
operation: Summary of discussions. Lisbon: Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development.

Partnerships 2030. (2019, January 22). What is an MSP? https://www.partnerschaf
ten2030.de/en/was-ist-eine-map/.

SEGIB (Ibero-American General Secretariat/Secretaría General Iberoamericana).
(2017). Relatório da cooperação Sul-Sul na Ibero-América 2017. Madrid: Author.

SEGIB. (2018). La cooperación Sur-Sur y triangular en los escenarios globales y
regionales (2012–2016). Madrid: Author.

Seifert, J., & Renzio, P.d. (2014, April–May). Além da divisão Norte-Sul: a cooperação
triangular na nova cooperação para o desenvolvimento (Policy Brief). Rio de Janeiro:
BRICS Policy Center.

Shaffer, L. (1994). Southernization. Journal of World History, 5(1), 1–21.
South Centre. (2015). About the South Centre. http://www.southcentre.int/about-
the-south-centre/.

Stahl, A. K. (2018). EU-China-Africa trilateral relations in a multipolar world: Hic
sunt dracones. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

UN (United Nations). (1978). Report of the United Nations conference on technical
cooperation among developing countries: Buenos Aires 30 August to 12 September
1978 (A/CONF.79/13/Rev.1). New York, NY: United Nations Publications.

UN. (1995, November 13). New directions for technical cooperation among developing
countries: High-Level Committee on the review of technical cooperation among devel-
oping countries. http://unossc1.undp.org/sscexpo/content/ssc/about/faq.htm.

UN. (2009). Outcome document of the High-Level United Nations Conference on South-
South Cooperation 2009 (A/RES/64/222). New York, NY: Author.

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/What-is-ODA.pdf
https://www.partnerschaften2030.de/en/was-ist-eine-map/
http://www.southcentre.int/about-the-south-centre/
http://unossc1.undp.org/sscexpo/content/ssc/about/faq.htm


602 G. ZOCCAL

UN. (2016). Framework of operational guidelines on United Nations support to South-
South and triangular cooperation: High-level Committee on South-South Cooperation
(Nineteenth session). https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/826679.

UN. (2019). Buenos Aires Outcome Document of the Second High-Level United Nations
Conference on South-South Cooperation (A/CONF.235/3). Buenos Aires: Author.

United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. (2019). Financing
for sustainable development report 2019: Inter-agency task force on financing for
development. New York, NY: UN.

United Nations Development Programme. (2016). Monitoring and evaluation mech-
anisms for South-South and triangular development cooperation: Lessons from Brazil
for the 2030 Agenda. New York, NY: Author.

United Nations General Assembly. (2015). Transforming our world: The 2030 Agenda
for Sustainable Development (A/RES/70/1). New York, NY: Author.

World Food Programme. (2016). South-South and triangular cooperation for food
security and nutrition. Rome: Author.

Zoccal, G. (2018). Fronteiras Esgarçadas: Mobilização de capitais transformando fron-
teiras e prática dóxica da coope-ração internacional para o desenvolvimento. Ph.D.
thesis. Rio de Janeiro.

Zoccal, G., & Esteves, P. (2018, July). The BRICS effect: Impacts of South–
South cooperation in the social field of international development cooperation. IDS
Bulletin, 49(4), 129–144.

List of Interviews

IO#6. (2017, June 28). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer). Paris.
IO#8. (2017, July 5). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer). Phone.
IO#9. (2019, September 17). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer).
Phone.

SSC#5. (2017, October 31). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer).
Brasília.

SSC#6. (2019, October 11). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer).
Bonn.

SSC#7. (2019, August 27). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer).
Phone.

SSC#8. (2019, October 7). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer).
Phone.

TRD#1. (2017, June 14). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer). Bonn.
TRD#2. (2017, June 16). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer). Bonn.
TRD#9. (2019, September 9). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer).
Phone.

TRD#10. (2019, October 1). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer).
Phone.

TRD#13. (2019, September 17). Semi-structured interview (G. Zoccal, Interviewer).
Phone.

https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/826679


27 TRIANGULAR COOPERATION: ENABLING POLICY SPACES 603

Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/),
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium
or format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license and indicate if changes were
made.

The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter’s
Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the mate-
rial. If material is not included in the chapter’s Creative Commons license and your
intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use,
you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder.

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	27 Triangular Cooperation: Enabling Policy Spaces
	27.1 Introduction
	27.2 From the Establishment of ODA to the Emergency of New Modalities
	27.2.1 Development Cooperation: A Revolving Field
	27.2.2 Triangular Cooperation as a Development Cooperation Modality

	27.3 Triangular Cooperation: From Development Projects to Enabler of Policy Spaces
	27.4 Conclusions: Strengthening Partnerships for Development Cooperation
	References




