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“Why should countries help others to develop? How should their efforts be organized?
This magisterial tome provides deep insights from almost 50 experts from around the
world on the conceptual issues involved and public policy implications. The future of
the planet and its soon-to-be 9 billion inhabitants depends on sustainable development.
This book helps us understand how to get there.”

—Homi Kharas, Senior Fellow for Global Economy and Development, Center for
Sustainable Development at The Brookings Institution

“This book offers a sound and clear understanding of the narratives, norms, and insti-
tutions as far as development cooperation in the context of Agenda 2030 is concerned.
The authors emphasize the role of collective action as a method to foster the attain-
ment of global policy frameworks such as Agenda 2030 across national, regional, and
global levels, and diverse policy areas. However, regardless of the mechanism set to
attain the SDGs, they doubt that its attainment is still feasible due to the characteristics
of power struggles and unresolved contestations surrounding this global development
agenda. The authors do note the concrete and measurable goals, targets, and indicators
that can be used to hold governments and non-governmental actors accountable, and
yet warn that the negotiation process among the UN Member States is so politicized
that it jeopardizes the success of the agenda.

The authors emphasize that Agenda 2030 and the Paris Agreement are the main
global strategies to promote a sustainable society with an ecologically sound and
economically viable future. With respect to Development Financing, they recognize
ODA as an important resource for the poorest or most conflict-affected countries,
however, warn that even if every donor met the 0.7 percent target, it would barely
touch the trillions that have been variously estimated to be required to achieve SDGs.
They question the modes of cooperation between the actors in the global North
and South which still remains based on traditional patterns of cooperation. The
authors argue for technical cooperation and transnational cooperation as an equitable
mode of cooperation with more potential towards developing innovative solutions for
sustainable development.

I consider this book as a very important contribution to the current debates on the
future of development cooperation, especially as we embark in the uncertainties of a
post-COVID19 era.”

—Ibrahim Assane Mayaki, Chief Executive Officer of the African Union Development
Agency-NEPAD (AUDA-NEPAD)
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PREFACE

Global policy frameworks such as the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Devel-
opment and its 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) require collective
action across national, regional, and global levels and different policy areas.
At a time when multilateralism is increasingly being contested, it is crucial
to develop constructive ways for intensifying cooperation across these levels to
achieve the 2030 Agenda. In order to identify improved governance structures
for SDG cooperation, our handbook contributes to a better understanding of
contested narratives, norms, and institutions.

We are pleased to present this handbook—a collaborative effort of interna-
tional researchers and practitioners across disciplines. The book features chap-
ters that provide unique perspectives on the conceptual and practical chal-
lenges for achieving the SDGs. The findings are most relevant to the policy
field of development cooperation, but they also address broader questions
currently being discussed in global governance research. The chapters in this
book examine different forms of cooperation and contestation but also exem-
plify that contestation does not necessarily result in gridlock. In line with the
current debates on the 2030 Agenda, our authors were invited to present a
diversity of perspectives, including critical views and disagreements. We believe
that a key contribution of this handbook is to present different perspectives on
how to govern the implementation of the SDGs. As a result, this handbook
will hopefully advance discussions among both practitioners and researchers
and lead to new commonly shared ideas.

The 2030 Agenda is a universal agenda that needs to be translated for,
and implemented in, heterogeneous contexts across the world. Given these
pluralistic settings, contributors to this handbook apply varying perspectives as
well as normative assumptions, depending on the contexts they are analysing.
Similarly, the chapters in this handbook are of different lengths to allow



vi PREFACE

for a sound analysis of the different types of questions under investigation.
This diversity notwithstanding, the introductory chapter serves to identify
common analytical foundations and puts forward overarching findings and
lessons learnt.

As editors, we compiled and discussed thematic areas and research topics
that shape development cooperation as a policy field and which we consider
to be of high relevance for the implementation of the 2030 Agenda. Based
on this selection, we approached authors who are experts in the respective
areas. We are thankful for the great efforts of all the authors, who dedicated
their time to this project and open-mindedly considered all comments raised
during two author workshops and several rounds of reviews for each chapter.
We are also grateful to all reviewers who provided comments and suggestions
on earlier drafts of the chapters and to all the experts who engaged in discus-
sions during our author workshops. We would also like to express our appre-
ciation for those who contributed to this book while working in challenging
research environments.

This volume has its roots at the following institutions: the China Agricul-
tural University, the German Development Institute /Deutsches Institut fiir
Entwicklungspolitik (DIE), the Institute for Applied Economic Research, the
Research and Information System for Developing Countries, and the South
African Institute of International Affairs. We thank each of these institutions
for their essential support. We also gratefully acknowledge financial support
from the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment (BMZ), including through the Managing Global Governance (MGGQG)
network at DIE.

We are happy to have worked on this project with Palgrave Macmillan and
we thank Alina Yurova for her continued support and assistance in seeing this
volume through to its finalisation. We are grateful to the three anonymous
reviewers for their valuable feedback on the book proposal. Importantly, we
thank Robert Furlong for being an excellent copy editor of the entire hand-
book. Finally, we thank Benjamin Heil, Cornelia Hornschild, Nora Pierau, and
Jonas Willen at the German Development Institute for their essential support
on editorial and administrative matters.
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CHAPTER 1

Development Cooperation in the Context
of Contested Global Governance

Sachin Chaturvedi, Heiner Janus, Stephan Klingebiel,
Li Xinoyun, André de Mello e Souza, Elizabeth Sidiropoulos,
and Dorothea Wehrmann

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development has successfully set a norma-
tive framework that defines development as a universal aspiration for inclusive-
ness and sustainability. Furthermore, this global agreement contains concrete
and measurable goals, targets, and indicators that can be used to hold govern-
ments and non-governmental actors accountable for achieving sustainable
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development (Fukuda-Parr and McNeill 2019). Particularly in the field of
development cooperation, the 2030 Agenda has become the most promi-
nent reference framework for policy-making and, even beyond the field of
development cooperation, the 2030 Agenda is seen as enhancing international
cooperation geared towards the global common good (Messner and Scholz
2018).

Yet, the negotiation process among United Nations (UN) member states
was politicised (Kapto 2019) and the agenda has been characterised by power
struggles (Burke and Rirup 2019) and unresolved contestations (McNeill
2019). Given the mostly incoherent and fragmented landscape of global
cooperation, particularly in the field of development cooperation, it is uncer-
tain whether the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) will be achieved.
Although we see an opportunity for development cooperation actors to find
better ways of coordinating across what we call “sites of contested coopera-
tion” (Mello e Souza 2021; Janus and Tang 2021, Chapter 10), we observe
the lack of a comprehensive assessment on the current state of different
approaches to development cooperation and their potential contribution to
the implementation of the 2030 Agenda (Fiddian-Qasmiyeh and Daley 2019a;
Kragelund 2019). Against this backdrop, we ask: How can different narratives
and norms in development cooperation be reconciled to achieve the 2030
Agenda? This central question guides the handbook.

In the handbook, we propose to answer this question in three main steps.
First, we argue that we need a more detailed overview of the narratives and
norms shaping distinct approaches in the policy field of development coopera-
tion. Second, we strive for a better understanding of persisting and new insti-
tutional sites of contestation. Third, we explore how international governance
structures can better address contestation and improve cooperation.

In recent years, development cooperation has been in search of a new
narrative for underlying motives and rationales. The 2030 Agenda provides
a comprehensive global framework that represents a broader consensus than
previous frameworks (e.g. Millennium Declaration and the Millennium Devel-
opment Goals, MDGs). However, a significant weakening of multilateral
problem-solving approaches is challenging its implementation. The rise of
nationalistic populism and “my country first” movements—not just in the
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United States, the UK, and Central and Eastern Europe, but also across
Asia and other regions—has strengthened anti-globalisation and pro-national
interest narratives. This trend has also impacted domestic development
agendas (Roberts 2018). Globalisation challenges, such as violent conflicts,
increasing migration and numbers of refugees, as well as climate change as
a global challenge, have turned discourses on development cooperation away
from development-oriented motives towards the strategic interests of devel-
opment cooperation providers, such as expanding their own political and
economic opportunities (Mawdsley et al. 2018). Countries leverage foreign
aid to influence UN decision-making processes, and newly designed migra-
tion compacts between the European Union and African partners serve as
additional examples in this regard.

Along with changing narratives, development cooperation has been subject
to increased norm competition. The norms and standards for implementing
development interventions are more diversified with a changing institutional
landscape of development cooperation (Bhattacharya and Llanos 2016; Fejer-
skov et al. 2017; Gray and Gills 2018). For many decades, the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) Development Assis-
tance Committee (DAC) held the de facto monopoly in defining norms for
development cooperation. As a reaction to the growing importance of South-
South cooperation (SSC) providers, the DAC has revised its concept of official
development assistance (ODA) and proposed an additional measurement for
covering “Total Official Support for Sustainable Development”. Meanwhile,
providers of SSC and private actors have introduced alternative (and comple-
mentary) norms and standards that better reflect their requirements and
values, such as “mutual benefits” and “horizontality” (Fourie et al. 2019;
Hansen and Wethal 2015). In addition, emerging economies have created
new international institutions such as the New Development Bank (NDB)
and the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) (Wang 2019). We are
therefore witnessing an increasingly fragmented landscape of institutions,
norms, and standards for implementing development interventions.

Norm competition also extends to measuring the quality of development
cooperation at the level of providers, beneficiaries, and individual projects,
as exemplified by different conceptual and analytical frameworks for, among
other things, SSC (Besharati et al. 2017). Whereas previous policy debates
focussed on “aid effectiveness” principles and project evaluation guide-
lines defined by the OECD-DAC, the current landscape has become more
fragmented (Klingebiel et al. 2016). There is no universal framework for
measuring the quality, impact, or results of development cooperation, and the
SDGs have opened up new opportunities for different providers of develop-
ment cooperation to present their respective strengths (Uchenna and Simplice
2018). Most development actors can easily align themselves with the SDGs
because the 2030 Agenda does not provide specific guidance on defining
the quality of development cooperation (Pérez-Pineda and Wehrmann 2021,
Chapter 30; Rudolph 2017). At the project level, a wealth of new research,
methods, and data has increased our knowledge of how development coop-
eration across the world can work. Yet, establishing universal standards and
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comparability across development interventions, as well as data availability and
quality, remains a challenge (Ali 2021, Chapter 13; Keijzer 2016; Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development 2018), also due to the
inherently political nature of the different approaches being pursued (Fourie
et al. 2019).

Apart from narratives and norms, we need a better understanding of
persisting and new sites of contestation in development cooperation. These
sites can include international and multilateral organisations, multi-stakeholder
partnerships, bilateral and multilateral cooperation, or other development
cooperation-related platforms. From a global governance perspective, the
SDGs provide an inclusive multilateral umbrella that encompasses a range of
these sites of contestation where various actors can engage across the policy
field of development cooperation. Such a loose umbrella is useful because
it provides an overarching supra-architecture for all types of cooperation. A
major limitation, however, is that the SDG framework does not offer guid-
ance on how different platforms can coordinate their contributions towards
achieving the development goals in an integrated and holistic manner across
local, national, regional, and international levels, as well as across all dimen-
sions of sustainable development (Chan et al. 2021, Chapter 2; Kharas and
Rogerson 2017). Moreover, the consensus reached on the SDGs is continually
being contested due to changing political dynamics. As the rise of nationalist
policies illustrates, international actors can quickly switch from supporting to
undermining multilateralism.

Against this backdrop, we provide an overview of existing sites of contesta-
tion and newly emerging sites of contestation. There are several existing sites
of contestation in the policy field of development cooperation. Most promi-
nently, the UN Development Cooperation Forum (UN DCF) and the Global
Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation (GPEDC) have worked
alongside each other. The OECD and UN Development Programme jointly
host the GPEDC. However, the partnership is still primarily associated with
the 30 member countries of the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee.
In contrast, the UN DCF has a universal membership of the 193 UN member
states. In recent years, the number of exchanges between both platforms has
increased, but neither platform has become universally accepted as being effec-
tive for norm- and standard-setting in development cooperation. In addition,
neither platform provides tangible inputs to the Financing for Development
Forum of the UN, the official review mechanism of SDG 17, or the High-level
Political Forum—the principal institutional platform for reviewing progress
towards the SDGs. Other sites of contestation include, for instance, club
governance formats such as the G20 development working group, the BRICS
group (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa) (Lauria and Fuma-
galli 2019), the IBSA group (India, Brazil, and South Africa), and MIKTA,
an informal grouping composed of Mexico, Indonesia, Korea, Turkey, and
Australia formed in the margins of the UN General Assembly in 2013.
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Since the 2030 Agenda and SDG negotiations were started in 2013, new
sites of contestation have emerged in development cooperation. Most promi-
nently, new development banks have been founded by emerging countries,
for example, the BRICS’s NDB and the AIIB. These banks were estab-
lished partly because emerging countries did not see their interests being
adequately represented and also due to their distrust of traditional global
governance institutions, in particular the Bretton Woods Institutions (Wang
2015). Hence, the creation of new development banks is an example of
counter-institutionalisation. Other examples for new sites of contestation
include regional initiatives such as the Belt and Road Initiative and the Silk
Road Fund by China, the “New Marshall Plan” for Africa, and the Asia-Africa
Growth Corridor launched by India and Japan. These new sites of contestation
are not explicitly geared towards the policy field of development cooperation—
they all touch on trade and investment—but they do have fundamental impacts
on how development cooperation is changing.

Apart from mapping the various sites of contestation in development coop-
eration, there is a need to explore how existing governance structures can be
improved to deal with contestation and avoid gridlock (Hale et al. 2013).
Achieving the SDGs will also depend on how successful development cooper-
ation actors can be in advancing different types of cooperation and finding
constructive ways of addressing contested responsibilities. Within the SDG
framework, we find tentative examples of how this process might unfold.
These examples fall into two categories: existing forms of cooperation that
turn towards taking on greater responsibilities, and new forms of cooperation
that are started because of the SDGs.

As examples for the first category of existing types of cooperation and
governance mechanisms, we consider ODA providers who have taken on a
holistic development cooperation perspective. Traditional ODA provision is
geared towards tackling domestic problems in poorer countries in the form of
North-South cooperation, including (the still relevant) challenge of poverty
reduction. More recent debates on ODA, in addition, acknowledge univer-
sality and the role that ODA can play in promoting developmental policies
in donor countries, as well as the role of ODA in providing global public
goods (Janus et al. 2015; Kaul 2016; Paulo and Klingebiel 2016).! The tradi-
tional understanding of SSC, shaped by the Buenos Aires Plan of Action
of 1978, focussed mostly on the provision of technical assistance, whereas
new directions for SSC focus on analysing the expansion of the develop-
ment finance, trade, and investment elements of SSC and their developmental
effects (Fiddian-Qasmiyeh and Daley 2019b; Kragelund 2019; Mawdsley
2019; Mawdsley et al. 2019).

Examples for the second category of new types of cooperation and gover-
nance mechanisms can be found in the emergence of North-North and South-
North cooperation as well as in the growing number and diversity of multi-
actor partnerships (Beisheim and Liese 2014; Wehrmann 2018). Furthermore,
there are reciprocal learning formats in which knowledge communities or
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communities of practice self-organise around sustainable development chal-
lenges. For instance, countries across all income groups (low-, middle-, and
high-income) have formed alliances to promote voluntary sustainability stan-
dards. Another example is the Group of Friends of the Voluntary National
Reviews, which advocates for rigorous reporting on the SDGs. Providing
a better understanding of how new cooperation formats have emerged and
which specific mechanisms have enabled existing cooperation formats to take
on more responsibility is another main contribution of this book.

Across the individual chapters in this handbook, we bring all three compo-
nents together—(i) mapping narratives and norms, (ii) identifying and investi-
gating sites of contestation, and (iii) reflecting on better governance structures
for SDG cooperation. Each chapter provides a unique perspective on these
conceptual and practical challenges for development cooperation and adds to
the overall tapestry of knowledge on the complex policy field we call develop-
ment cooperation, in particular towards better understanding and addressing
contested cooperation for achieving the SDGs.

1.2 COORDINATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES:
THE TwiNn CHALLENGES OF THE SDGs

The guiding question of this handbook (“How can different narratives
and norms in development cooperation be reconciled to achieve the 2030
Agenda?”) builds on two challenges that we consider central for the imple-
mentation of the 2030 Agenda and that we understand as the twin challenges
of the SDGs: How can different SDG-related policies be coordinated? And
how can responsibilities be divided in a just manner?

Achieving the SDGs requires coordinating policies across different policy
fields at different global levels. The coordination challenges in this context are
grouped into three categories: interdependencies of policies, collective action
problems, and disconnected national and global policy-making.

First, the 17 goals, 169 targets, and 232 indicators of the SDG frame-
work form a complex web of interdependencies with potential synergies and
trade-offs across different policies (Barbier and Burgess 2019). Research
has produced the first conceptual tools for mapping these interconnections
(Nilsson et al. 2016), including network analysis (Le Blanc 2015), but coun-
tries have not yet applied these tools to inform their decision-making. Instead,
“there is a considerable risk that countries will adopt arbitrary or politically
salient approaches to prioritisation and /or pursue the same ‘siloed” approaches
that have met with limited success in the past” (Allen et al. 2018, p. 422). The
skills of governments to organise, manage, lead, and scale cross-sector cooper-
ation are traditionally limited (Florini 2018). This problem is compounded
by the extremely broad scope of the SDG agenda, which includes virtu-
ally all aspects of development. The agenda brings together a plethora of
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distinct actors and encourages the formation of new partnerships in devel-
opment cooperation, but at the same time it allows stakeholders to justify and
legitimise any policy or set of policies as contributing to such an agenda.

Second, due to the numerous collective action problems contained in the
SDGs, multiple actors with divergent and often conflicting interests need to
cooperate across multiple sectors and jurisdictional levels (Bowen et al. 2017).
This coordination challenge has been conceptualised in different ways across
economics (public choice theory, transaction costs, game theory) and political
science (analysing voting or environmental policies, for instance). The core of
collective action problems is that individual actors usually do not act in the
common interest (Olson 2009), even if they will benefit, leading to coordi-
nation failures and suboptimal outcomes, in particular, underproviding global
public goods (Bodenstein et al. 2017). In this way, the provision of global
public goods such as a stable climate, safety from communicable diseases,
global security, and financial stability mirrors collective action problems to be
addressed when envisioning the implementation of the SDGs (Kaul 2018).

Third, national and global level policy-making are often disconnected. To
date, national plans for achieving the SDGs appear to be shaped by path
dependencies, rather than by systematic analyses of interlinkages between
SDGs (Breuer et al. 2019; Tosun and Leininger 2017) and across national and
global levels. Most SDG indicators measure progress at the national level, and
less than 30 per cent of indicators measure a “transboundary” effect (Mitchell
2021, Chapter 11). Richer countries provide bilateral support to developing
countries for achieving the SDGs, but global- and regional-level discussions
on collective action as well as debates on domestic development issues in
richer countries are largely neglected. Finally, multi-stakeholder approaches
that cut across local, national, and cross-border levels are still developing and
are contested (Wehrmann 2018).

In addition to these coordination challenges, the SDGs mask underlying
contested responsibilities. Even though the SDGs are universal, it has not been
specified how different actors should share responsibilities for implementing
the SDGs. SDG 17, on the means of verification, addresses issues such as
finance, trade, and technology, but it mostly reaffirms existing commitments.
The goal promotes partnerships, including public-private and civil society part-
nerships, but it does not provide concrete guidance for how to establish
these partnerships. From a critical perspective, SDG 17 reflects strong moral
ambitions—similar to MDG 8 on the global partnership—but elicits weak
normative commitments, leading to a situation of voluntarism in cooperation
(Cooper and French 2018). Such voluntarism and self-organisation may again
spur goal incoherence (Chan et al. 2021, Chapter 2).

According to Bexell and Jonsson (2017), responsibilities can further be
broken down into three different types: cause, obligation, and accountability.
The causes of responsibility remain largely hidden in the SDG documents,
as questions on how power relations and historical circumstances determine
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current responsibilities are not addressed (Bexell and Jénsson 2017). Respon-
sibility in terms of obligation is seemingly boundless, leading to countless
goal conflicts and exacerbating the goal conflicts identified above. Crucially,
the SDGs do not clarify how diverse needs—particularly those of low-income
countries—will be met and how rich countries will be held responsible by
SDG 17 to leverage their wealth and influence towards global sustainable
development. Responsibility in the sense of accountability is largely based on
voluntarism, and even seemingly objective technical discussions on numbers,
indicators, and data are the product of power relations and unresolved
contestation (Fukuda-Parr and McNeill 2019). Overall, the SDG framework,
therefore, did not make progress towards defining what “common but differ-
entiated responsibilities” (Pauw et al. 2015) mean in practice, but instead
gave rise to open and hidden forms of contestation at all levels of SDG
implementation.

We argue that these twin challenges of the SDGs—unresolved coordination
challenges and contested responsibilities—will hinder the achievement of the
2030 Agenda. Making progress towards achieving the SDGs thus requires
that governmental and non-governmental actors cooperate more and find
constructive ways of addressing these twin challenges. Although these two
challenges apply to the overall SDG framework and potentially all policy fields
related to the SDGs, we specifically focus on the policy field of development
cooperation.

1.3 THE Poricy FIELD OoF DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION

The policy field of development cooperation is central for addressing these
twin challenges of the SDGs for three main reasons. First, development coop-
eration actors were critical drivers of the 2030 Agenda and have always been
closely linked to development debates in the UN. Second, development coop-
eration is functionally geared towards solving coordination problems through
different forms of cooperation, either bilaterally or multilaterally, by facilitating
dialogue and aligning ideas and interests. Third, development cooperation and
policies in this field have historically dealt with contested responsibilities—from
its origins in colonial history to reconstruction efforts after the Second World
War, and from different alliances during the Cold War to discussions on global
responsibilities today.

From a research perspective, we understand development cooperation as
an organisational field (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Scott 2013). Fields can
be described as having three features: “a constitutional object binding the
different organizations together, power relations shaping interaction between
the different organizations in the field, and emerging rules and principles that
organizations are expected to adhere to in order to be considered legitimate”
(Fejerskov 2016, p. 5). For the book, we understand development coopera-
tion broadly as an organisational field encompassing all actors that proclaim
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contributions to development cooperation. Individual chapters of this hand-
book, however, will apply specific definitions of different types of development
cooperation based on the respective author’s understanding.

Broadly defined, development cooperation, therefore, includes ODA
providers, SSC providers, developing countries, and non-governmental actors
(including civil society, philanthropy, and businesses). Similarly, Fejerskov et al.
(2017) list states, including new global powers, industrialising countries, and
post-socialist states; and non-state actors, which include private foundations,
celebrity organisations, religious organisations, corporations, and social enter-
prises, as well as novel forms of grassroots or do-it-yourself development
endeavours. Listing these actors in a joint category, however, is contested
because each actor—whether it is a government from the North or the South,
or a private actor—has its own definition of development cooperation, which
does not necessarily correspond with other competing definitions (Fourie et al.
2019; Kragelund 2019).

The problem with broad definitions of development cooperation, however,
as Mthembu (2018) points out, is that they cease to have any real meaning
when just about any economic transaction between different actors can be seen
as development cooperation. Hence, researchers have proposed more specific
definitions that are centred on the overarching objective of development coop-
eration. Alonso and Glennie (2015) suggest that development cooperation
needs to: (i) specifically intend to support development, (ii) operate through
actions that would not be promoted (or at least not in the same way) by the
market alone, (iii) differentiate in favour of developing countries, particularly
the poorest, in order to broaden their opportunities for progress, and (iv)
be based on cooperative relationships that try to enhance developing-country
ownership. Mitchell (2021, Chapter 11) alternatively proposes to define devel-
opment cooperation as “a country’s policies, and how these affect the current
and future welfare and growth of other countries’ people and economies”.
Finally, Mthembu (2018) argues that development cooperation from Southern
powers should be defined as official transters of money, goods, and services
(that are concessional in nature) to developing countries specifically for their
economic development and welfare.

Even with these mores specific definitions of development cooperation, we
claim that measurability and comparability across different types of devel-
opment cooperation remain a challenge (see Part III of handbook on
measurements of development cooperation). Although measuring financial
components of development cooperation can be straightforward, the measure-
ment of technical cooperation and policy spillovers between countries of
contributions towards global public goods are more challenging. Kaul (2018)
provides an overview of how to define global public goods and how to
conceptualise global public policy that provides global public goods. She notes
that, so far, there exists no fully-fledged global public policy, neither on the
theoretical nor practical level, except for some limited policy innovations.
Nevertheless, policies directed towards the global common good are needed
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not only for the implementation of the 2030 Agenda but also, as Messner and
Scholz highlight (2018), to stabilise globalisation and to achieve sustainable
human development for most people.

Moreover, in the field of development cooperation, we observe simulta-
neous contestation and cooperation in an ongoing dynamic process: In recent
years, development cooperation has undergone fundamental and dynamic
changes. These changes have been spurred by internal and contextual factors,
such as the financial crisis in 2007,/2008, the rise of the digital economy,
and the alignment of development goals with climate goals (TWI2050—
The World in 2050 [2018]; United Nations Department of Economic
and Social Affairs 2018; World Bank 2018).? In this context, a key trend
affecting development cooperation has been the increasing global role of
emerging economies and the disruption of established formats of cooperation
(Chaturvedi et al. 2012; Ziirn 2018Db).

The growing contributions of SSC are often analysed alongside ODA,
as defined by members of the OECD’s DAC (Bergamaschi et al. 2017;
Mawdsley et al. 2019). Others describe development cooperation between
actors of the South in terms of a “new development compact” built on the
principles of mutual gain, non-interference, and collective growth opportuni-
ties, and characterised by the absence of conditionalities (Chaturvedi 2016).
According to a definition provided by IBSA, SSC is based on principles
of “respect for national sovereignty; national ownership and independence;
equality; non-conditionality; non-interference in domestic affairs; and mutual
benefit”; IBSA partners claim that “SSC is completely different from the
North-South/donor—donee cooperation, and that ODA templates are not
a good basis for SSC” (Government of India 2018). However, common
principles for effectiveness, differentiated assessment approaches, and the
corresponding data for evaluation are still missing, limiting potentials for
comparisons and knowledge transfers (Ali 2021, Chapter 13; Bhattacharya
et al. 2021, Chapter 14). Others argue that such definitions and propositions
on how the South should be analysed or mobilised would be “antithetical to
the very foundations of the debates we and our contributors build upon in
our respective modes of research and action” (Fiddian-Qasmiyeh and Daley
2019a, pp. 34).

From a global governance perspective,® there has been a more extensive
variety of narratives and norms put forward by an increasing number of hetero-
geneous actors in development cooperation (Mawdsley et al. 2019). Also,
beyond the field of development cooperation, scholars suggest that global
politics are embedded in normative and institutional structures that are domi-
nated by hierarchies and power inequalities, and therefore inherently lead
to contestation, resistance, and distributional struggles (Morse and Keohane
2014; Zirn 2018a). In institutions (and partnerships), for example, norms
and standards guiding cooperation are the result of negotiation processes that
are determined by organisational contexts such as organisational structures,
practices, and departmental and individual relationships (Tjosvold 1984).
These negotiation processes among states and non-governmental actors within
existing fora and in new fora are what we understand as sites of contested
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cooperation. These sites of contested cooperation also determine how part-
nerships (and institutions) collaborate to achieve the 2030 Agenda, how their
distinct purposes may relate to and build on each other, and ultimately how
responsibilities are defined.

Moreover, actors engage in parallel platforms of global and club governance
for development cooperation, sometimes in direct or indirect contestation
with one another. Existing development cooperation platforms, such as the
UN DCF and the GPEDC, work alongside new platforms, such as the UN
High-level Political Forum and the G20 Development Group (Bracho 2021,
Chapter 17; Lauria and Fumagalli 2019). Against this backdrop, we charac-
terise the current policy field of development cooperation as being shaped by
multiple sites of “contested cooperation”.

14 DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION AS AN EXAMPLE
OF CONTESTED GLOBAL GOVERNANCE

The policy field of development cooperation is central for addressing the twin
challenges of the 2030 Agenda, but it is going through fundamental and
dynamic changes that we characterise as “contested cooperation”. Drawing
on global governance research, we analyse contested cooperation for the
specific case of development cooperation, but we also highlight broader impli-
cations for global governance challenges as such. “Global governance” can be
understood as a normative concept for the search of more collective cross-
border solutions, and therefore it relates closely to the twin challenges of
the SDGs. Moreover, the main focus of global governance* research lies in
analysing structures and regulations supporting collective approaches beyond
the hegemonic dominance of power politics.

Research on the current state of international cooperation speaks of “con-
tested multilateralism” (Morse and Keohane 2014) and “contested global
governance” (Cooper 2014; Ziirn 2018a). There are two main forms of contes-
tation: “politicisation of international authorities” (also called regime-shifting
or institution-shifting) and “counter-institutionalisation” (also called regime-
creation or institution-creation) (Morse and Keohane 2014; Ziirn 2018a).
Applying these concepts to development cooperation, actors can therefore
either challenge existing international institutions by working through them,
or create new international institutions that better address their needs, and
thereby further serve the purpose “to influence or replace the old ones” (Ziirn
2018b, p. 12).°

According to Ziirn (2018a), the politicisation of international institutions
and counter-institutionalisation increase with the level and type of authority
an institution has. The policy field of development cooperation—if narrowly
defined as ODA only, for instance—typically involves little transfer of authority
to international institutions and generally has lower salience in public debates
than other policy areas such as trade or migration, for instance. Hence,
we would expect moderate levels of contestation. However, if we assume a
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Table 1.1 Contested cooperation matrix: mapping the role of development
cooperation for achieving the SDGs

Contestation
Cooperation Institution-shifting Institution-creation
Established 1. Updating 2. Proliferating international
cooperation international institutions institutions
Examples: Updating SSC  Examples: Creation of AIIB,
definition (BAPA+40), NDB
updating ODA reporting
system
New types of 3. Collaborating in 4. Piloting collaboration
cooperation international institutions Examples: Voluntary
Examples: SDG Voluntary  sustainability standards and
National Reviews in accompanying platform

High-level Political Forum

Source Authors

broader definition of development cooperation that is closely integrated with
other high-salience policy areas such as trade and investment, for instance, we
could expect higher levels of contestation.

Therefore, the concept of contested cooperation describes the current
development cooperation landscape that is shaped by ongoing processes of
institution-shifting and institution-creation within established forms of devel-
opment cooperation and new types of cooperation. As illustrated in Table 1.1,
there are four main cases. In the first case, established types of cooperation
and institution-shifting lead to actors “updating international institutions”
(1). Examples for existing forms of cooperation are North-South cooperation,
defined as ODA by the OECD-DAC, or longstanding types of SSC. With
these established types of cooperation, OECD-DAC members, for example,
politicise existing international institutions when they propose to change the
reporting system of ODA towards accommodating their commercial inter-
ests. Correspondingly, providers of SSC might politicise the UN when they
introduce new language on SSC in different international frameworks, such
as the SDGs. Non-state actors can also contribute to institution-shifting in
similar ways, either through influencing states to advocate on their behalf
or by directly engaging. In the second case, existing forms of cooperation
are combined with institution-creation, leading to what we call “prolifer-
ating international institutions” (2). Examples for contestation in the form of
institution-creation are the NDB and the AIIB. Both incumbent and rising
powers use counter-institutionalisation to challenge existing international
institutions in development cooperation.

For cases three and four, we focus on new types of cooperation that are
emerging in the SDG context, what we call “collaboration”® for achieving
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the SDGs. The literature on defining collaboration typically describes collab-
oration as a qualitatively more ambitious type of cooperation (Emerson et al.
2012; Phillips et al. 2000; Thomson and Perry 2006; Wood and Gray 1991).
We are therefore interested in seeing more profound and complex forms of
collaboration among development actors as new types of “SDG collabora-
tion” emerge. In the third case of Table 1.1, we expect that, coupled with
contestation in the form of institution-shifting, these new types of cooper-
ation can lead to “collaboration in international institutions” (3). Potential
examples for this case could be South-North and North-North cooperation,
multi-stakeholder partnerships, and other new and innovative forms of cooper-
ation. The Voluntary National Reviews of the SDGs provide a specific example
in which different countries showcase new types of cooperation within the
UN.

The fourth case occurs when new types of cooperation are coupled with
institution-creation, leading to “piloting cooperation” (4). Here, actors collab-
orate outside existing institutions and create new institutions to match their
innovative types of cooperation. One illustrative example in this regard is
the introduction of voluntary national sustainability standards, in which all
types of countries (high-, medium-, and low-income) collaborate to define
good social and environmental practices for an industry or product outside
of existing international institutions in a flexible issue-specific format. This
handbook illustrates the outcomes of contested cooperation and discusses
the consequences of contested cooperation in the context of the SDGs by
applying an actor-based perspective. Whether contested cooperation ultimately
leads to improvements or failure in achieving the SDGs will depend on the
specific decision-space of actors within a given site of contestation. Potential
outcomes range from radical shifts to marginal changes in the form of insti-
tutional layering (Streeck and Thelen 2009) to complete gridlock (Hale et al.
2013).

In sum, this handbook contributes to an evolving academic and policy
debate on governance challenges and their interaction with development coop-
eration. More specifically, the chapters in this book relate to debates on: the
rise of ideas (norm generation and diffusion) in international relations (global)
collective action, innovations on (global) solutions, global public and common
goods, and the changing contexts of development cooperation within the
context of global governance. All chapters apply varying understandings of
development cooperation and the different concepts derived at in and beyond
global governance research, yet they all showcase examples of contestation.
Hence, these varied approaches to development cooperation, whether broadly
or narrowly defined, can be used as exciting case studies for displaying
various examples of contestation across different levels of authority transfer and
salience. Ultimately, a better understanding of these sites of contested cooper-
ation will contribute towards better coordination of competing narratives and
norms in development cooperation to achieve the 2030 Agenda.
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1.5 STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

This handbook contributes to a better understanding of contestations that
limit cooperation in the field of development cooperation. The chapters iden-
tify avenues for enhanced cooperation to achieve the 2030 Agenda. To address
the twin challenges of the SDGs—the lack of coordination and contested
responsibilities—we draw on multiple perspectives to capture how the policy
field of development cooperation is changing in complex ways. We apply
the concept of contested cooperation as a guiding concept: All contributions
reflect on examples of contestation and cooperation and address how develop-
ment cooperation can better contribute towards achieving the 2030 Agenda
and the SDGs.

To answer the guiding question of this handbook—“How can different
narratives and norms in development cooperation be reconciled to achieve
the 2030 Agenda?”—it is organised into seven parts. The first part relates to
governance challenges affecting the implementation of the 2030 Agenda more
generally and within the context of specific SDGs. The chapters in this part
outline context-specific needs for improving governance structures to achieve
global public and common goods in different policy sectors and under consid-
eration of different economic potentials. The second and third parts provide an
overview on the evolution of different narratives and norms in the policy field
of development cooperation by discussing the main changes in the policy field
over the last several years and their consequences for measuring development
cooperation.

The main change reflected on is the shift of the underlying rationale of
development cooperation, from needs-based (alleviating poverty, providing
basic services, etc.) towards more interest-based cooperation (political and
economic interests), including the provision of global public and common
goods (enlightened self-interest). This changing rationale of development
cooperation also affects the implementation of the 2030 Agenda. The chapters
of the second and third parts, therefore, contribute to a better understanding
of the limits and opportunities for cooperation based on the evolution of
different narratives and norms in development cooperation. Overall, the chap-
ters in this part reflect on the trends driving the long-term transformation
of development cooperation as well as the current shifts in the development
narrative from various angles.

The fourth part focusses on the subject of norm competition, with specific
reference to global institutional platforms for development cooperation (UN,
G20, OECD, etc.) to provide a better understanding of persisting and new
sites of contestation and their different contexts. In parallel to global gover-
nance becoming multi-polar, the development cooperation landscape has
proliferated, offering multiple platforms for engagement. Each platform has
a distinct history, mandate, and specific set of norms that it endorses. For
decades, the OECD defined aid as ODA, whereas SSC had a distinct and
different set of norms. With the recent rise of new global institutions and
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platforms, competition between norms has increased, as has the number of
sites of contested cooperation within and outside of established formats of
cooperation. The chapters in this part highlight different elements of the
ongoing norm competition across the institutional landscape of development
cooperation.

In contrast to parts one to four, which mostly focus on conceptual and
scholarly debates, parts five to seven deepen policy debates. These parts are
particularly relevant for practitioners and researchers who engage in debates
on the quality of aid and the adoption of “aid effectiveness” principles. Both
have received significant attention in development cooperation over the past
decades but have lost momentum recently. Part five, for example, focusses on
competing norms and narratives at the global and national levels. The chap-
ters in this part discuss how norms and narratives can be better reconciled
to enhance the quality of development cooperation towards achieving the
2030 Agenda by identifying pathways for connecting negotiating processes,
exchanging knowledge, and harmonising strategies. In a similar vein, parts six
and seven shed light on the conceptual and practical challenges for develop-
ment cooperation as well as the contributions of South-South and triangular
cooperation and non-state actors to the 2030 Agenda.

NOTES

1. Over the past 20 years, various scholars have shifted the discussion on the
diverse nature of collective goods to the transnational level. Kaul et al. (2016)
define global public goods (GPGs) as commodities that enjoy global appli-
cation in terms of use, cost, or both. Others use the term “global common
good” to address goals or parameters that are relevant to a global community
(Messner and Scholz 2018). Both the term global common good and GPGs,
as concepts, have been influential when considering the political economy of
collective action on a transnational level. Development cooperation plays a vital
role in providing GPGs, and thereby international provision competes with the
allocation of development cooperation resources on the national level.

2. Academic and policy literature has analysed different elements of these changes,
such as the proliferation of development actors (Zimmermann and Smith 2011)
and the diversification of development finance (Prizzon et al. 2017). Other
researchers have investigated how the underlying rationale of the policy field
itself has been changing, for instance through concepts such as “beyond aid”
(Janus et al. 2015), “the end of ODA” (Severino and Ray 2009), or “the
post-aid world” (Mawdsley et al. 2014).

3. Understood as encompassing “the totality of institutions, policies, norms, proce-
dures and initiatives through which States and their citizens try to bring
more predictability, stability and order to their responses to transnational chal-
lenges” (United Nations 2014, p. vi). In academic debates, the term “global
governance” points to the exercise of authority across national borders.

4. Debates on the meaning of global governance, however, are also contested in
several ways (Weiss and Wilkinson 2018). Scholars such as Acharya (2018), for
example, disentangle the concept of global governance in relation to identified
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issue areas, areas within which intensified globalisation and the proliferation of
collective action problems are central.

5. For this handbook, we do not prescribe an overarching definition of the term
“Institutions”, given the large number of distinct rationalist or constructivist defi-
nitions of institutions. For the specific purpose of this introduction, however, we
follow Dutffield (2007, p. 8), who defines international institutions as “relatively
stable sets of related constitutive, regulative, and procedural norms and rules that
pertain to the international system, the actors in the system (including states as
well as non-state entities), and their activities”.

6. Cooperation occurs when participants agree on a shared problem that they
try to solve through a division of labour, whereas collaboration refers to the
process of working together to develop and sustain the solution of shared prob-
lems. Collaboration implies the sharing of risks, resources, responsibilities, and
rewards, and it requires synchronised and coordinated activity (Camarihna-Matos
and Afsarmanesh 2008). Cooperation and collaboration differ in terms of their
depth of interaction, integration, commitment, and complexity, with coopera-
tion falling at the low end of the continuum, and collaboration at the high end
(Bryson et al. 2015). Collaboration is a process that evolves over time “in which
autonomous actors interact through formal and informal negotiation, jointly
creating rules and structures governing their relationships and ways to act or
decide on the issues that brought them together; it is a process involving shared
norms and mutually beneficial interactions” (Thomson and Perry 2006, p. 23).
Thomson and Perry (2006, p. 23) argue that cooperation involves reciproci-
ties and an exchange of resources that is not necessarily symmetrical and that
“cooperation for a mutual goal moves this to collaboration”.
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CHAPTER 2

Maximising Goal Coherence in Sustainable
and Climate-Resilient Development?
Polycentricity and Coordination in Governance

Sander Chan, Gabriela Iacobuta, and Ramona Higele

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the Paris Agreement—
both, respectively, adopted and concluded in 2015—are the main global
transformation strategies in terms of achieving a sustainable society with an
ecologically sound and economically viable future. The 17 Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals (SDGs) that accompany the 2030 Agenda demonstrate broad
international agreement on the multifacetedness of sustainable development,
as well as the interlinkages between the different areas of sustainability. The
achievement of one SDG is likely to positively or negatively affect progress
on a number of other SDGs (International Council for Science [ICSU] and
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International Social Science Council 2015). In that regard, the highly trans-
formative nature of SDG 13 on climate change means that this goal directly
interacts with a large number of SDGs, and indirectly with all SDGs (Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 2018; von Stechow et al. 2016).
This aspect is clearly reflected in countries’ nationally determined contribu-
tions (NDCs), submitted under the Paris Agreement, where Dzebo et al.
(2017) found numerous links between forwarded climate-related activities and
the SDGs.

Given these strong interactions, a focus on goal coherence between climate
action and sustainable development priorities appears to be well suited to
advance policy coherence more broadly (Gomez-Echeverri 2018; Winkler
et al. 2015), and it therefore stands as the main focus in this chapter. Hereby,
climate action is understood as all efforts taken to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and strengthen resilience and adaptive capacity to climate-induced
impacts (United Nations General Assembly [UNGA] 2015, p. 23); sustainable
development action is referred to as all adopted measures to achieve economic,
social, and environmental development “without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland et al. 1987, p. 41;
UNGA 2015, p. 3). In that sense, sustainability is a state, whereas sustainable
development is a process.

A consideration of coherence between the global challenges of climate-
resilient and sustainable development is necessary for three reasons. Firstly,
climate change would have widespread impacts across multiple SDGs in itself.
Secondly, to keep global warming well below 2 °C, the world needs to
undergo a deep socio-economic transformation (IPCC 2014). For this reason,
SDG 13 on climate action is one of the goals of the 2030 Agenda that requires
the most effort (Nicolai et al. 2015). Thirdly, efforts related to other SDGs are
also likely to increase or reduce the level of greenhouse gas emissions (United
Nations Environment Programme [UNEP] 2016) and affect the ability of
communities to adapt to climate change. Hence, mainstreaming climate-
development interactions throughout sustainable development processes is
essential for policy coherence.

Interactions and coherence between climate and sustainable development
and opportunities for policy integration have been studied for decades (Beg
et al. 2002; Nordhaus 1977; Swart 2003). For instance, various scholars have
conducted comprehensive assessments of multiple climate measures and devel-
opment dimensions (IPCC 2014, 2018; Kok et al. 2008; von Stechow et al.
2015, 2016), or assessments of narrower development areas such as air quality
(Bollen et al. 2010; Braspening et al. 2016), energy security (Bollen et al.
2010; Guivarch and Monjon 2015), energy poverty (Chakravarty and Tavoni
2013; Solaymani et al. 2015; Urge-Vorsatz and Tirado Herrero 2012), or
energy in general (McCollum et al. 2018; Nerini et al. 2018). Although
climate action tends to have mostly positive impacts on sustainable devel-
opment in the long term, trade-offs are also likely to occur (IPCC 2018),
for instance higher biofuel demand could negatively impact food security
and increase land competition (Hasegawa et al. 2018). Policy coherence that
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maximises synergies and limits trade-offs is therefore essential for an effective
implementation.

This chapter brings together three governance discussions, namely on
coherence in sustainable and climate-resilient development, emerging poly-
centricity, and coordination tools. It argues that the predominant focus in
addressing polycentricity—by policy-makers and researchers alike—has so far
been on addressing functional deficits, for example closing the global mitiga-
tion gap, or financing gaps. This remains true despite the increased level of
attention being given to the polycentric nature of both sustainable develop-
ment and climate governance. However, a focus on functional gaps does not
help overcome goal incoherence—the imbalanced implementation of interna-
tionally agreed goals. In fact, the voluntariness and self-organisational nature
of polycentric governance could actually increase the level of incoherence in
implementation. Therefore, we argue that insights on the emerging polycen-
tric structures in sustainability and climate governance should be combined
with the growing knowledge on goal coherence. The combination of these
fields of knowledge could inform supportive policies in development cooper-
ation as well as orchestration frameworks that ensure greater coherence in the
achievement of multiple goals.

This chapter proceeds with a discussion of coherence and coordination to
realise broad sustainable development. Subsequently, we discuss the growing
polycentricity of sustainable development and climate governance as well as
the recent coordination efforts between state and non-state actions that do
not necessarily improve goal coherence. Finally, we discuss novel tools that
could improve coordination towards goal coherence.

2.2 COHERENCE

The term “coherence” has been widely—and loosely—used in policy and
research, referring to a wide variety of understandings, including coher-
ence between actors, between levels of governance, between various policies
and goals, and between goals and resources (Carbone 2008; Collste et al.
2017; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD]
2014; Tosun and Lang 2017). Moreover, related terms have been used inter-
changeably—for instance “policy coherence” and “policy integration”, and
“coordination” and “collaboration”—without clear conceptual distinctions
(Hoebink 2004; Matthews 2011; Rogge and Reichardt 2016). In this chapter,
policy coherence for sustainable development is referred to as an “approach
and policy tool to systematically integrate the social, economic and environ-
mental dimensions of sustainable development at all stages of domestic and
international policy making” (OECD 2018, p. 83). In this context, inte-
gration is achieved by fostering synergies and by identifying and reconciling
trade-oftfs between competing goals and objectives of the three development
dimensions and of national and international policies. Policy synergies occur
when a mix of (two or more) policies complement each other in a way that
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enables greater achievements than the sum of individual policies, as the policies
reinforce one another. Policies that lead to co-benefits beyond or in develop-
ment areas outside of their main objective can also be seen as synergistic. For
instance, a reduction in fossil fuel combustion to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions would additionally improve air quality. Synergies may also emerge by
improving education for girls (SDG 4), which will further enhance maternal
health (SDG 3) and contribute to gender equality (SDG 5), poverty eradica-
tion (SDG 1), and economic growth (SDG 8) (Nilsson et al. 2016, p. 321).
On the other hand, trade-offs occur when objectives or outcomes of a policy
conflict with those of another policy. This could be the case of an energy tax
that might meet the objective of improved energy efficiency but could increase
the level of energy poverty in poor households. Similarly, improved access to
energy for all (SDG 7) can negatively affect efforts for climate change miti-
gation (SDG 13). When trade-offs are present, they could be addressed with
complementary measures that reduce negative impacts or through political
compromises when no feasible measures are available to tackle the impacts.
Unaddressed trade-offs are the main source of incoherence, as these would
lead to policies cancelling out each other’s benefits and to related governance
inefficiency.

To achieve greater coherence, policy integration is essential to maximise
synergies and avoid trade-offs between specific policy issue-areas (United
Nations [UN] 2018, p. v). Such policy integration is characterised by
purposeful interactions between actors from different sectors who create inter-
dependencies through cooperation and coordination (Tosun and Lang 2017,
pp. 554f.). In this sense, coordination refers to processes that bring together
various institutions and actors to mutually formulate policies, standards, and
procedures. Subsets of policy coordination are cooperation and collaboration,
whereby policy cooperation is characterised by temporary and informal means
of building relationships within and across institutions, and collaboration is
based on voluntarism and driven by problem-solving (Bouckaert et al. 2010;
Tosun and Lang 2017, p. 565).

To promote goal coherence and a successful implementation of all sustain-
able and climate-resilient development goals, institutions at all levels should
agree on common approaches and cooperate to deal with interrelated prob-
lems (UN 2018, p. v). The achievement of goal coherence is dependent on
multiple implementation levels and processes, such as adequate public adminis-
trative practices and the substantive engagement of various stakeholders, which
can be referred to as “policy coherence”.

Integrated policy-making is usually analysed from an institutional perspec-
tive by three dimensions of integration: horizontal integration across policy
sectors, vertical integration across levels of government, and the engagement
of all relevant stakeholders (Breuer et al. 2018; Giessen 2011a, b; Tosun and
Lang 2017). Thus, stakeholders from the national, subnational, local, and soci-
etal levels need to align actions to achieve coherence (Beisheim and Simon
2016; ICSU 2017; UN 2018, p. vi). Referring to policy integration as a
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process occurring at a meta-level “involves the use of specific instruments
designed to integrate a set of considerations, issues, and stakeholders across
different policy domains” (Tosun and Lang 2017, p. 555). Morcover, the
pursuit of policy coherence should be understood from a procedural as well
as an outcome-oriented perspective (Rogge and Reichardt 2016, p. 1622).
Successful integration is thus a situation in which policies have obtained
the highest degree of coherence (UN 2018, p. v) through coordination,
cooperation, and political leadership (Tosun and Lang 2017, p. 557).

The cross-cutting nature of the 17 SDGs of the 2030 Agenda requires
governments to break out of both policy and institutional silos and to embrace
broader governance participation to ensure both horizontal (across sectors)
and vertical (across actors) policy coherence. Following the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development categorisation of key areas in which
coherence needs to be enabled (see Fig. 2.1), the comprehensive implemen-
tation of the 2030 Agenda will need coherence between global and national
goals; across international agendas and processes; between economic, social,
and environmental policies; between different sources of finance; and between
the diverse actions of multi-actors and stakeholders (OECD 2014). In order
to address coherence on multiple levels, close coordination is required at all
stages of policy-making, guided by adequate institutions and mechanisms. All
key areas of coherence are also relevant to development cooperation.

This chapter recognises the multi-dimensionality of coherence, emphasising
both goal coberence as the objective to maximise synergies and avoid trade-
offs between potentially competing objectives and goals to realise sustainable
development at large, as well as the need to coordinate the efforts by a large
number of actors (at multiple levels of governance) to ensure the maximisation
of goal coberence as an outcome. Scholars have asked whether coherence is at all

Coherence among international
agendas and processes
MDGs, Rio+20, 5DGs,
Climate Change Agenda,
G20

Coherence between economic,
social, and environmental
policies
For more integrated approaches
to sustainability

Coherence between global
goals and national contexts
Universal Agenda

Coherence between diverse
actions of multiple actors and
stakeholders
Governments, international and

Coherence between
different sources of
finance
Public, private, international, regional organisations, C50s,
and domestic private sector

Fig. 2.1 Complementary levels of coherence for implementing the Post-2015
Agenda (Source Adapted from OECD [2014, p. 15])
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possible in a complex Earth system that features many nonlinear interactions,
and in pluralist governance contexts where a degree of incoherence seems
inevitable, given the manifold interests and interpretations of what constitutes
what is good (see Carbone 2008; Koulaimah-Gabriel 1999). However, we
argue that even when complete goal coherence is not possible, the maximisa-
tion of coherence is desirable and necessary to realise sustainable development,
and it can be partly realised through the integration of novel tools that identify
how different goals are linked and what gaps are left by specific groups. Better
identification of goal (in)coherence and gaps could also facilitate governance
processes that build public support for cases where trade-offs are unavoidable.

2.3 COORDINATION

The coordination of efforts in sustainable development presents a problem that
is related to goal (in)coherence, but it is even more about aligning a multi-
plicity of actors that contribute—or should contribute—to various aspects of
sustainable development. Even if one assumes a limited number of national
governments as the main actors in global sustainability politics—as is often the
case in theories of international relations—goal coherence is not a very likely
outcome. Countries are faced with different development realities in terms of
state capacity, regime type, level of economic welfare, social equity, and human
development. To further compound contested coordination and responsi-
bilities, the number of actors beyond national governments—including civil
society, businesses, and investors—that engage in sustainable development and
climate governance is growing.

Although dispersed non-state and subnational efforts have left gover-
nance “fragmented”, optimistic voices argue that “polycentric governance”
could more effectively deliver on multiple goals and governance functions.
A growing body of literature emphasises how decentralised and seemingly
dispersed state and non-state efforts can address governance gaps (Bick-
strand et al. 2010; Haas 2004; Kropp and Tirk 2017). For instance, private
actors may be in a better position to devise sector-specific approaches; civil
society organisations can effectively build constituencies to support specific
sustainable development and climate actions; investors can leverage much-
needed resources and help shift billions towards a sustainable and low-carbon
economy; subnational and local communities can contribute to the achieve-
ment of global goals through concrete and context-specific projects; etc.
One could argue that fragmentation of climate and sustainability actions
could—perhaps somewhat counter-intuitively—improve the aggregate impact
on global challenges. In large numbers and at sufficient scale, disperse and
decentralised efforts could close the global climate mitigation gap, or sustain-
able development financing gaps. When climate and sustainable development
challenges are closely interlinked in a mutually reinforcing manner, a good
degree of goal coherence could thus be achieved without much coordination.
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This theoretical possibility, however, is not supported by evidence. First,
although the growing number of actors has often been hailed for their poten-
tial to solve global challenges, evidence of the effectiveness of (individual)
non-state and subnational efforts is scattered and scarce. Moreover, even
it these efforts are effective by any measurement, the scale of engagement
by state and non-state actors is still insufficient to solve the most urgent
sustainable development challenges (Chan et al. 2018). Second, coordina-
tion is increasingly a feature of emerging sustainability and climate governance
systems; seemingly dispersed non-state efforts are linked among themselves
and to international (and governmental) governance (Chan et al. 2019). What
looks like a fragmented landscape of scattered sustainability and climate actions
is in fact part of an emerging polycentric structure, as we discuss in the
following section.

2.4 EMERGING POLYCENTRICITY IN SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT AND CLIMATE (GOVERNANCE

The overall narrative of the need for, and the emergence of, actors beyond
states in sustainable development and climate governance is that tradi-
tional actors—in particular governments and international organisations—have
failed, maybe not in terms of defining the goals or in setting up rules, but
in terms of problem-solving (Beisheim and Simon 2016; Chan et al. 2015).
Yet, the growing number of actors engaging in sustainability and climate
actions still does not dissipate the calls for more and better coordination
towards (coherently) realising sustainable development, as defined by the 2030
Agenda. One form of coordination could take the form of polycentric gover-
nance, wherein multiple non-hierarchical institutions are linked in order to
more effectively address global sustainability and climate challenges.
Polycentric governance is characterised by the presence of multiple institu-
tions, each with considerable autonomy to set their rules and norms in specific
domains (e.g. Jordan et al. 2018; Ostrom 2010). The emergence of poly-
centricity, as noted by Pattberg et al. (2018), is not only observable from the
growing number of institutions, but also (and particularly) from the increasing
amount of interlinkages between different institutions. In the following, we
note a particular—if stylised—pathway of emergence of polycentricity and
the linkages that define it across both climate and sustainable development
governance. Namely, (1) state-centred, hierarchical types of governance are
increasingly seen as inefficient and ineffective in terms of problem-solving;
(2) actors other than states develop initiatives that govern particular domains
in conjunction with, or instead of, “traditional” public authorities; and (3)
public actors, governments, and international organisations increasingly recog-
nise the additionality of other actors as partners in governance, and they
create linkages to more eftectively fulfil governance functions such as imple-
menting goals, co-producing norms, and standards, but also achieving political
objectives (including the “rolling back of the state”, the influencing of other
governmental actors) and ulterior motives (e.g. “window-dressing”).
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2.4.1  Polycentricity in Climate Governance

With climate change, state-centred governance has long been the norm,
despite obvious shortcomings. The epitome of a state-centred model for
climate governance, arguably, was the Kyoto Protocol (KP), which divided
responsibilities among developed countries to reduce emissions. However,
most observers agree to the utter ineffectiveness of the KP (e.g. Vogler 2016).
States simply retracted their participation in the KP when they failed to keep
the terms (e.g. Canada, United States). In terms of problem-solving, the KP
has done very little to reduce greenhouse gases. The failure to produce a
climate agreement at the Copenhagen Climate Change Conference in 2009
not only demonstrated the failure to implement, but also the failure to reach
further agreements. In the period between the 2009 Copenhagen and the
2015 Paris Climate Change Conferences, it became clear that, despite decades
of negotiations, governments have largely failed to produce the necessary
actions to halt global heating. If governments fail to take the necessary action,
the only route may be one that predominantly features the contributions
of the private sector and subnational entities. Indeed, scholars have noted
the emergence of many non-state and subnational initiatives (e.g. Bulkeley
et al. 2014; Hoffmann 2011). The proliferation of non-state and subna-
tional climate actions has also been noted by international bureaucrats. For
instance, at the start of her tenure as Executive Secretary of the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Christiana
Figueres initiated the “Momentum for Change Initiative”, which, for the first
time, engaged non-state and subnational contributions in the context of the
UNFCCC. The basic idea of engaging non-state and subnational actors in
climate governance was subsequently further developed (Chan et al. 2016). To
prevent a lost decade for climate action between Copenhagen and a yet-to-be-
negotiated new agreement, governments initiated a negotiations workstream
on “Pre-2020 Ambition”.

This resulted in a Pre-2020 agenda, which recognised and promoted the
role of non-state actors to make additional contributions towards closing
the global mitigation gap. Non-state and subnational engagement gained an
increasingly programmatic form in the run-up to the 2015 Paris Climate
Change Conference; under the Lima-Paris Action Agenda, the Peruvian and
French presidencies of the Conference of the Parties—with the assistance of
the UNFCCC secretariat—mobilised more than 70 large-scale mitigation (and
some adaptation) initiatives. Throughout the period, the number of actors
stepping up with climate actions increased dramatically (e.g. UNEP 2018).
A multiplicity of actors have gained authority in limited domains, such as
networks of cities and regions (such as Local Governments for Sustainability
(ICLEI), the C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group, Under 2 MOU), sectoral
coalitions (e.g. SloCat, We Mean Business), and public—private initiatives (e.g.
Climate and Clean Air Coalition, Mission Innovation). Including the indi-
vidual initiatives to take climate action, the UNFCCC currently registers more
than 12,000 largely new institutions and actors.
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The mere existence of many climate actions and the greater involvement
of all types of stakeholders do not itself constitute a polycentric governance
system. However, in the wake of the emergence of non-state and subna-
tional climate actions, we also observe a tight coupling between hierarchies
and some of the newer institutions (Keohane and Victor 2011), as well as a
convergence between distinct sets of actors, for instance in carbon accounting
standard-setting (Green 2013). At the global level of governance, United
Nations (UN) climate conferences have increasingly become a meeting point
and the “heartbeat” of climate action, as non-state and subnational actors
organise their schedules and time their outputs around them. The resulting
governance system is therefore not only characterised by multiple actors,
but also a high degree of linking and convergence through shared events,
timing, and joint production. Importantly, governments and international
organisations themselves are increasingly acknowledging the central role that
non-state and subnational actors could play, particularly in implementing
climate goals, and have moved to create linking institutions. The 2015 Paris
Climate Change Conference not only produced the accompanying universal
climate agreement, but also a decision to link the sphere of non-state and
subnational actions through, for example, technical examination processes;
the (continued) recording of actions and their progress; and the program-
matic mobilisation and high-level showcasing of actions under the leadership
of newly installed “High-Level Climate Action Champions”. In the light of
the changed logic of the Paris Agreement, this linking departs from a strictly
multilateral, state-centred governance model towards more hybrid and goal-
driven governance (Falkner 2016). Non-state and subnational efforts are no
longer seen as substitutive to governmental efforts because both contribute
to the achievement of self-determined national targets (so-called nationally
determined contributions).

Beyond the UNFCCC context, other institutions also link the govern-
mental and transnational spheres of governance. For instance, the Initiative
for Climate Action Transparency is developing guidance for governments to
include non-state action in the formulation of their climate goals (Initiative
for Climate Action Transparency 2018). Therefore, governance is not only
the site of fragmentation and contestation, but also of new linking institutions
emerging from the seeming complexity of climate governance; governance
is becoming polycentric. The patterns and shape of that polycentric struc-
ture to some extent answers the (perceived) shortcomings of the “traditional”
state-centred climate regime and is, arguably, more inclusive of different envi-
ronmental and industrial regimes (including the Ozone Regime, and shipping
and aviation), thereby bridging the shortcomings of overly compartmentalised
formal international regimes. These emerging polycentric structures in climate
governance can also be found in sustainable development governance, as we
illustrate in the following section.
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2.4.2  Polycentricity in Sustainable Development Governance

In sustainable development governance—despite covering a much larger and
diverse set of problems—we also see the budding of a polycentric governance
structure comprising growing linkages between the actions of non-state actors
and governments and international organisations (see Frey and Sabbatino
2018). Since sustainable development subsumes many themes and subsystems
of governance—for instance, food governance, energy governance, biodiver-
sity governance, etc.—the measure of polycentricity across various sustain-
ability governance subsystems varies. For instance, Pattberg et al. (2017)
argue for the development of institutional linkages between state and non-
state actors in global biodiversity governance, largely following the example of
climate governance.

The autonomous contributions of stakeholders, or at least their poten-
tial, was already acknowledged at the 1992 United National Conference on
Environment and Development (also known as the Earth Summit) (Pattberg
et al. 2012). The political outcomes included the Rio Declaration on Envi-
ronment and Development, which stated that participation by all concerned
citizens at all levels can best handle environmental issues (Principle 10).
Nonetheless, the 1992 Earth Summit is best remembered for some of its
more “traditional” intergovernmental outcomes, in particular the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity, the Framework Convention on Climate Change,
and the Convention to Combat Desertification. However, by the time of
the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD, also known
as Rio+10), there was a prominent idea that these international agreements
had not sufficiently been delivered upon. A widely shared diagnosis of the
implementation gap was that governmental approaches had largely failed,
negotiations were largely deadlocked, overly bureaucratic international organ-
isations were not up to their tasks, and many national governments were
bogged down by a lack of political will, bad governance, and a lack of
resources. Subsequently, the problem is not the absence of international
norms, but the lack of implementation and capacity to implement. The sugges-
tion of more governmental approaches or regulatory frameworks was met
with stark opposition. For instance, the United States made clear that they
would not consent to any new agreements. Rather than developing new inter-
national frameworks and agreements, the focus of WSSD was therefore on
the implementation of existing agreements. This time, governments went a
step further than just acknowledging the potential of non-state and networked
institutions. The main outcomes of the WSSD, which were rather unique at
the time, included “Partnerships for Sustainable Development” (PESD) that
involve non-state and subnational stakeholders in making additional contri-
butions towards the realisation of global sustainable development and the
Millennium Development Goals (precursors to the SDGs). By opening a
registry for Partnerships for Sustainable Development, it recognised contri-
butions by non-state and networked institutions and invited them to align
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activities in order to implement sustainable development. In a unique turn,
the partnerships were presented as “type-2” official outcomes of the WSSD,
complementing the more conventional intergovernmental political outcomes,
which were dubbed “type-17. Initially presented as a success with the registra-
tion of more than 200 partnerships, the number of new registrations dwindled
in later years. However, the agreement on the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development in 2015, which included the SDGs, gave new impetus to, once
again, link the governmental and non-state and subnational spheres of gover-
nance. The SDGs themselves were the outcome of a constituency-based effort
and advice from a governmentally nominated “Open Working Group”. SDG
17 (Partnerships for the Goals) explicitly aims at the means of implementation
and at revitalising the global partnership for sustainable development. This
time, the new UN “Partnerships for SDGs” platform featured thousands of
actions taken by a multiplicity of stakeholders, both individual and cooperative.
Through events at the High-Level Political Forum as well as the Partner-
ships for SDGs platform, more participation is being encouraged. While it
remains to be seen to which extent Partnerships for SDGs will contribute
to the achievement of the goals, political controversy related to recognising
them seems to have dissipated (see Mert 2009 on the institutionalisation of
the partnership discourse). In particular, the private sector is not seen as a
mere provider of resources, but also as development actor that provides lead-
ership in tackling specific questions of sustainable development (Sachs 2012).
This may be due to a growing acceptance of non-state and hybrid forms of
governance, but also due to the fact that the SDGs were agreed upon in
advance between governments. Moreover, in terms of linkages, we can clearly
see increased linking between the non-state and subnational spheres of activi-
ties and the predominant process of sustainable development governance at
the intergovernmental level around the 2030 Agenda and the High-Level
Political Forum. In parallel to the Paris Agreement, the 2030 Agenda and
the SDGs extended the need for development and sustainable goal achieve-
ment to developed countries—at least formally—thereby doing away with an
implied hierarchical order that placed a large part of the burden for sustainable
development on developing countries.

In sum, both in climate and sustainable development governance, we see
a pattern towards growing linkages between actions and initiatives by non-
state actors and governments and international organisations (see Frey and
Sabbatino 2018). First, government-centred governance by itself is widely
perceived as being ineffective and /or insufficient. Second, the number of non-
state, subnational, and transnational initiatives has increased dramatically in
order to respond to governmental shortfalls, and their contributions become
more salient in view of governmental shortcomings. Moreover, actions across
both the domains of climate and sustainable development governance are well
connected, not only in terms of substantive linkages, but also institution-
ally, for example biodiversity governance (see Pattberg et al. 2017). There is
increased linking between initiatives, as well as between initiatives and public
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actors (governments and international organisations). It is therefore important
to raise the question about whether polycentric governance systems—while
linking actors across various substantive domains—also effectively address
problems of incoherence. However, evidence of the effectiveness of (indi-
vidual) non-state and subnational efforts is scattered and scarce, and evidence
of the greater effectiveness of non-state engagement in governance systems is
even scarcer. The promise that actors across a polycentric governance landscape
could effectively address specific functional gaps in governance has motivated
many policy-makers and international organisations to seck improved engage-
ment, building new institutions and processes that link the realms of state,
non-state, and subnational sustainable development and climate actions (Cole
2015; Tosun and Leininger 2017). However, even if non-state and subnational
efforts proved to effectively address functional deficits and even help resolve
global challenges—for example closing the global mitigation gap, or financing
gaps—goal coherence cannot be taken for granted. In the following section,
we discuss the effectiveness and risks of polycentric governance in achieving
goal coherence.

2.5 PorYCENTRIC GOVERNANCE AND COHERENCE

According to, for example, Ostrom (2010), the emergence of polycentric
structures holds promise for more effective governance, even in the absence
of a hierarchy and monocentric, state-centred coordination. Polycentric struc-
tures may increase the amount of communication among different parties,
leading to mutual trust and increased levels of cooperation. Moreover, a poly-
centric structure provides opportunities to improve policies over time through
learning and experimentation (Cole 2015). Indeed, the growing acknowledge-
ment of a multiplicity of actors in global sustainability and climate governance
rests on the several optimistic premises concerning the emergence of multiple
autonomous—but interconnected—state and non-state actors in governance.
For instance, Chan et al. (2019), describing stylised arguments often used
to support non-state engagements, point out optimistic expectations that
non-state actors can conjure a greater effect through their sheer numbers.
They also improve representation, maximise synergies by focussing on win—
win constellations, and create a self-perpetuating dynamic by diffusing new
norms, building coalitions, and strengthening proactive actors. On the partic-
ular point of synergies, they highlight the prevalent argument that “[w]ithout
climate-resilient and sustainable development, all stand to lose, and existing
achievements are at risk. ‘Everybody wins’ captures the view that non-state
actor engagement brings overall benefits through win-win constellations”
(Chan et al. 2019, p. 3). At the same time, they point out that—in practice—
not everybody wins; for instance, despite growth in the number of non-state
actors, the large majority of them are based in the Global North (Bulkeley
et al. 2014; Chan et al. 2018, 2019). Moreover, even if more actors from
the Global South are involved, most transnational and non-state initiatives



2  MAXIMISING GOAL COHERENCE IN SUSTAINABLE ... 37

are led by North-based actors, raising doubts about whether the benefits of
a polycentric governance system will proportionately accrue to developing
countries.

In the following, we argue that emerging polycentric governance systems—
and in particular the growing linkages between non-state and state actors—are
seen as holding the potential to address governance gaps, but they do not
address fundamental questions of incoherence. Rather, greater numbers of
governance actors potentially increase the level of incoherence in terms of
(1) unevenly addressing areas that have been identified as intergovernmental
priorities; (2) unevenly distributed impacts of governance; and (3) largely
ignoring trade-offs between goals within individual initiatives. These problems
are compounded by two related characteristics of polycentric structures: a high
degree of voluntariness and self-organisation.

Without aiming at a comprehensive overview, we contrast arguments
that suppose a (theoretically) positive relation between polycentricity and
coherence before providing evidence-based counterarguments.

First, one could argue that through multiple actors in polycentric structures,
there is a greater functional alignment of capacities towards achieving goals.
The possibility of self-organisation within a polycentric governance system
allows new groupings, or “bricolages”, that flexibly could further emanci-
pation and transnational and regional cooperation (Mittelmann 2013). This
was obviously the case when the WSSD referred to the PESD as implemen-
tation instruments. Similarly, non-state and subnational climate actions are
widely seen as contributions towards narrowing the global mitigation gap.
However, the functionalist logic behind conceiving non-state and subnational
efforts as “contributions” towards implementation is very limited, and it seem-
ingly reduces their function to implementation. For this to happen, one needs
to narrowly define non-state and subnational functions (mitigation, imple-
mentation) and ignore the political contingency of non-state and subnational
choices. In this regard, the absence of non-state/subnational action should be
considered equally as relevant, as this leads to uneven implementation—for
example across various sustainability goals—leading to politically controversial
outcomes and the incoherent implementation of goals.

Second, the current engagement of non-state and subnational actors is
largely based on the idea of synergies of individual actions. For instance,
Partnerships for SDGs and Pre-2020 Climate Action mostly include the “fore-
runners” within the private sector. Their actions are presented as a triple win
(profit, planet, people), or wins across different substantive themes. However,
this is not always the case. For instance, Mert and Dellas (2012) take the
example of partnerships in the water sector, which seemingly align with the
sustainability goals of the WSSD, namely improving public health and access to
safe drinking water in developing countries. However, the chosen approaches
and technologies have implications for environmental impact, maintenance
and storage, equity of access, and self-reliance. For instance, partnerships that
promote disinfection agents not only provide safe water, but also promote
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behavioural changes and the creation of a market for such products, the
cost of which could again prove prohibitive for some of the most vulnerable
communities (see Stockman et al. 2007).

Third, one could also argue that the broader inclusion of a multiplicity
of actors will—through inclusive processes and deliberation—lead to accept-
able courses of action, even if some compromises must be made and not
all trade-offs can be completely avoided. The universal and global inclusion
of stakeholders, however, cannot be guaranteed, even when some of the
most prominent institutions linking non-state actions and intergovernmental
processes—the aforementioned Partnerships for SDGs and Pre-2020 Climate
Action—are being administered by the UN. In fact, multiple studies demon-
strate that patterns of inclusion across sustainable development and climate
governance are highly imbalanced (Bulkeley et al. 2014; Chan et al. 2018;
Hsu et al. 2015; Pattberg et al. 2012). Consistently, we see the overrepre-
sentation of already influential (North-based) actors. This raises the question
of whether such imbalanced inclusion could lead to equitable outcomes and
address trade-offs in a manner that could carry the broad consent of those
affected.

Fourth, the broad engagement in sustainable and climate-resilient solutions
is good for all, or at least avoids the counterfactual of non-action, which is
definitely bad for all (see Chan et al. 2019). In that sense, polycentric struc-
tures, featuring many actions, are seen to not only stimulate solutions but also
overall growth, which is considered to benefit all (e.g. through job and wealth
creation). However, this reasoning falls within a growth paradigm that crit-
ical scholars and many practitioners and policy-makers have rejected. Latour
(2018), for instance, eloquently argues that much of the political action under
an assumption of modernisation simply does not add up in the context of
a finite planet. Infinite growth is impossible, and the “earth/territory” for
people to “land” on is rapidly disappearing. Critics of neoliberalism, similarly,
have argued that the inclusion of multiple actors into a “green economy”
merely increases the resilience of an otherwise exploitative economy (Spash
2012; cf. D’Amato et al. 2017).

Finally, one could argue that non-state and transnational norms could
improve coherence by complementing international norms, or by providing
them where they are lacking, for instance in carbon verification standards or in
sustainable forestry (e.g. Pattberg 2007). Polycentric structures could allow for
a more comprehensive governance by bringing such norms into governance
areas that were previously not—or only partially—governed by governmental
and intergovernmental regimes (see Morseletto 2019). However, despite
linking among multiple stakeholders through networks, transnational and non-
state norms may still not have sufficient authority to ensure coherence and
predictability in a governance system. For instance, the success of initially
widely accepted transnational standards for sustainable forestry by the Forest
Stewardship Council has also inspired alternative and competing accountability



2  MAXIMISING GOAL COHERENCE IN SUSTAINABLE ... 39

systems, which could, again, challenge the Forest Stewardship Council (Chan
and Pattberg 2008). Subsequently, there is no “stable” system of transnational
governance that could reliably make up for the gaps left by governments and
international regimes.

The above discussion does not assume the absence of coordination. In
recent years, scholars have called for “frameworks” and “orchestration” to
ensure better alignment between international goals and a large variety of
non-state and subnational inputs (Abbott and Bernstein 2015; Chan et al.
2015). At the global level, programmatic efforts are taken to recognise and
mobilise more—and to some extent more eftective—transnational action. For
instance, the aforementioned Lima-Paris Action Agenda and the Partnerships
for SDGs platform mobilised and invited state and non-state initiatives, respec-
tively, to demonstrate momentum towards a new climate agreement and to
ensure a multiplicity of contributions towards the implementation of the
SDGs. However, although such frameworks and programmatic efforts have
taken shape internationally, they emphasise the need to respond to func-
tional deficits, for example the engagement of more actors and their solutions;
eliciting more quantitative financial or emission reduction commitments; or
the provision of examples to follow. To ensure goal coherence, however,
such a focus is too narrow. These frameworks use soft instrumentation, such
as “recognition” and “visibility”, that emphasise voluntariness and societal
self-organisation. As a result, linkages between the governmental realm of
climate and sustainability governance and non-state and subnational action
primarily concerns “frontrunners” in specific areas of sustainable development.
Although their potential to contribute to specific challenges is difficult to deny
(Chan et al. 2018; Hsu et al. 2015; UNEP 2016, 2018), individual actors and
groups focussing on particular functional needs on a voluntary basis are likely
to be spread unevenly across multiple goals rather than preserve the integrity
of the 2030 Agenda. Moreover, at the individual level of actions, actors are
confronted with trade-offs and synergies in the approaches they choose. How
efforts towards achieving one objective influence other objectives may be
dealt with in very different ways, and often without a broader consultation
with those affected. When trade-offs between goals are unavoidable, indi-
vidual choices then lack social legitimacy. Without a better understanding of
how a myriad of individual efforts deal with some of the most urgent trade-
offs, it becomes difficult or impossible to preserve the integrity of a broader
sustainability agenda and to maximise goal coherence.

We posit that existing frameworks and programmatic efforts have an impor-
tant role to play in the preservation of the integrity of broad sustainable
development—not only to tout synergic linkages between actors, goals, and
sustainable development, but also to carefully consider goal incoherence and
trade-ofts between multiple sustainability objectives. While still acknowledging
the impossibility of complete coherence, the maximisation of coherence could
be helped by emerging approaches and tools, as we discuss in the following.
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2.6 NovEL TooLs FOR IDENTIFYING (IN)COHERENCE

In recent years, a number of tools and approaches have been developed that
can be used to increase policy coherence among multiple goals. Such tools can,
for instance, map the co-impacts of individual actions in one area on other
sustainable development areas, attempt to quantify these impacts based on
varied indicators or a unifying indicator, or support decisions between multiple
options based on a set of predefined criteria.

One way to improve horizontal coordination across actors for an enhanced
policy coherence is to raise awareness of the links between different sustain-
able development objectives and how actions towards a specific objective may
support or undermine another. For instance, potential interlinkages between
various SDGs and targets can be identified from correlations with past data
of respective indicators (Pradhan et al. 2017; Zhou and Moinuddin 2017).
A method that is unconstrained by data availability, but requires an under-
standing of co-impacts, is Nilsson et al.’s (2016) seven-tier scoring approach
of impacts that indicate to what extent different goals are directly or inversely
linked in a manner that is inextricable or creates an enabling environment
for co-impact. The International Science Council (Griggs et al. 2017) applies
this method to demonstrate the interlinkages between a number of SDGs.
However, such a broad mapping of SDGs does not take into account the
different country contexts and how different settings may affect the occur-
rence or relative importance of specific impacts. A related approach that would
also help the vertical coordination and alignment of national and subnational
climate and sustainability actions with the global agenda would be that of
Weitz et al. (2017), who translate this scoring approach to the country level
by applying it to the Swedish sustainable development context. Moreover, by
going beyond mapping primary impacts to secondary impacts, they identified
key clusters of highly interconnected SDGs that could help further deter-
mine groups of stakeholders that could effectively cooperate on these focussed
development areas. Another way to address narrower development areas is to
concentrate on the impacts of one SDG or target. For instance, if the main
goal is to increase climate action, then the impacts of possible actions for the
achievement of SDG 13 should be mapped individually using existing tools
(IPCC 2018; Tilburg et al. 2018).

Other tools that link climate and sustainable development can help coordi-
nation across various actors by identifying the gaps left by a certain group.
For instance, the NDC-SDG Connections tool (Brandi et al. 2017) and
ClimateWatch (Northrop et al. 2016) analyse countries” NDCs under the Paris
Agreement to map climate activities that directly tackle other SDGs and the
mentions of keywords that can be directly related to other SDGs, respectively.
Non-state actors could use these tools to identify synergies between climate
and sustainable development that remain untapped by the state, based on the
NDCs.
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Although mapping could effectively help identify linkages between sustain-
able development areas and relevant actors, it is much more difficult to gain
an understanding of the magnitude of respective impacts. In this regard, inte-
grated assessment models and cost—benefit analysis have been suggested, with
the latter perhaps being more preferable from a perspective of goal coherence.

Cost—benefit analysis distinguished itself by defining the overall impacts of a
policy or project through a single unit, as aggregate (net) costs and benefits to
human well-being, usually through a financial indicator (financial cost-benefit
analysis) or as a measure of utility (social cost—benefit analysis). In the case of
sustainable development more broadly defined, the social cost—benefit analysis
can provide the added value of quantifying and monetising many develop-
ment aspects that are not directly linked to the market (Atkinson and Mourato
2006; Patassini 2005). However, relying on only one final number can conceal
important distributional effects across different stakeholders—who bear the
costs and who gain from the benefits—but also across the different areas of
sustainable development, for example high benefits to poverty reduction but
substantial costs to health.

Contrary to cost-benefit analyses, integrated assessment models can
complement mapping exercises by providing impact evaluations in both mone-
tary and physical terms across a variety of sustainable development areas
(Collste et al. 2017). Although most scenarios defined in these models are set
to optimise for minimum costs of implementation, prioritising the economic
aspect over the social and environmental costs of outcomes, optimisation by
social and environmental indicators is possible. The Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change special report on 1.5 °C of global warming shines a light
on sustainable development costs and benefits of climate change mitigation
and presents these in both physical and monetary terms (IPCC 2018). For
instance, health benefits of keeping global warming limited to 1.5 °C instead
of 2 °C is estimated to amount to 110-190 million fewer deaths and annual
monetary savings of $100 billion per year by 2030 (equivalent to 35 per cent
of the investment needed for air pollution control) (Shindell et al. 2018). To
overcome the prioritisation limitations of impact mapping and quantification
exercises, multi-criteria decision-making tools could furthermore give insight
by attaching different weights to affected sustainable development areas, often
through consultations with multiple relevant actors. Such a combination of
qualitative and quantitative data could also help to overcome limitations where
quantitative physical or monetary data is unavailable (Cohen et al. 2018;
Dubash et al. 2013).

Coming to a better understanding of the impacts of policies on different
development areas by using the above tools can improve coherent outcomes
of governance when they inform the directing of resources towards areas
where trade-offs appear or where gaps are prevalent, while avoiding dupli-
cation of action—for instance, diverting part of the air pollution control
investments away from the areas where climate policy will contribute as a
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co-benefit. However, we need to acknowledge that perfect coherence is impos-
sible and that acceptable as well as legitimate outcomes in trade-oft situations
are necessary (e.g. Kuyper et al. 2017). The mere use of tools, even when
they have improved significantly in recent years, cannot detract from the fact
that decision-making at all levels is political. Especially in the case of trade-
offs, participatory approaches are necessary to reach compromises and agree
on priorities.

2.7 CONCLUSION: IMPLICATIONS
FOR INTERNATIONAL AND NATIONAL
COORDINATION AND INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

Internationally, frameworks and programmatic efforts that promote non-state
and subnational engagement could use tools in the assessment of the types
of non-state and subnational sustainable development and climate actions.
Generally, the assessment of non-state and subnational engagement—and the
tracking of progress at UN-administered platforms, such as the Non-state
Actor Zone for Climate Action and Partnerships for SDGs—has been fairly
weak. To understand the overall impacts on sustainable development, it is not
only necessary to understand the performance of individual initiatives vis-a-vis
the goals they want to contribute, but also to take into account and understand
the possible co-effects (synergies and trade-offs). Such an appraisal of systemic
effects gives insight into whether a multiplicity of actors and actions improves
or worsens overall coherence and the integrity of the 2030 Agenda. Using
tools to understand synergies and trade-offs within a larger landscape of varie-
gated actions could provide transparency about the most urgent trade-offs.
Arguably, providing transparency is one of the stronger assets of the current
Pre-2020 Climate Action and Partnerships for SDGs platforms. But mere
transparency is not enough to address incoherence. Even using a very simple
representation of frequencies of sustainability actions across the 17 SDGs on
the Partnerships for SDGs platform reveals a vast underrepresentation of non-
state and subnational actions addressing SDG 10 (Reduced inequalities). The
problem with current frameworks and programmatic efforts that emphasise
mere “visibility” and—to some extent—transparency, is that patterns of imbal-
anced implementation are not systematically informing, for instance, technical
dialogues or the mobilisations of key actors. Subsequently, we believe it is
necessary to follow up on such observations with targeted processes and
dialogues to avoid trade-offs, where possible, and to make choices that can
gain the consent of those most affected.

Nationally successful policy coherence cannot solely be achieved through
sustainable development policies, but also through the coordination of human
and institutional capacity (see Romédn et al. 2012). The implementation of
the Paris Agreement and the 2030 Agenda is anchored nationally, respec-
tively, through NDCs and national implementation plans. However, the two
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agendas often advance in parallel, where climate is broadly assigned to envi-
ronmental ministries, while the 2030 Agenda becomes the responsibility of
more central institutions at the cabinet level, such as president’s or prime
minister’s office or the planning and finance ministries (Bouyé et al. 2018).
The cross-cutting nature of the 17 SDGs requires governments to break
out of silos and to embrace broader participation to ensure both horizontal
(across sectors) and vertical (across actors) policy coherence. The key areas
in which coherence needs to be enabled for the implementation of the 2030
Agenda are: coherence between global and national goals; coherence across
international agendas and processes; coherence between economic, social, and
environmental policies; coherence between different sources of finance; and
coherence between diverse actions of multi-actors and stakeholders (OECD
2014). These dimensions of coherence must require close coordination at
all stages of policy-making, guided by adequate institutions and mechanisms.
Coherent implementation requires horizontal integration through coordina-
tion among line ministries, but it should also go beyond the state level and
acknowledge the potential of a polycentric reality, ensuring the activation of
multiple actors, including civil society, academia, businesses, and development
organisations. A number of countries have designated new coordinating bodies
for the implementation of the SDGs that go beyond horizontal participation
across ministries and involve regional authorities and non-governmental actors
(see Breuer et al. 2018; Chan et al. 2018; Tosun and Leininger 2017). For
instance, the German Sustainable Development Strategy established mecha-
nisms that facilitate coordination between authorities at the federal, regional,
and municipal levels, such as the Sustainability Network of Lord Mayors,
Regional Hubs for Sustainability Strategies (RENN), and the Federal-Linder
Experience Pool. Going beyond regional and local authorities, the Czech
Republic facilitates consultations and dialogue and incentivises SDG imple-
mentation action through a diverse group of stakeholders, including the
private sector, civil society, and sectoral experts (OECD 2018). The poten-
tial contribution to implementation towards broad sustainable development is
considerable and could be better realised through the use of recent tools for
multi-criteria decision-making and country-specific mapping and cost-benefit
analysis.

Finally, all key areas of coherence are also relevant to development coop-
eration. A strong indication for the needed scale of international cooperation
could be derived from the overwhelming majority of developing countries that
define conditional and unconditional climate targets, whereby the former are
conditional on external support, technology transfer, innovation, and inter-
national financing. Although such means of implementation have always been
central to international development cooperation, emerging polycentric gover-
nance structures also change the expectation patterns of developing countries.
They not only make more ambitious targets dependent on traditional devel-
opment aid between countries, but they also expect other stakeholders to
play a role in a variety of functions, including the leveraging and provision
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of resources, services, and localised solutions. In climate governance, such
shifting expectations also explain the fact that developing countries more often
refer to the role of the private sector and non-state actors in their NDCs
compared to those of other countries (Hsu et al. 2019). Similar anticipation of
non-state contributions can be found in SDG strategies at the national level.
For instance, already submitted “voluntary national reviews” have shown that
some countries, such as Benin, are pursuing a procedural approach to policy
integration, establishing bodies, and new procedures in order to coordinate
and monitor SDG implementation. Such bodies are not only composed of
governmental actors, but also international donors, civil society, businesses,
and labour unions (Breuer et al. 2018; Tosun and Leininger 2017, p. 7).
Interestingly, the simultaneous conditioning of policy targets and inviting state
and non-state capacities could be seen as an implicit understanding of the
current incoherence of sustainable development efforts in developing coun-
tries. Through a broader uptake of new tools to identify governance gaps
and goal interlinkages, sources and thematic areas of incoherence could be
better specified—beyond the summary formulations in NDCs and SDG-based
national strategies. Similar to general national-level implementation, findings
on specific implementation contexts allow for setting priorities on stimulating
and leveraging transnational capacity-building for sustainable development
in developing countries. A better understanding of factors that influence
coherence also represents an important opportunity to improve both donor
countries’ and recipient countries’ policies and to leverage the efforts of state
and non-state actors across a polycentric governance landscape.
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CHAPTER 3

Development Finance and the 2030 Goals

Emma Mawdsley

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In August 2017, Achim Steiner, the recently appointed Administrator of the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), addressed the annual
conference of the European Association of Development Institutions, at
Bergen, Norway. As the United Nation’s (UN) leading development insti-
tution, the UNDP will play a particularly important role in pursuing the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the 2030 Agenda for Sustain-
able Development. Steiner was candid about some of the shortcomings of the
SDGs, and he was all the more persuasive for that. His request to the large
audience of international development academics and practitioners was that
they actively, and critically, engage with the SDGs—whatever their faults, he
argued, nothing better is going to come along.

In this short chapter, I pick up on one area that marks a key shift from
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and SDGs, namely financing.
Accompanying the SDG process—their formulation, launch, and current oper-
ationalisation—has been a parallel set of multi-stakeholder meetings and
debates over how to finance these hugely ambitious global goals, particu-
larly in poorer countries. The slogan making the rounds is “from billions
to trillions”. Various forms of public and private finance were rallied for the
MDGs (2000-2015), notably at the 2002 Monterrey Financing for Develop-
ment conference. But the pre-eminent form of financing for the MDGs—and
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thus attendant pressures and politics—was centred around official develop-
ment assistance (ODA) or “foreign aid”, including debt relief. A variety of
MDG-related donor meetings sought to encourage donors to reach their long-
standing commitments to provide 0.7 per cent of gross national income in
ODA. Few have ever met this target (the annual number varies slightly, but it
was five in 2018), and it seems most unlikely that the majority ever will, under
current definitions and trends. As the SDGs coalesced, however, their ambition
and scale evidently rendered this 0.7 per cent target grossly inadequate. ODA
continues to be recognised as an important resource, especially for the poorest
and/or most conflict-affected countries, but even if every donor met the 0.7
per cent target, it would barely touch the trillions that have been variously
estimated to be required to achieve the SDGs. SDG 13 (Take urgent action
to combat climate change and its impacts) is estimated to require $100 billion
annually by 2020 (Liverman 2018), while Schmidt-Traub (2015) calculates
that an extra $1.4 trillion a year is necessary to pursue all 17 goals in the low-
and lower-middle-income countries alone.

Various sources of SDG finance are under discussion, such as raising levels
of domestic resource mobilisation. Combating tax evasion and limiting capital
flight, for example, were discussed at the 2015 UN summit on Financing for
Development at Addis Ababa, but this failed to produce an international tax
body, or indeed to bring any new money to the table. Rather, the energy lies
with the private sector, and here the debates and initiatives around financing
the 2030 Agenda are stimulating, deepening, and consolidating existing trends
around the private sector within international development. Private-sector
representatives are being invited to drive and shape global development gover-
nance and policy by the UN and other multilaterals (e.g. Mader 2016) and
national development agencies (e.g. Mawdsley 2015). Despite referencing
small and medium-sized enterprises, private-sector voices are dominantly from
transnational corporations and the financial sector. In 2017, the Blended
Finance Taskforce was established by the UN’s Business & Sustainable Devel-
opment Commission to help mobilise this large-scale capital. In its flagship
report, “Better Finance, Better World”, produced in 2018, the task force
aimed to identify key barriers to the effective use of blended finance and
issued calls for action from leaders in the investment and development finance
community (Blended Finance Taskforce 2018). Development institutions are
increasingly seeking partnerships with venture capital, hedge funds, invest-
ment banks, sovereign wealth funds, credit rating agencies, global accountancy
firms, and corporations, which are themselves increasingly governed by finan-
cial logics (Krippner 2011), in order to open up new circuits of financial
investment, speculation, and extraction. The background against which this
is happening is a shift away from the MDGs’ focus on direct poverty reduc-
tion—however problematic that was—towards the central analytic of economic
growth.
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The logic runs that, given the staggering amounts required to meet the
projected investment gap—particularly, but not only, in poorer countries—the
role of ODA and other forms of public finance should be to “unlock”, “catal-
yse”, and “leverage” much larger flows of private finance for “development”.
This is seen to be especially relevant to middle-income countries, which have
broader borrowing choices and less need for ODA than low-income coun-
tries. Donors are increasingly deploying the concept of “blended finance” and
expanding their use of financial instruments such as debt and equity finance
for public—private partnerships (PPPs). Donors now actively promote one of
their role’s as “de-risking investment” through various guarantees and finance
deals, or as Carroll and Jarvis (2014) put it, public money is being used
to “escort international capital into frontier and emerging markets” in the
name of development. The UN, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD), Bretton Woods Institutions, and their private-
sector partners all talk the language of sustainable growth ultimately serving
poverty reduction—for example, of aligning the global financial system to
“long-term” perspectives (when examined, “long term” can be as short as
one year for investors); of building green economies and infrastructure; with
labour (supposedly) protected by renewed commitments to corporate social
responsibility.

Liverman (2018, p. 173) observes:

Rather than address the structural basis of poverty, hunger and inequality with
roots in colonialism, the MDGs made developing countries responsible for
addressing these problems, with a nod to the role of debt relief and aid in
helping to meet the goals.

The failure to address the structural basis of poverty, inequality, and unsus-
tainability is a criticism also made of the SDGs (Scheyvens et al. 2016), as
weak accountability mechanisms favour existing models and vested interests
(Donald and Way 2016). But it is the financing of the SDGs that is the
focus here. The SDG “business model” is based on ever deeper integration
and (supposed) alignment being projected between business, finance, devel-
opment, and sustainability. But as Hickel (2015) observes, the SDGs seek
to reduce inequality through income growth for the bottom 40 per cent,
but without touching or redistributing the incomes of the top 1 per cent;
SDG 17—to revitalise the global partnership for sustainable development—
includes a target (17.10) that promotes universal open trading systems under
the World Trade Organization and increasing exports from developing coun-
tries, for example. This is a model which has offered bare and highly precarious
poverty reduction for some, and which has deepened global inequality.

The trend from the narrow construct of “ODA” to the broader category
of “development finance” is not solely about the SDGs, but the 2030 Agenda
provides a normalising narrative and, through the UN and other develop-
ment organisations, the SDGs act as institutional interfaces for deepening
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state—private capital hybrid formations. This latest iteration of neoliberal devel-
opment—in which the imperatives of finance play an even more prominent
role than in earlier Washington and post-Washington Consensus ideologies
and interventions—is expected to provide resources to scale, innovation, effi-
ciency, and energy. The focus on infrastructure, land, and digital financial
technologies (Gabor and Brooks 2017) are presented as essential drivers of
growth, which will trickle down into poverty reduction. The growing turn
towards state-supported development financing is not new, but it is certainly
entering a different scale and phase. Donors and the mainstream international
development community (now including Brazil, China, and India) are re-
orienting their narratives and practices to continue to serve capital, now in
a qualitatively different conjuncture (Mawdsley 2015, 2018b). The “work”
of the 1980s and 1990s (privatisation, land titling, deregulation, dismantling
capital controls, and otherwise enhancing the free movement of capital) in the
Global North and the Global South has led to vast over-accumulation of inter-
national capital, super-charged by booms and busts, including the 1997 Asian
financial crisis, the 2001 dot com bubble, and the 2007 /2008 global finan-
cial crisis. The “financing for development” agenda provides a legitimating
veneer to the development industry’s current “work” to create investment
opportunities in “frontier” economies. In their analysis of the latest wave
of donor-supported PPPs, for example, Bayliss and Van Waeyenberge (2018,

p- 2) suggest:

While earlier drives for privatisation in donor advocacy formally highlighted
the potential efficiency gains deriving from increased private sector involve-
ment in public service provision, the more recent wave of PPP advocacy is
anchored almost entirely in arguments seeking to match a glut in global savings
with the need to upscale public service provision in developing countries. This
has created an increasingly financialised approach to infrastructure, as policy is
framed in terms of investment opportunities for financial investors and insti-
tutional arrangements bearing on infrastructure provision are reconfigured to
facilitate their entry into the sector.

For its many mainstream advocates—the UN, bilateral development agencies,
philanthrocapitalist foundations, and private-sector partners—this is entirely
desirable. Greater “financial inclusion” for individuals and communities, and
financial-sector deepening for low- and middle-income countries, are all
framed as unalloyed improvements. A Kenyan woman can now safely transfer
money to a distant relative or trading partner in the blink of an eye through
M-Pesa, whereas at the other end of the spectrum, blended finance from
Northern and Southern partners is leading to a surge of infrastructure building
around the world. New approaches to impact investment (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development 2019) and new instruments such as
development impact bonds and weather index-based insurance are deepening



3 DEVELOPMENT FINANCE AND THE 2030 GOALS 55

financial logics in development narratives, institutional functioning, program-
matic interventions, and stakeholder subjectivities. Not all of these claims can
be, or should be, lightly dismissed. But critical scholars are raising a host of
concerns (e.g. Brooks 2016; Storm 2018). Out of what is an increasingly rich
and detailed literature, two are very briefly mentioned here.

The first concerns complexity, accountability, and transparency. Efforts to
monitor these flows of public money into private-sector and financial part-
nerships by academics and civil society watchdogs are increasingly hampered
by commercial privacy barriers. For example, an increasingly large share of
bilateral ODA is being routed through national development finance insti-
tutions, which are tasked with supplying investment to the private sector to
support development in poor and middle-income countries. This can be in
the form of loans, equity investments, risk guarantee instruments, and so on.
Unlike more “traditional” uses of ODA, these flows now “leveraging” or
“catalysing” private-sector investment can be hidden behind layers of commer-
cial privacy, or in some cases routed through highly secretive tax havens
(European Network on Debt and Development, n.d.). Even ODA is going
to become more difficult to record and follow. The OECD-Development
Assistance Committee (DAC) has been leading dialogue among its members
around “modernising ODA”. Although some desirable reforms appear to be
emerging, it is evident that ODA will also become considerably more complex
to understand and track. These trends have considerable implications for the
transparency and accountability of public money, and also for scrutinising the
claims that various public—private development partnerships are leading to the
inclusive and sustainable growth claimed by the SDGs.

A second concern is that of risk. Over-indebted farmers committing suicide
in India, housing bubbles in Argentina, and the enduring (and inherent)
volatility of the global financial market are all forms and scales of risk that are
largely unacknowledged in the ebullient language of “fintech” and financial-
sector deepening. Akyuz (2017) provides a searing critique of the growing
risks of (over-)financialising the “periphery”. At present, however, the interna-
tional development community and its private-sector/financial partners appear
to be complacent at best, and in denial at worst, about extending and
deepening insufficiently regulated financial tools and markets. To take just
one example, in 2017 the Business & Sustainable Development Commission
(which is an extremely high-ranking and influential platform launched in 2016
that was explicitly framed around the SDGs) produced a report on “Ideas
for Action for a Long-Term and Sustainable Financial System” (Business
& Sustainable Development Commission 2017). The report’s complacency
about financialisation and risk is striking. Even as it seeks to better align
the existing financial system with the aspirations of the SDGs, the report
starts from the position that “global finance is highly regulated” (Business
& Sustainable Development Commission 2017, p. 7). The only reference
to systemic risk is a reassuring statement on the “progress” made since the
2008 financial crisis. All remaining references to risk are couched in terms
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of risks to investors (e.g. because of climate change, or the higher risks of
investing in poorer countries). The risks to borrowers or to collateral popula-
tions in contexts of deepening financialisation—whether individuals, municipal
authorities, or countries—are almost entirely absent from the report. This is
an extraordinary omission.

Steiner asked critical scholars to engage constructively with the SDGs, and
there are persuasive reasons to do so. But the SDGs do not simply rest
on a disastrous economic system, they seek to legitimate it, accelerate it,
and deepen it. The global goals cannot resolve the contradictions between
economies, societies, and environments—indeed, ecological survival—under
the hegemony of finance capital.

NoOTE

1. This chapter is adapted from a commentary on Liverman (2018) published in
Dinlogues in Human Geography (Mawdsley 2018a). I am grateful to the editors
and publishers of DHG for allowing me to publish it here with small amend-
ments and adjustments; and to the editors and reviewers of this collection for
their generosity and patience.
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CHAPTER 4

Transnational Science Cooperation
for Sustainable Development

Anna Schwachula

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Transnational research cooperation between partners in the Global South and
the Global North is an under-researched but relevant topic, often overlooked
in the context of development cooperation and development research. In this
contribution, I argue that changing ideas about development also require
changes in the mode of inter- and transnational cooperation. With a shift
towards “global development”, the previous emphasis on necessary change in
“developing countries” moved towards an emphasis on the need for transfor-
mation in a// countries (Horner and Hulme 2017; Hulme 2016). If all nations
are perceived as “developing countries” in certain aspects of social, economic,
or ecological sustainable development, previous cooperation patterns, which
often imply North-South knowledge hierarchies, have to be reassessed, and
additional types of cooperation for global sustainable development should be
examined.

Cooperation in research, or more generally in science,! between researchers
in the Global North and South? can be considered, as such an additional
type of transnational cooperation, beyond established approaches of technical
development cooperation. Transnational research cooperation, as well as the
policies that frame it nationally and globally, thus fall into the context of
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the discussions around the future of development cooperation “beyond aid”
(Horner and Hulme 2017; Janus et al. 2015).

However, so far, the potential of transnational research cooperation is little
acknowledged, both within the community of development research and in
global debates and governance mechanisms for sustainable development, such
as the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development or the Global Partnership
for Effective Development Co-operation (GPEDC). The role of science coop-
eration for sustainable development is much less recognised in development
practice, policy, and research than the role of other types of knowledge coop-
eration, such as capacity development or knowledge transfer (see Sect. 4.2). 1
put forward, however, that transnational research cooperation for sustainable
development should be endorsed by global agreements and national policies.

Transnational research cooperation can contribute to identifying and estab-
lishing potential pathways towards equitable sustainable development. In the
ideal case, cooperative transnational and transdisciplinary research comes up
with solutions that are relevant to stakeholders and can be implemented
in and adapted to local contexts (Hirsch Hadorn et al. 2006; Lang et al.
2012).3 Furthermore, jointly producing new knowledge as well as exchanging
knowledge on equal terms should be emphasised as suitable modes of coop-
eration. Modes of equitable cooperation correspond more smoothly with the
new paradigm of global sustainable development than traditional North-South
knowledge transfer or capacity development.

Lastly, I argue that stronger global agreements might also contribute to
better policy coherence for development at the national level, where transna-
tional research cooperation may be part of science policy—as in the German
case—which may have objectives that diverge from development policy. Put
differently, in view of sustainability-oriented transnational research coopera-
tion, the current gaps in global governance may aggravate policy incoherence
on the national level, with potentially detrimental effects on sustainable devel-
opment. Hence, this chapter also provides an illustration of the concepts of
the challenge of coordinating policy-making on the national and global levels
and of the contested objectives and responsibilities of different policy fields,
which are introduced in the introduction to this handbook.

In this contribution, I elaborate on the role of knowledge (Sect. 4.2),
science as a specific type of knowledge, and the role of research cooperation
for sustainable development (Sect. 4.3) before I examine the role of national
policies—along the example of German science and development policy—and
global norms for transnational research cooperation between partners from
the Global North and the Global South (Sect. 4.4). In Sect. 4.5, I draw some
conclusions in view of the existing gaps in the framework of global governance
for transnational research cooperation for sustainable development.

This contribution is based on empirical qualitative research on German
science policy for cooperation between Germany and the Global South in
sustainability research, carried out in the framework of my Ph.D. (Schwachula
2019).
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4.2 KNOWLEDGE AND DEVELOPMENT

Without explicitly referring to knowledge as a driver of development or
making its role explicit, development practice and development policy have
been closely interlinked with knowledge since colonial times (Hornidge
2014a). This is a relevant fact, as I propose here to define science as a specific
type of knowledge, distinguished from other types only through its specific
rules of production (Knorr-Cetina 1999; Sismondo 2008). This perspective on
knowledge and science as socially shared definitions of phenomena is grounded
in a constructivist approach, more specifically in the Sociology of Knowledge
Approach to Discourse (Keller 2005, 2013).

With science being perceived as a type of knowledge, it is therefore neces-
sary to contemplate the role of knowledge in development in general, before
scrutinising in depth the role of science cooperation between partners in the
Global North and the Global South. Putting science into context seems partic-
ularly relevant, as the role of knowledge, and more so science, has been
discussed controversially in view of development.

In an everyday understanding, knowledge is defined as internalised informa-
tion and as an “understanding of or information about a subject that you get
by experience or study, either known by one person or by people generally”
(“Knowledge” 2018). In a more encompassing understanding, constructivist
scholars propose to define knowledge as a socially shared and accepted percep-
tion of phenomena that is considered to be objective and valid, and therefore
perceived as legitimate (Keller 2013). In pointing at the socially constructed
nature of knowledge, the constructivist perspective substantially diverges from
a positivist perception of objective reality.

In view of knowledge in the development context, the constructivist
approach is helpful, as it emphasises the interconnections between knowledge
and power, which are inherent in any context of cooperation between different
partners in the Global North and South. “Knowledge” then “refers to every-
thing which is supposed to ‘exist’ (including ideas, theories, everyday assump-
tions, language, incorporated routines and practices)” (Keller 2005, p. 6).
Knowledge and power are connected through the embeddedness of knowl-
edge in discourses and corresponding “dispositifs”, that is, discourse-related
institutions and structures (Foucault 1980; Keller 2013).

Among other effects, discursive power becomes evident in the validity,
objectivity, truth, or value attributed to specific types of knowledge and the
social groups creating this knowledge, while other types of knowledge are
discredited. Institutionalised power and resources, such as financial, cultural,
or social capital, influence whose knowledge is counted as legitimate and
spread (Keller 2003, 2013). In view of the role of knowledge for development,
this is essential, as the next section shows.

Next to knowledge that is counted in social terms as being essential, and
therefore transmitted in formal education systems, different types of knowl-
edge with different social attributions of credibility coexist. Knowledge spans
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from everyday, tacit lay knowledge to explicit, highly specialised forms of
knowledge, such as scientific knowledge or traditional, local knowledge on
specific aspects of our life world. The importance of these different knowl-
edge types for development is increasingly being recognised (Arocena and
Sutz 2012; Leach et al. 2012; Smith et al. 2014). Compared to other types
of knowledge, scientific knowledge is often counted as the most neutral,
objective, and therefore legitimate—even if, from a constructivist perspec-
tive, scientific knowledge is considered to be only one type of knowledge
among others, differentiating itself only through its specific rules of production
(Knorr-Cetina 1999; Sismondo 2008).*

4.2.1 Knowledge for Development: A Tense Relation

Since colonial times, the definition of development has been predominantly
shaped in the Global North, at the expense of Southern perspectives. In conse-
quence, the uneven distribution of power and accepted knowledge has also
shaped development cooperation in practice (della Faille 2011; Escobar 1992;
Esteva 2010; Gardner and Lewis 2000; Gore 2000; Nederveen Pieterse 2011;
Ziai 2010, 2015). Development thinking was firmly based on the belief of
the superiority of Western knowledge and the model of Western/Northern
modernity, to be followed as a pathway to development, which was understood
to be the modernisation of traditional societies. Modernity and develop-
ment meant triggering economic growth and introducing modern institutions,
values, and norms. In this development paradigm, non-Western knowledge
was neglected and devaluated (Cowen and Shenton 2003; Crewe and Harrison
1998). Modernisation theory and its assumptions of knowledge for develop-
ment have been criticised for many years, among other reasons for being too
simplistic (Chataway et al. 2006), too linear (Evers 2000), for implying an
expert lay hierarchy (Illi 2001; Sillitoe 2000), or for maintaining North-South
hierarchies and technological dependence (Shamsavari 2007).

In the Global South, some countries, such as Brazil, China, India, and
Mexico, among others, have developed strong science systems—backed by
public and private investments in research—and turned into global players
in science production (UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
2015). At the same time, development policy and practice are opening up to
different conceptualisations, including Southern knowledge and perspectives.
For example, the concept of “Buen Vivir” as a Southern vision of devel-
opment is widely known in the development community (Acosta Espinosa
2008). Moreover, the development paradigm, as such, is shifting towards more
equitable knowledge /power relations, as evident in the increased focus on
ownership, partnership, and the local suitability of interventions in North-
South cooperation, a shift towards a global perspective on development, and
the rise of South-South cooperation as an additional type of development
cooperation (Janus et al. 2015).
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While knowledge, power, and development are closely interrelated in deter-
mining the very idea of the latter, knowledge has also turned into a subject of
development policy and practice. Institutions such as the World Bank (1999)
firmly introduced “knowledge for development” on the agenda of develop-
ment policy and practice (Evers et al. 2006), uncritically picturing knowledge
as a panacea for development—that is, knowledge produced elsewhere to be
used in the context of the Global South. Knowledge is viewed as a precon-
dition and driver of (sustainable) development. Making knowledge useable
for development consequently has turned into a normative goal pursued by
many governments and institutions, often in view of the economic usability of
knowledge (Hornidge 2012, 2014a).

Different scholars have contested the simplistic idea that knowledge is a
silver bullet for development and have painted a more differentiated picture
instead. While generally affirming the important role of knowledge in sustain-
able development, the scientific community acknowledges that, next to the
inherent relation between knowledge and power, knowledge is surrounded by
different types of social, legal, political, and technical boundaries (see among
others, Evers 2000; Evers et al. 2006; Hornidge 2013). In addition, certain
aspects of the concept of “knowledge for development” are debated—such as
its best use (Narayanaswamy 2013); the role of local or indigenous knowledge;
and the problems of conceptualising it as the opposite of scientific or expert
knowledge (Agrawal 1995; Mosse 2001; Sillitoe 2000).

Even in a contested area such as knowledge and (or for) development, some
things are not disputed, however. This includes the importance of primary
and secondary education and the knowledge transmitted by it, including basic
factual and practical types of knowledge as well as knowledge-related skills,
such as literacy (Klochikhin 2012). The value attributed to basic education
and knowledge is reflected in national development policies as well as their
international framing: Transmitting knowledge through education was one of
the Millennium Development Goals and included in the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs) as well (United Nations [UN] 2015; UN Development
Programme [UNDP] 2013).

Basic education is even used as an indicator for development: Both
the Human Development Index as well as the Multidimensional Poverty
Index include knowledge—measured through average and expected years
of schooling—as indicators (UNDP 2018). Primary, secondary, and tertiary
education as well as capacity development continue to be a focus of devel-
opment policies worldwide. In Germany, for example, basic education is
well-established as a subfield of national education policy as well as inter-
national development policy (German Federal Ministry of Education and
Research [BMBF] 2016; German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation
and Development [BMZ] 2015).

Next to the formal education system, knowledge cooperation may also take
place in the form of capacity development or knowledge transfer in different
sectors, for example, through vocational training in specific fields of expertise.
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While the role of education and capacity development is mainly to transmit
knowledge from one individual or institutional actor—often from a donor
country—to another, more recently emphasis has also been put on knowledge
exchange, with knowledge being shared among partners in both directions.
Here, the focus ideally is on mutual learning (Arocena and Sutz 2010; Bradley
2007; Upreti 2011). The 2030 Agenda puts knowledge sharing at the heart
of SDG 17. Online platforms such as the United Nation’s (UN) SDG Knowl-
edge Platform (UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs 2019) and the
GPEDC Knowledge Platform (Global Partnership for Effective Development
Co-operation [GPEDC] 2019) similarly target virtual knowledge sharing for
sustainable development. According to Janus et al. (2015), next to perceiving
development as a global phenomenon, it is a further feature of “beyond aid” to
emphasise the role of knowledge exchange among partners from different soci-
etal sectors and different world regions. However, knowledge sharing is still
to be differentiated from the joint production of zew knowledge on specific
phenomena, as enabled in research cooperation.

4.3 TRANSNATIONAL RESEARCH
COOPERATION FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

A further type of knowledge cooperation is the production of new scientific
insights in research cooperation. Indeed, the idea of turning science into a
lever of a development process can be traced back to colonial times (Smith
2009). In general, however, “science for development” meant that scientific
knowledge produced in the Global North was to be used in development
contexts of the Global South—the idea of science for development was thus
coupled to the modernist ideas of knowledge and technology transfer from
North to South (Hornidge 2014b). Until today, Southern scientific knowl-
edge is not well represented in influential scientific journals, and Southern
scientists are not sufficiently integrated in institutions supporting the scientific
knowledge system, such as editorial boards (Cummings and Hoebink 2017).
In consequence, Southern scientific perspectives are globally less visible. This
exclusion from institutions of global science production and representation
also entails that the research agendas on topics concerning the Global South
are set in the Global North (Landau 2012).

Taking the interlinkages between knowledge production and power into
consideration helps to explain why these skews in global knowledge produc-
tion continue to exist. In a vicious circle, the science system favours Northern
“experts” and scientific knowledge while excluding Southern knowledge, in
consequence reinforcing dependencies and inequalities. However, countries of
the Global South are increasingly interested in establishing their own science
systems in the expectation of gaining the potential benefits of science on
economic, social, and environmental development (Conway et al. 2010).5
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At the same time, research cooperation among Southern and Northern
partners on equal terms becomes more important. It is portrayed as a means
of linking up to international state-of-the-art research, of accessing different
bodies of knowledge, and of connecting with global scientific networks
(Commission for Research Partnerships with Developing Countries [ KFPE]
2010; Conway et al. 2010; The Royal Society 2011). Strong cooperation
patterns have traditionally been in place among researchers in Northern coun-
tries. Cooperation between the Global North and the emerging powers of
the Global South has become stronger in the last decades as well, with
transnational cooperation framed through bilateral science agreements on the
national level. To a lesser extent, research cooperation takes place between
partners of the Global North and Southern countries classified as lower-
middle-income or least-developed countries, within patterns of South-South
research cooperation, or as trilateral cooperation (BMBF 2014a, 2016).

Cooperation in research can assume different shapes, ranging from short- or
long-term staff exchanges and individual scholarships for international mobility
to cooperation in joint international projects and institutional twinning or
creating joint research institutions. Research cooperation, as such, differs from
development cooperation in not having a predefined normative objective. It
may cover all areas of science and research—from basic, disciplinary research to
inter- and transdisciplinary cooperation in applied sciences. Research coopera-
tion can be aimed at pure knowledge creation without any further objectives
of knowledge application, but it might also target objectives beyond science,
then being defined as applied research. Next to economic usability—often the
primal aim of applied science and science policy—research may pursue other
targets, such as ecological sustainability (Jahn 2013; Smith et al. 2010; Ziegler
1998), or social aspects of “development”, such as contributing to social
equity or making better political decisions (Ely et al. 2010; Gibbons et al.
1994; Jasanoft 2003; Nowotny et al. 2001; Sarewitz et al. 2004; Sismondo
2008).

4.3.1  Science and Sustainable Development

In most societies, “autonomous” and curiosity-driven types of science coexist
with “relevant” and problem-focussed types of science (Kaldewey 2013). At
the same time, the role of science in and for society in general—or sustainable
development in particular—is being debated (Glerup and Horst 2014; also see
Stock and Schneidewind 2014).

I would like to propose two potentially conducive relations between science
and sustainable development: Science oz sustainable development and science
Sfor sustainable development. These are closely related to the concepts of trans-
formation science and transformative science (German Advisory Council on
Global Change [WBGU] 2011, 2016), while extending their scope. Science
on sustainable development encompasses all types of research in the field that
create new insights on sustainable development. It fills knowledge gaps and
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scientifically analyses problems in all areas of sustainable development, such
as the effects of climate change, natural resource depletion, social inequali-
ties, interdependencies between dimensions of sustainable development, etc.
Given the complexity of sustainable development, as such, many fields of
basic and applied research potentially produce relevant knowledge on sustain-
able development. In addition, research on sustainable development also deals
with potential social and technological transformation processes, examines
path dependencies and barriers preventing transformations, builds scenarios
for different pathways towards sustainability, etc. Progress monitoring and
measuring or indicator development for sustainability-related global agree-
ments, such as the Paris Climate Agreement and the 2030 Agenda, are further
fields of research oz sustainable development.

In contrast, science for sustainable development is solutions-oriented
research that is potentially aimed at transformative change. Researchers
engaged in this type of applied research develop different types of solutions
or innovations on different scales to target different dimensions of sustain-
able development. While technical innovations are often prominent, solutions
could equally address social practices or governance, including science-based
policy advice for sustainable development. If science is viewed in terms of
its relevance and applicability for sustainable development, a crucial element
is to transform scientific knowledge into #mpact outside of science (Douth-
waite et al. 2007; Sarewitz et al. 2004 ). The process of creating impact—thus
describing the relation between science and societal aspects—can be illumi-
nated through the concept of “innovation”.

Until today, innovation is predominantly interpreted as an economy-related
concept. For analysing science for sustainable development, more encom-
passing conceptualisations are more suitable, however. Innovation then refers
to any novelty implemented in a specific context or to the process of its imple-
mentation. In this definition, innovation is not necessarily aimed at economic
benefits (Roling 2009). Objects of innovation can be material phenomena,
such as a technology, or non-material innovations, such as a new technique,
organisational or process-related changes, or social processes (Ul Hassan et al.
2011). Potentially, science-based innovations thus may have various entry
points to “the real world”. Scientific results may be adopted in the form
of an innovative technology, product, or process that leads, for example, to
better medical treatments, enhanced food security, or improved adaptation
to climate change (Arocena and Sutz 2012; Conway et al. 2010; Douth-
waite 2002; Hornidge 2013; Roling 2009; Smith 2009; STEPS Centre 2010).
Or they may inspire social innovation, for example, changing public percep-
tions and individual behaviour, or influencing social or economic policies and
governance structures (Sumner et al. 2009).

Transdisciplinary knowledge creation is widely believed to be a mode of
research that corresponds well to the objective of applied science for sustain-
able development. It has been put into practice in transnational research
cooperation and, subsequently, the concept has been taken up in policy
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advice and by policy-makers as an adequate form of effective, science-based
problem-solving (Jahn et al. 2012). As a mode of science, transdisciplinarity
is recommended to—and applied within—the development research commu-
nity as well as in sustainability research to create impact beyond publications
or patents (KFPE 1998; Stockli et al. 2012). Transdisciplinary approaches
are characterised by problem-orientation, policy-orientation, and/or impact-
orientation. In all stages of the research process, partners from academia,
civil society, and policy are involved; this is perceived to ensure relevant
and suitable results and solutions (Lang et al. 2012; Lyall 2008; Mollinga
2008; Pohl and Hirsch Hadorn 2008). The concept of transdisciplinarity
entails the idea of respecting and appreciating diverse knowledge on equal
footing. In view of North-South cooperation, symmetric partnerships between
researchers from developed countries and developing countries that are based
on mutual interest and ownership—including joint agenda-setting, decision-
making, implementation, and management—are strived for, but also critically
reflected on (see, among others, Bradley 2007; KFPE 1998; Stockli et al.
2012; Wiesmann et al. 2011; Zingerli 2010). Transnational transdisciplinary
cooperation may face difficulties in practice, for example, when certain part-
ners lack adequate funding, or when different partners have different problem
definitions. In addition to different socio-economic, institutional, and epis-
temic backgrounds, diverging research interests and a lack of methodologies
on international cooperation can lead to reproducing (neo)colonial patterns or
patronage relationships as well as enhancing power imbalances (Bradley 2007;
Fuest 2005, 2007; Grosfoguel 2013; Maselli et al. 2006; Zingerli 2010).
It is therefore necessary to align practices on the ground with the norma-
tive discourse on transdisciplinary partnerships. Although practice and theory
thus may deviate, as in other types of cooperation, transnational transdisci-
plinary cooperation is still believed to be a valuable principle for coming up
with implementable solutions as well as an even distribution of benefits stem-
ming from the research process, thereby providing a fruitful mutual experience
for all parties involved in the partnership (STEPS Centre 2010; Stockli et al.
2012).

Next to the potential benefits, more reflexive accounts of the impacts
of applied science on society also acknowledge the potential of negative or
unintended consequences or trade-offs.® For example, science-based inno-
vations leading to economic growth might aggravate inequality at the same
time; medical research might not produce the expected impacts on reducing
infection rates among certain social groups; or the introduction of a new
drought-resistant crop variety might lead to abandoning a more nutritious
one (Douthwaite et al. 2001; Sarewitz et al. 2004; Smith 2009).

The scope and the scale addressed through both the science oz and for
sustainable development may differ. In view of scope, research may focus on
isolated dimensions of sustainable development, such as ecological problems,
or it may investigate phenomena from a more encompassing perspective and
consider social and economic aspects alongside ecological ones, thus displaying
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a larger conceptual scope. It may also focus on interconnections or trade-
offs between dimensions of sustainable development. In view of scale, research
perspectives may address an overarching systemic level, such as a country’s
innovation system, or it may address the transformation of society as a whole
towards sustainability (Geels 2004; Geels and Schot 2007; WBGU 2011). On
a smaller scale, research may also target problem analysis and find solutions
to concrete sustainability issues at a context-dependent, problem-specific level
(Rhodes and Sulston 2009; Sumner et al. 2009). The proposed categories,
as often is the case, are not clear-cut but may overlap and blur. Nevertheless,
they serve to distinguish between some characteristic features of research on
and for sustainable development.

44 (GOVERNING SCIENCE
IN THE CONTEXT OF THE 2030 AGENDA

The role of science for and on sustainable development and research cooper-
ation between partners of the Global North and the Global South in global
governance as well as national German science policy are the subjects of this
section. As shown in Sect. 4.3, science as a specific type of knowledge can
be an important cornerstone of sustainable development. Inter- and transna-
tional cooperation play an essential role in interlinking partners and bodies of
knowledge globally.

National policies as well as internationally and globally agreed norms are
necessary to guide its shape, however. Scholars point to the essential role
that policies play in setting a future course for framing societal problems,
solutions, and standpoints (Clay and Schaffer 1984). Due to the interna-
tionalisation of research and worldwide spread of the technologies produced,
national science policies oriented towards international cooperation influence
scientific networks and cooperation and become important next to policies
focussed on the local or national level (European Commission 2009; Smith
2009; The Royal Society 2011).

At the same time, global norms and agreements in other fields of interna-
tional cooperation, such as development cooperation, also potentially influence
inter- and transnational research cooperation. Hence, norms, agreements, and
policies themselves turn into topics of interest, as they set the conditions for
cooperation in research to have positive impacts on society, such as sustainable
development (Bucar 2010; STEPS Centre 2010).

4.4.1 German Policies for Science Coopevation Versus Policies
for Development Cooperation

Transnational research cooperation between partners in the Global North
and the Global South touches the political fields of both development policy
and science policy. The German case provides an empirical illustration of the
importance of the specific political framework of research cooperation between
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the Global North and South, which determines its potential effects. Although
countries differ in view of their political institutions—and the findings there-
fore cannot be generalised—the separation of policy fields into science policy,
on the one hand, and development policy, on the other, can be commonly
observed. Along the German example, I argue that the coherence of science
policy and development policy objectives on the country level might benefit
from a closer focus of global governance mechanisms on the role of research
cooperation between the Global South and North—and that it is therefore
a worthwhile scientific endeavour to analyse the political context in different
national political set-ups.

In the German context, the Federal Ministry of Education and Research
(BMBFEF) is the largest provider of public funds for research cooperation
between German researchers and partners in the Global South. Decisively
setting the course of cooperation, the policies for research cooperation with
developing countries or emerging economies are a field of science policy
and not the policies of the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation
and Development (BMZ). The same division of responsibilities holds true
in the European Union (EU), which funds research cooperation between
EU member states and developing countries and emerging economies within
its Framework Programme for Research and Innovation, which is currently
Horizon 2020 (BMBF 2008; European Commission 2015). In other Euro-
pean countries, such as Switzerland and France, the policies and funding for
research cooperation are the shared responsibilities of both the ministries
of science as well as the ministries of development cooperation (Institut de
recherche pour le développement 2012; KFPE 2013).

In view of funding research cooperation with the Global South, the BMBF
provides the largest amount of public funding in Germany. BMBF expendi-
tures for cooperation with BRICS countries alone amounted to approximately
€47 million in 2012 (BMBF 2014b). In view of BMBF funding for coop-
eration with other countries of the Global South, the only numbers available
were those reported as official development assistance (ODA) expenditures,
which increased from €112.7 million in 2012 (BMZ 2013) to €149.9 million
in 2015 (Bohnet et al. 2018). Quite likely, these figures include activi-
ties of cooperation in education as well as research. Other official sources
state that between 2011 and 2015, the BMBF allocated €206 million to
cooperation with African partner countries (18. German Federal Parliament
2017). The BMBF’s Subdepartment for Sustainability, Climate, Energy has
the longest tradition of cooperating with countries of the Global South—both
on a political level as well as in funding cooperative research. As with other
BMBF research programmes, its framework programme Research for Sustain-
ability Development (FONA) is primarily dedicated to supporting German
researchers. Nevertheless, in the scope of the programme, many initiatives for
cooperation between Germany and the Global South have been funded. The
importance given to the international dimension of sustainability and envi-
ronmental issues is shown in the high amount of expenditures for inter- and
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transnational cooperation, which amounted to 20 per cent of the total funds
of FONA, €100 million per year, from 2010 to 2014 (Fischer and Mennicken
2013). Larger funding initiatives for research cooperation with partners in
the Global South include funding initiatives on Integrated Water Resources
Management (IWRM) (BMBF 2004a) and sustainable Megacities (BMBE
2004Db), as well as the establishment of two Regional Climate Science Service
Centres in Western and Southern Africa in 2010, now in their second funding
phases (BMBF 2019).

The BMZ funds activities within higher education and research, including
individual scholarships and university partnerships for science management,
with approximately €50 million per year (18. German Federal Parliament
2017). The BMZ’s policies for research cooperation, as part of the devel-
opment policy portfolio, are often coupled with (higher) education (BMZ
2015). BMZ programmes instead target infrastructural measures and capacity
development in the higher education sector. For example, the BMZ supports
cooperation with higher education institutions in developing countries,
aligning curricula to job market demands, sharpening research profiles, and
fostering internationalisation. In addition, the BMZ funds some research
through intermediary organisations, such as the German Academic Exchange
Service (DAAD), the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, and the Deutsche
Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ). For example, funded
through the BMZ, the DAAD and GIZ cooperated with the Commission of
the African Union to set up the Pan African University’s Institute of Water and
Energy Sciences. Aiming at fostering higher education, science, and techno-
logical development across Africa, the Pan African University established new
institutes at existing research centres in addition to educating postgraduates as
well as PhD candidates and conducting applied research (German Academic
Exchange Service 2016; Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit
2016). Distinguishing more specifically between funding for higher education
and funding for research, as such, shows that although higher education
is funded comprehensively within the BMZ’s portfolio, compared to other
sources of research cooperation funding—and also compared to the BMZ’s
overall expenditures—its funds for research-related activities are small (BMBF
2014b).

4.4.2  Cobhevence of Gevman Science Policy and Development Policy

Next to the source of funding for research cooperation between partners of
the Global North and the Global South, the policy objectives of different
ministries also vary. In view of the policies for research cooperation, the
different institutional and discursive frameworks of the BMBF and the BMZ
influence the objectives, mode, and target groups of cooperation. This is
essential, also in view of policy coherence for development.
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The BMBE, as such, is not primarily aimed at international policy-making,
but rather focusses on the German national context in its policies and funding
measures. Nevertheless, international cooperation is part of its policy spec-
trum. Across its departments, the BMBF funds international research coopera-
tion within the scope of different strategies, within different funding initiatives,
with different partner countries, on different topics, and with different objec-
tives (BMBF 2014c). The motivation for funding research cooperation with
developing and emerging countries is #o¢ predominantly a concern for global
sustainable development. It is of equal importance to foster German interests,
such as positioning Germany as a player on future markets or contributing to
technology exports (Schwachula 2019).”

To ensure policy coherence, ministries are legally obliged to cooperate with
the Joint Rules of Procedure of the Federal Ministries (Cabinet of Germany
2011). At the same time, the German constitution grants a high degree of
autonomy to each ministry, which counteracts coherence. In this sense, the
fate of the Internationalisation Strategy (BMBF 2008, 2016), which was issued
by the BMBF but is inter-ministerial in scope, and the International Coop-
eration Action Plan (BMBF 2014a) is illustrative. Although on paper the
documents set an overarching framework for funding international cooper-
ation in education and research across the entire German government, the
documents are not binding.

In addition, policy coherence is endangered by rivalries between ministries.
Instead of viewing ministries as non-political entities of administration, the
relations between the BMBF and the BMZ illustrate that policy-makers also
defend their political turf, especially when policy fields overlap. Policies,
programmes, and funding measures are the outcomes of previous processes
of policy-making, and therefore they are the products of knowledge politics,
of strategic or coincidental integration, or the inclusion of different actors in
the policy process. They are subject to bureaucratic rules and regulations and
coined by pre-existing norms, values, and beliefs, which finally crystallise in
policies.

I argue that the causes of incoherent policies lie within the different logics
and perspectives on cooperation with the Global South. Neither the processes
of policy-making nor policy outcomes are reconciled, as the BMBF aims to
maintain its own political autonomy, whereas the BMZ is not in a position
to prescribe policy coherence for development (Schwachula 2019). Despite
distancing itself from the policy rationales of the BMZ, however, the BMBF
is able to report some of its activities as ODA, contributing 0.9 per cent of
the German ODA quota, which ranked it fourth among the German federal
ministries in 2015 (Bohnet et al. 2018).
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4.4.3  Global Governance of Science for Sustainable Development

More traditional types of development cooperation are defined, negotiated,
and aligned on the global level in view of their modes of cooperation, thematic
responsibilities, and development targets, such as the SDGs. Hence, global
governance structures are in place for development cooperation. In contrast to
other types of cooperation, however, science cooperation between the Global
North and South has received little attention in global governance and is
barely regulated. Thus, research cooperation is nationally and internationally
mostly “ungoverned”, which is surprising in view of its high potential as a type
of cooperation conducive to sustainable development and the SDGs, in partic-
ular. The existing institutions and norms of (sustainable) development on the
global scale curiously still have not put North-South research cooperation into
the spotlight.

International development agreements such as the Paris Declaration on
Aid Effectiveness, its follow-up Accra Agenda for Action (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD] 2008), the Busan Part-
nership for Effective Development Co-operation (OECD 2011), and the
following GPEDC set an overarching framework for national policies, such
as the development policy of the BMZ, as well as for non-state action.

In contrast to development policy, the BMBF’s science policy, which is
directed at transnational cooperation, is zot bound to fulfilling international
agreements relating to sustainable development, such as the 2030 Agenda
and its SDGs. Thus, international development targets and agreements are
of subordinate importance for the political framing of science cooperation
between the Global North and the Global South. BMBF funding for research
on sustainable development, in cooperation with partners from the Global
South, may be reported as part of German ODA—but it does not have to be.
The BMBF could use at least part of its resources to fund entirely different
research activities. International political agreements in the context of the G20
rarely address the role of science cooperation for sustainable development
(Cabinet of Germany 2018).

Separate international and global policies or governance mechanisms for
transnational research partnerships between the Global North and the Global
South, as an equivalent to development cooperation, do not exist. In view
of principles of cooperation and their conduciveness to sustainable develop-
ment, transnational research cooperation in practice often takes place outside
of global agreements. The 2030 Agenda, as such, does not specifically concep-
tualise knowledge or science cooperation as a contribution to development
cooperation. In its portrayal of knowledge for development, the document
remains ambiguous and vague. Although it portrays the SDGs as global,
encompassing concerns, science is mainly portrayed in view of its economic
viability, for example through technology development. Although SDG target
17.6 specifically calls for science cooperation—including North-South, South-
South, and triangular cooperation—it only relates to technology development.
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Next to technology development, the 2030 Agenda specifically refers to the
accompanying task of research, such as developing indicators and monitoring
implementation. In the agenda, the institutionalisation of an online platform
for information on existing science and technology initiatives is called for
(however, such a platform was only available in a test version at the time
of research) (UN 2018a). Institutions surrounding the 2030 Agenda, such
as the High-level Political Forum on Sustainable Development (HLPF), and
the voluntary national reviews rely on scientific data collection for the SDGs.
Results of a yearly UN-convened Multi-stakeholder Forum on Science, Tech-
nology and Innovation for the Sustainable Development Goals are fed into the
HLPF (UN 2018b). The UN additionally mandates an international group
of scientists with elaborating a science-based Global Sustainable Development
Report for strengthening science-policy interfaces (UN 2018c¢).

Beyond technology development and accompanying research on sustainable
development, however, the 2030 Agenda, as such, does not refer to transna-
tional research cooperation as a beneficial type of partnership for encompassing
sustainable development. Target 17.16, on multi-stakeholder partnerships,
makes no reference to science, or to different types of knowledge at all
(UN 2015). Cummings et al. therefore conclude “that there is a mismatch
between the transformative vision and strategy within the SDGs and the non-
transformative nature of the means of implementation and the goals and
targets” and call for a more inclusive, pluralist perspective on knowledge for
development (Cummings et al. 2018, p. 738).

The development-related agreements, institutions, and norms established
by the members of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Devel-
opment (OECD) do not cover the role of science, as such—more specifically,
they also do not adequately cover the role of research cooperation between
partners of the Global North and South. The Paris Declaration (2005) does
not allude to science or research at all. The Accra Agenda for Action mentions
research institutes only in the context of taking “an active role in dialogue
on development policy and on the role of aid in contributing to countries’
development objectives” (OECD 2008, p. 16). The Busan Partnership Agree-
ment, while highlighting the role of new actors in cooperation and alluding
to the importance of knowledge, does not consider the role of science beyond
its role of monitoring and assessing the performance of development institu-
tions (OECD 2011). Following up on the Busan Partnership Agreement, the
GPEDC, as a shared initiative between the UN and the OECD, aims at effec-
tive partnerships for reaching the 2030 Agenda. It is based on four principles:
joint ownership, focus on results, inclusive development partnerships, trans-
parency and accountability (OECD and UNDP 2019). Although it promotes
a “whole of society approach to development”, the role of cooperation with
research is neglected, whereas multi-stakeholder partnerships with civil society
organisations and the private sector are specifically encouraged.
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The GPEDC attributes a substantial role to monitoring, data, and evidence,
and thus to research accompanying the implementation of the GPEDC’s
objectives (OECD and UNDP 2019). The GPEDC also acknowledges the
important role of knowledge for development. As an objective, the work
programme of 2017 /2018 stated that knowledge sharing should be enabled
by “[b]ringing together the learning, knowledge and technology available
across constituencies to help scale development solutions at a faster pace”
(GPEDC 2017, p. 5). Aiming at developing into a knowledge-sharing hub
for development actors on different levels, the GPEDC also established an
online knowledge platform as a “one-stop shop to evidence-based solutions,
peer learning and networking to advance the effectiveness of all development
efforts, for achievement of national priorities and the SDGs” (GPEDC 2019).
However, researchers are not among the listed social actors for cooperating
in development, nor is science included as a topic of discussion in view of its
potential benefits.

The neglect of research cooperation in development norms and partnerships
is mirrored in the low levels of research funding officially reported as ODA,
although the OECD Development Assistance Committee’s (DAC) reporting
directives for ODA actually would allow research activities to be reported as
ODA:

Research includes financing by the official sector, whether in the donor country
or elsewhere, of research into the problems of developing countries. This may
be either (i) undertaken by an agency or institution whose main purpose is
to promote the economic growth or welfare of developing countries, or (ii)
commissioned or approved, and financed or part-financed, by an official body
from a general purpose institution with the specific aim of promoting the
economic growth or welfare of developing countries. (OECD-DAC Working
Party on Development Finance Statistics 2018, p. 30)

Interestingly, thus, the OECD reporting guidelines deviate from the GPEDC’s
discourse by specifically mentioning research as a means of ODA. For both
GPEDC documents as well as 2030 Agenda documents, it holds true that—
beyond a very general reference to research for development, that is, research
on the problems of the Global South, or technology-oriented research and
innovation®—none of the documents or knowledge platforms suggest any
rules or guidelines on the role of research, as such, or on principles of coop-
eration in transnational research. Accordingly, neither topics, nor principles,
nor modes, nor partner regions of cooperation are regulated—none are incen-
tivised, none are forbidden. Potentially, any researchers from the Global North
may decide to cooperate with partners in the Global South on almost any given
topic, in any given mode—and potentially also report it as ODA.

I argue that it is worthwhile to scrutinise the gaps in global governance
for research cooperation between partners in the Global South and North, as
they may aggravate policy incoherence on the national level. The example of
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Germany illustrates that, without informal agreements or formal rules on the
international or global level, science policy for international cooperation may
pursue objectives that are detached from—and potentially even run contrary
to—those of development policy. In addition, the lack of detailed criteria for
reporting science cooperation may have detrimental effects: In practice, this
leads to research partnerships that are reported as ODA while not meeting the
partnership principles agreed upon, as I elaborate below.

In appraising the absence of regulations and norms—both formal and
informal—for transnational research cooperation, the concept of freedom of
research has to be taken into account, a freedom that is granted to research
in most democratic national constitutions in the Global North as well as the
Global South. Some philosophers of science even perceive the autonomy of
science as being the crucial element of ensuring its creativity and produc-
tivity (Polanyi 2000). In the science systems of most countries, science policy
enables curiosity-driven, autonomous research, while also guiding research
towards specific societal aims.

Science is thus promoted as a means of reaching an objective beyond science,
within other parts of society (Sarewitz et al. 2004; Sarewitz and Pielke 2007).
In consequence, research cooperation is never entirely free of being governed.
Research on some topics or locations is restricted or enabled by certain rules:
For example, ethical principles for medical research, aimed at protecting the
rights and lives of research participants, are internationally agreed upon (World
Health Organization 2019). On topics such as nuclear research, transnational
research cooperation is restricted due to security issues, for example, between
EU countries and Iran (DLR Project Management Agency 2019).

However, governing science does not always imply that it is restricted.
Conventions, rules, and norms may also enable or incentivise certain types
of science or research cooperation. For example, in an attempt to enable
scientific cooperation, the Arctic Council issued an agreement on research
cooperation in and on the Arctic (Arctic Council 2017). In this light, global
agreements may help guide transnational research cooperation between the
Global South and the Global North towards becoming more conducive to
sustainable development.

An explicit normative framework for research cooperation on the global
level entailing principles of fair and successful cooperation, such as partner-
ship, ownership, and benefit-sharing, might enhance policy coherence in, for
example, the German case, where national science policies for transnational
cooperation with the Global South are not aligned with policies for sustain-
able development. The field of science policy, even if it is oriented towards
transnational cooperation with the Global South, is untouched by any global
norms or regulations, thus it is open to deviations from globally agreed targets.
In the German context, the bargaining power of actors within the BMBF, who
pursue development-oriented targets of research policy, may be strengthened
by integrating science cooperation among Northern and Southern partners
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more explicitly into the global development agenda. It would provide addi-
tional global legitimation for research policies targeting global development,
which often compete against nationally oriented policy rationales. A focus on
research partnerships on the global agenda might also strengthen the posi-
tion of the BMZ or comparable development ministries where it concerns the
enforcement of policy coherence of other political fields with developmental
objectives.

The process of the policy design of older German funding initiatives for
international cooperation, such as the IWRM initiative (BMBF 2004a) and the
Megacities initiative (BMBF 2004Db), illustrates why gaps in global governance
mechanisms, in view of transnational research, may have detrimental effects.
Both funding measures were aimed at cooperation with different partner
countries in the Global South, ranging from Namibia, Uzbekistan, Mongolia,
Brazil, Iran, and Peru to South Africa, among others. Despite their interna-
tional focus, the funding programmes were unilaterally designed by the BMBE
according to German research interests, and in the case of the IWRM initia-
tive, also according to German business interests.” They were 7ot co-designed
or co-financed by partner countries. Hence, this exclusion of Southern part-
ners in setting agendas and designing cooperation policies ran contrary to
any principles of ownership and partnership, as specified in the GPEDC.
Furthermore, the mode of agenda-setting as well as the funding modalities,
which only allowed for minimal funds for Southern researchers, had severe
consequences for the transnational research projects implemented. Effects
ranged from practical problems, such as finding funding for researchers in the
Southern partner country, to the ethical problem of repeating old patterns of
cooperation between well-paid foreign experts and local researchers as mere
recipients of knowledge—and in some cases the effects led to promoting
technologies as a solution at the expense of social or other types of innova-
tion (Schwachula 2019). Despite this mismatch with norms for development
cooperation, research cooperation projects such as those in the IWRM and
Megacities funding initiatives were reported as ODA. This phenomenon is not
restricted to Germany; similar criticism has been voiced in view of the British
Global Challenges Research Fund for not supporting equitable partnerships,
despite being reported as ODA (Fransman and Newman 2019).

More recent science cooperation funding, such as the BMBF’s German-—
African Regional Science Service Centres, offers examples of more inclusive
agenda-setting and policy design. During the creation of these centres, the
BMBF and the governments of Southern and West African countries nego-
tiated on topics and funding before the large-scale projects were initiated in
2010. These projects were reported as ODA and also complied with inter-
nationally agreed partnership principles of development cooperation. This,
however, was a lucky coincidence of voluntary alignment and cannot be
attributed to a steering effect of the global governance framework, as such.
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4.5 CONCLUSIONS

As argued throughout this contribution, research cooperation between the
Global North and the Global South may be a complementary means of
reaching the SDGs. It should therefore be raised onto the global develop-
ment agenda. Providing a conducive normative framework for transnational
research cooperation between partners of the Global South and North could
also contribute to setting the conditions right for fair, fruitful, and thereby
“successful” cooperation. Although the inclusion of different stakeholders—
along with their perspectives and types of knowledge—is often portrayed as the
most effective way of solution-oriented research, the appreciation of diverse
bodies of knowledge is also a matter of mutual respect as an intrinsic value. In
this sense, principles for transnational cooperation in research should extend
beyond principles of effectiveness, as in the GPEDC’s definition: Next to the
effective production of relevant new knowledge, principles of research cooper-
ation should also include the ideas of fairness and equity within the partnership
(Fransman and Newman 2019). Beyond the impacts of creating new knowl-
edge, adding fairness and equity as partnership principles can contribute to
structural changes, such as more equity in the global system of knowledge
production and representation, thereby also counteracting global inequalities,
as such.

As shown in Sect. 4.3, in the context of sustainable development, science
cooperation potentially is a form of knowledge cooperation among equal part-
ners who jointly produce relevant new insights and generate innovations for
sustainable development. It is important to point out that equity in this sense
does not refer to the level of integration into the global system of science. This
would require all partners to start from a level playing field, which at present
is not given, due to the existing inequalities in the global system of science
production and representation and different levels of access to funding. Fair-
ness and equity as key elements of cooperation are rather an approach towards
appreciating diverse stances, perspectives, and knowledge in research coopera-
tion. Filling these principles with life means enabling all partners to partake in
agenda-setting, decision-taking, and the process of research on equal footing,
thereby fostering all partners to become independent players within the global
system of science production and representation in the long run.

In contrast to knowledge transfer from Northern partners to Southern part-
ners, cooperation in research offers the potential for cooperation on equal
terms. It is therefore highly suitable to put the new global development
paradigm into cooperation practice. However, although science cooperation
between partners in the Global South and the Global North has a high
potential for contributing to sustainable development, its potential is currently
not being fully tapped. Without regulating modes of agenda-setting for
research cooperation, and without incentivising cooperation on certain topics,
national policy-makers for science cooperation may frame science and devel-
opment issues and direct the flows of research funds according to political
priorities—possibly negatively affecting the SDGs.
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Despite a shifting paradigm towards “global development”, entailing the
idea that all types of knowledge and experiences count (Horner and Hulme
2017), technology transfer and capacity development continue to be the
most common knowledge-related modes of cooperation, firmly grounded in
the ongoing development norms, including the 2030 Agenda as well as the
GPEDC. However, these activities essentially aim at knowledge flows from
knowledgeable, that is, Northern partners, to those partners in the South who
need to “catch up” knowledge-wise, thus following a Western or Northern
model of development and modernity (Shamsavari 2007; Smith 2009). Hence,
despite contrary global rhetoric, the idea of one-way knowledge transfer or
capacity development, which is inherently based on the assumption of a supe-
riority of Western or Northern knowledge, persists in development policy and
practices.

However, we face times of shifting global power constellations, combined
with an urgency of combating climate change and the necessity of turning
towards more sustainable development pathways worldwide. In this regard,
science cooperation seems to be an adequate cooperation pattern. Research
cooperation may inspire leapfrogging developments in the Global South and
lead to the development of alternative solutions for the Global North. In
consequence, jointly producing new knowledge through research, as well as
exchanging knowledge on equal terms, should receive much more attention
as adequate types of knowledge cooperation for achieving sustainable devel-
opment. If sustainable development is taken seriously as a global agenda, the
mode of cooperation should mirror the fact that partners from all countries—
as developing countries in certain aspects of social, economic, or ecological
development—need access to new knowledge, and thus a one-way transfer
of knowledge will not suffice. Instead, partners need to jointly create novel
insights.

Specific topics of sustainable development that affect partners on both sides
could present starting points for comparative research in international teams.
Issues such as social inequality on different scales, carbon-neutral development,
sustainable urban development, and sustainable production and consumption
present challenges in most countries (WBGU 2011, 2016). Research coop-
eration on these topics might enhance mutual learning instead of repeating
traditional patterns of cooperation; jointly developing pathways might enable
sustainable development in all partner countries.

At the moment, the gaps in global governance in view of sustainability-
oriented transnational research cooperation pose a risk rather than an oppor-
tunity: First, the gap negatively affects the coherence of development policy
and research policy at the national level. Second, the gap enhances the risk of
research cooperation reproducing antiquated patterns of North-South cooper-
ation, thereby reifying global inequalities; #hird, the gap in global governance
bears the risk of turning certain sustainability-related problems into global
“orphan issues” that lack funding structures as well as powerful speakers raising
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these topics on the national science policy agenda; and fourth, the poten-
tial of research cooperation to develop innovative solutions for sustainable
development is not being adequately tapped.

An agreement on transnational research cooperation between partners in
the Global North and the Global South would therefore be beneficial. Such
an agreement should first, enhance an equitable mode of cooperation among
different stakeholders (inter- and transdisciplinary); second, enable science
cooperation in view of sustainability topics on various scales (local and global;
problem-specific or systemic entry points), and it should #ird, support open-
ended, reflexive research for all kinds of solutions, ranging from social to
technological innovations.

NOTES

1. In this paper, the terms “research cooperation” and “science cooperation” are
used interchangeably.

2. The term “Global South” is used here to depict the countries located mainly
in the Global South that are enlisted as recipients of official development assis-
tance (ODA) by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD), which in turn draws on the World Bank’s numbers on gross national
income (OECD 2018).

3. Successful examples include different types of innovations stemming from trans-
disciplinary, transnational research cooperation projects focussed on sustainable
urbanisation and sustainable water management between partners from Germany
and the Global South. Solutions ranged from city development plans to decision
support systems, governance schemes, eco-parks, water treatment facilities, and
awareness-raising activities, among others (Schwachula 2019).

4. In this sense, Kuhn’s seminal work on scientific “paradigms” (1962) as well
as Foucault’s work on “epistemes” (Foucault 2005 [1966]; 1972) show how
scientific knowledge is enabled, limited, directed, interrupted, and re-interpreted
through specific underlying meaning schemes; Knorr-Cetina (1999) demon-
strates that different types and institutions of knowledge production disintegrate
science into scattered disciplines with their own standards, definitions, modes,
and world views.

5. It remains to be investigated if the rise of Southern scientific powers leads to
changes within the global system of knowledge production in the long run,
comparable to the changes occurring with the rise of Southern donors and
South-South cooperation in technical development cooperation.

6. In the light of the potential positive or negative impacts of solution-oriented
research, traditional indicators of research success, such as bibliometric data, are
not adequate, as they do not measure any effects outside of the science system.
Impact measurement of science, however, is difficult and still in an early stage
(Douthwaite 2002; Douthwaite et al. 2007; Ely and Oxley 2014; Martin 2011;
Maselli et al. 2006; STEPS Centre 2010; Sumner et al. 2009).

7. Based on a constructivist understanding, I consider policy and funding initiatives
as concrete outcomes of knowledge exchange and negotiations among different
actors, with different levels of power, pursuing different objectives in view of
global, inter- and transnational cooperation in research.
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8. As previously analysed, the OECD and the UN have a history of conceptual-
ising science, technology, and innovation, mainly with regard to their economic
viability (Schwachula et al. 2014).

9. Viewed from a development perspective, the practice of technology-export to
the Global South through research cooperation (ODA-classified) might be cate-
gorised as “informal tied aid”, which scholars perceive as being potentially
harmful and a hindrance to sustainable development in developing countries
(Carbone 2014).
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CHAPTER 5

An Evolving Shared Concept of Development
Cooperation: Perspectives on the 2030 Agenda

Milindo Chakvabarti and Sachin Chaturvedi

5.1 INTRODUCTION

With a collective commitment to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
the worlds of development cooperation, in general, and development finance,
in particular, are keenly looking for new and innovative sources of financing
for effective and timely outcomes. It is with this backdrop that the growing
emphasis and discussions on inclusion—as encapsulated in the idea of “inclu-
sive development”—are to be viewed. This commitment to the SDGs also
brings a shift from quantitative to qualitative aspects of development goals
along with cross-domain and cross-border connections.

This would require greater cohesion at the global level and breaking out of
silos and narrow national growth strategies (e.g. the present debate on climate
change mitigation strategy, or the re-emergence of protectionist trade policies
being pursued by individual nations, triggering a potential trade war). Even-
tually, this may entail the recognition of appropriate institutional mechanisms
in a spirit of collective action, as the implementation of the SDGs may require
a set of global public goods (GPGs) for the effective delivery of quality goods
and services, which somehow were met through a narrow focus on quantitative
accomplishments in the time of the Millennium Development Goals.
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The challenge to be settled during the coming days would be to identify an
effective global institutional structure that could be proposed by the members
of the G20. This structure to help implement the action plans for the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development may be designed by the G20 in close
collaboration with non-G20 members. Although sustainable development is a
universal developmental goal, there is a long history of “development cooper-
ation” at work. However, as of today, three distinct models of “development
cooperation” can be identified. They are (i) the official development assistance
(ODA)-based model of North-South cooperation (NSC), led by the Organi-
sation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)/Development
Assistance Committee, (ii) the South-led solidarity and sharing-based model of
South-South cooperation (SSC), and (iii) the newly evolving model of trian-
gular cooperation (TrC), which involves joining hands between two entities
to provide development support to a third country. The exact identity of the
entities that would provide development support has yet to be agreed upon.
Furthermore, both NSC and SSC are based on a set of stated principles—at
times to the extent of contradicting one another—and they are always posited
as being complementary to each other. Any such stated set of driving princi-
ples for TrC has yet to emerge. Given these ground-level variations across the
different models of development cooperation, it is pertinent to raise a funda-
mental question as to how development partnerships can be institutionalised
around SDG 17, which calls for “Partnerships for the goals”. Are the existing
institutional models for development cooperation—NSC and SSC—sulfficient
to help achieve the other 16 goals? In case they are not, is the emerging model
of TrC capable of filling the institutional vacuum? If TrC is also not expected
to deliver, what alternative institutional framework could the G20 propose?

The present chapter is an endeavour to identify a new set of global institu-
tional structures to effectively facilitate the achievement of some SDGs. The
next section develops the analytical framework that helps conceptualise the
three premises driving the process of development cooperation. The subse-
quent section advocates the usefulness of using a multi-modality approach
in development cooperation, articulated in the literature as “development
compact” (Chaturvedi 2016). Following that, the next section purports that
most, if not all, of the SDGs create GPGs, in the sense that the achievement
of the targets are neither rivalled in consumption nor do they exclude anyone
from accruing the benefits of these targets. The spirit of “no one is left behind”
aptly captures the GPG characteristics of the outcomes of achieving the targets.
A few case studies were written to find the extent to which these premises were
maintained in organising the provision of GPGs through the creation of new
forms of global institutional structures. Issues as diverse as health care (GAVI,
the Vaccine Alliance, involving SDGs 3, 4, and 17), peacekeeping (SDGs 16
and 17), and energy (International Solar Alliance, ISA, involving SDGs 7,
13, and 17) have been taken up. The case studies indicate that such insti-
tutional frameworks are often effective in creating access to resources, and
thereby contribute to the creation of some specific types of GPGs. Broadly,
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it has been observed that successful collective actions were organised around
issues that centred on a lack of access to particular resources, and that such
actions involved multiple actors, including non-state ones.

5.2 ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

The basis for this framework rests on contextualising cooperation against the
background of the fundamental requirements for development. It is based on
integrating three conceptual premises that underscore the global quest for
sustainable development and coming up with an effective but new institu-
tional mechanism that can create GPGs. These conceptual premises are based
on a primary construct that development, or the lack of it, is characterised
by the degree of access to resources. The underlying objective of “leaving no
one behind” as a given target for the achievements of the SDGs is very much
centred around the intention of providing better access to resources for all.
The provision of GPGs is tantamount to lowering the access barriers for those
who are lagging behind.

The resources that are used by any human being may be divided into four
distinct components: natural resources—those supplied by nature; economic
resources—those which are man-made and include produced resources, tech-
nology, and knowledge; political resources'—the power to negotiate the
access regime for the first two types of resources; and social resources—social
networks based on faith, belief systems, and kinships. The last two types of
resources may be grouped under institutional resources. It is interesting to
note that access to any of these resources is not independent of access to the
rest of the resources. Access to natural resources is contingent upon access to
economic, social, and political resources. The long history of colonialism may
be cited as an attestation of the argument. Simultaneously, access to political
resources is also conditioned by access to economic resources. The reverse is
also tue, simultaneously. The variations in the degree of access to resources are
observed at all levels—local, subnational, national, regional, and global—and
thus explain the existence of developmental disparities at all of these levels.
Given this primary construct, we would argue that development cooperation
and the quest for sustainable development may be framed using the following
three premises. We shall observe later that the idea of a development compact
can also be meaningfully inferred to emerge from this theoretical framework.
The premises are:

1. Access to resources and capability: The world is divided between those
who enjoy greater access to value-added resources and those who have
lower degrees of such access. The former is described as “developed”
and the latter “developing”. Such distinctions exist among “states” at
an aggregative level and also among communities within a “state” at a
disaggregated level? (Chakrabarti 2018).
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2. Role of prevasling institutional avchitecture in facilitating access: Access
to resources and the capability to add value to them are determined by
the prevailing institutional architecture at the global, regional, and local
levels, which, in turn, is indicative of one’s access to political and social
resources. The institutional architecture determines the rules of the game
to be followed in the distribution of, access to, withdrawal of, manage-
ment of, exclusion from, alienation of, and the making of alterations to
resources. Whereas access refers to “the right to enter a defined physical
property”, withdrawal implies “the right to obtain the ‘products’ of a
resource”. Management takes care of “the right to regulate internal use
patterns and transform the resource by making improvements”, whereas
alteration refers to “the right to change the set of goods and services
provided by a resource”. Finally, exclusion is “the right to determine
who will have an access right, and how that right may be transferred”,
and alienation refers to “the right to sell or lease some or all rights”.
The rights beyond access play their respective roles in determining the
capability of a community or a nation to add value to the resources they
have access to (Schlager and Ostrom 1992, pp. 249-262).

3. Focus on stakeholders: There exist multiple groups of stakeholders—
often with conflicting interests—keen on enjoying the aforesaid rights to
resources and the capability to add value to them. Designing an appro-
priate institutional structure involves creating opportunities for collective
action and balancing such interests across stakeholders to ensure the
optimal utilisation of the resource in question. The collective action also
involves costs to the participating stakeholders. They lose because of the
institutional restrictions put on their behaviour in terms of access, with-
drawal, management, alteration, exclusion, and alienation vis-a-vis the
resource in question. On the other hand, collective inaction is often
preferable, as it removes such restrictions vis-a-vis the behaviour of an
individual, who can then enjoy complete behavioural freedom. However,
there are situations when the cost of collective action becomes less than
that of collective inaction. This premise is substantiated by the recent
emergence of a global consensus towards the adoption of the SDGs.
With the realisation that collective inaction would increase the vulnera-
bility of human beings in terms of their social, economic, and ecological
existence, all the countries across the world agreed to sign on the dotted
lines and engage in effective collective action, even at the expense of
curtailing their “national sovereignty” to a considerable degree.

5.3 THE DEVELOPMENT COMPACT

It may be pertinent to explore at this juncture as to how ODA—as extended
by the members of the OECD and development cooperation—as practised
within the ambit of SSC, would identify possible meeting points, and how
theoretical and institutional frameworks would help delineate elements for
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different modalities (Chakrabarti 2016). The requirement of resources and
the development of an appropriate access regime to such resources as well
as their appropriate sources vis-a-vis domestic spending, concessional interna-
tional funding, and/or private investments will depend on such institutional
frameworks that are entwined with effective and operational models. Develop-
ment cooperation may essentially be looked at as an effort to enhance access
to resources and capacity for increased value addition for communities that are
lagging behind, compared to others enjoying a larger domain of access.

All such activities involve invoking a better access protocol and can
be classified under five heads of the “development compact”: capacity-
building, trade and investment, development finance, technology transfer, and
grants. Capacity-building activities contribute to enhanced access to economic
resources through human resource development, and thereby to increased
capacity for enhanced value addition. Trade and investment, on the other
hand, facilitate greater access to resources such as goods and services, along
with access to markets beyond domestic boundaries. Technology transfer is
akin to access to economic resources, which facilitates value addition. Develop-
ment finance and grants facilitate access to financial resources, albeit indirectly,
and provide access to economic resources.

Needless to say, even though we differentiate between these five modal-
ities, they may not remain mutually exclusive while being used. Just as the
access framework for the apparently distinct four resources we identified are
intertwined, the different modalities under the development compact are
also interlinked with one another. They may be used in several possible
permutations and combinations to facilitate the process of “access” for those
who have been lagging behind. Such possible variations in their relative
importance when deciding on the appropriate access regime create space
for multi-stakeholder governance systems for development. Compared to the
greater emphasis on grants and loans in the OECD schema, the develop-
ment compact—through its multi-modality approach, which facilitates access
to political and social resources by augmenting the human-capital base of
a country—appears to effectively handle the whole of the access system
mentioned above. Increased opportunities for trade broaden access to social
networks in the form of strengthening people-to-people connections. Opening
up market access also helps to enhance social access. Increased cooperation in a
horizontal space also contributes to collective efforts in enhancing the level of
political access at the global level. Engaging actors beyond the state—including
civil society organisations, academia, people’s representatives, traders, policy-
makers, among others—helps in formulating a multi-stakeholder governance
mechanism for development, or sustainable development to be specific. In this
process, these actors also facilitate the creation of positive externalities, which
are enjoyed by all the participants. This reduces the cost of collective action
involving different stakeholders, who often might have had conflicting inter-
ests in a particular resource governance regime in a prior situation of collective
inaction.
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A few comments linking GPGs with the SDGs are in order. The present
chapter argues that almost all of the SDGs are linked to the provision of public
goods and have a global imperative—they may be termed as facilitating GPGs.
Public goods tend to be undersupplied and are required to be supplied in
larger quantities on a global scale. However, on a cautionary note, it may be
said that the issues of concern in achieving the 17 SDGs do not necessarily
relate directly to the provision of GPGs alone. The SDGs—which are related
to poverty, hunger, health and well-being, education, gender equity, sani-
tation, employment and economic growth, industrial activities, and reduced
inequality—directly qualify to be considered as the creation of GPGs, as they
involve the provision of global resources in order to achieve them so that no
one is left behind. SDG 17, in the form of partnerships for the goals, clearly
articulates the GPG aspect of the SDGs. However, apparently, some of the
SDGs cannot be considered as providing GPGs. Rather, they are character-
istically more akin to protecting global commons. The SDGs linked to the
protection of global commons are those relating to life on land and below
water as well as to climate action. Conceptually, whereas a public good suffers
from the fate of the underprovision of resources to create them, commons
are problematic because they tend to be overconsumed, as existing institu-
tional mechanisms are not efficient enough to prevent their overconsumption,
and consequently they suffer from the tendency of being overused. However,
it requires the provision of considerable resources—economic, political, and
social—and the facilitation of access to them by humanity to develop the
necessary incentive—disincentive mechanisms that encourage the protection of
global commons from the present state of overconsumption. The provision of
such resources is akin to that required for the creation of GPGs.

54 A FEw CASE STUDIES

We share a few case studies that underscore the relevance of the conceptual
framework elaborated in the section above. Whereas the first case study looks
at the experiences of the workings of GAVI, the Vaccine Alliance (GAVI) in
proving a GPG, the second one considers the case of ISA, which is being
jointly promoted by India and France in an effort to simultaneously provide a
GPG and protect a global common—the global climate. The final one relates
to India’s experiences in peacekeeping under United Nations (UN) supervi-
sion. The cases follow a common pattern in their elaborations. We identify the
three premises already elaborated in the earlier sections, namely: increasing
access as the focus of action, the institutional mechanism that was crafted to
increase access, and the engagement of stakeholders in a polycentric set-up to
institutionalise “increased” access to the resource in question. It is also noted
that they all are related to one or more of the SDGs.
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54.1 GAVI, the Vaccine Alliance

GAVI, which came into being in 2000, holds the special promise of health
for all that we have been longing for. It covers SDG 3 (access to good health
and well-being), SDG 6 (access to clean water and sanitation), and SDG 17
(“Partnerships for the goals”).

54.1.1 Objectives and Principles

Why was there a need for GAVI? The institutional structures prevailing
before GAVI had failed on several parameters, leading to the dire need for
another intervention. The World Health Organization’s (WHO) Expanded
Programme on Immunization (EPI) barely registered any change in global
immunisation rates. Later, the Universal Childhood Immunization campaign
of WHO and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)—though
showing commendable performance in terms of coverage and results—soon
lost momentum after it began focussing on other priorities.

There were several reasons supporting the demand and necessity to come
up with an institutional change to ensure better access to health-related
resources.

First, a state of development can be measured by the degree of access to
value-added resources. Access to the resources and processes that are required
to reduce child mortality is necessary for sustainable development. A healthy
population is the first prerequisite for having such capabilities. By exploring the
synergies between public and private partners—which include governments of
both developed and developing countries, civil society organisations, indepen-
dent individuals, research and technical health institutes, in addition to the
founder, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation—GAVI hopes to provide the
people with opportunities to realise reduced levels of child mortality.

The second important component for access to resources in terms of sound
institutional architecture has also been considered. GAVI tries to make these
resources available through its participatory and collective approach of taking
along most of the stakeholders in a process with a polycentric design. This
effort by GAVI to supply the desired changes hinges on a unique approach
that combines funding and partnership.

54.1.2 Funding

The Vaccine Alliance is funded through direct contributions (77 per cent)
and innovative finance (23 per cent). Direct contributions include grants
and agreements from donor governments, foundations, corporations, and
organisations—in other words, they include support from both the public
and private sectors. Innovative financing mechanisms include the Interna-
tional Finance Facility for Immunisation (IFFIm), the Pneumococcal Advance
Market Commitment (AMC), the GAVI Matching Fund, and the loan
buydown facility. They are also financed by public and private sources. In addi-
tion, the innovation ecosystem helps countries modernise their immunisation
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delivery systems by sourcing proven high-impact technologies and “infusing”
them with resources and expertise to take them to scale. GAVI-supported
countries are also required to contribute a portion of the cost of purchasing
their vaccines. The co-financing policy helps them to facilitate programme
sustainability after GAVD’s financial support ends.

54.1.3  Partnership

As stated above, in terms of providing financial resources, GAVI’s partners
include both governments and private-sector entities: 79 per cent of GAVI’s
funding is from governments committed to GAVI’s mission of saving chil-
dren’s lives, whereas 21 per cent of contributions come from the private sector,
which is emerging as a prominent component of GAVI’s diversified financing
strategy. Care should be taken to note that governments and private-sector
entities contribute simultaneously to innovative financing mechanisms and also
engage in direct contributions to the GAVI fund.

WHO has partnered to regulate vaccines and support country intro-
ductions, thereby strengthening immunisation coverage and data quality;
UNICEF is in partnership to procure vaccines and support countries in main-
taining their cold chains, improving access, and collecting data; the World
Bank helps pioneer innovative finance mechanisms such as the IFFIm and the
AMC; the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and other private-sector part-
ners provide funding and expertise; implementing country governments join
hands to identify their immunisation needs as well as to co-finance and imple-
ment vaccine programmes; civil society organisations help ensure that vaccines
reach every child; vaccine manufacturers guarantee vaccine quality, supply,
and affordability for developing countries; donor-country governments make
long-term funding commitments; private-sector partners contribute resources,
expertise, and innovation to help achieve GAVI’s mission; research agencies
help GAVI generate the evidence base and communicate the value of vaccines.

5414  The Institutional Structure of GAVI

Health system strengthening (HSS) is the format by which GAVI addresses the
bottlenecks in the health systems of the recipient countries. GAVI holds that
strong health systems are essential in expanding and sustaining immunisation
coverage. For instance, it employs a health workforce; improves the supply,
distribution, and maintenance of vaccines; and works on the organisation and
management of the procedures in order to strengthen the systems. There were
69 countries that had been approved for support in such a manner by the end
of April 2017 (GAVI, the Vaccine Alliance [ GAVI], n.d.-a).

GAVI works in a unique, circular way. The country receiving support is
the starting point of the whole process. The implementing country puts forth
new proposals and annual progress reports of its performance. These reports
are reviewed together by the GAVI Secretariat, Vaccine Alliance partners, and
the Independent Review Committee, which then give their recommendations
to the GAVI Board on how the respective country delivery can be improved.
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These recommendations are implemented through the provision of vaccines
and HSS support by GAVI to the implementing country. The implementing
country again submits the proposals and annual progress reports, which lead
to another cycle.

A full country evaluation is the tool through which gaps in the systems of
the implementing countries are identified, leading to further actions towards
improvement. Huge financial flows committed by GAVI to the countries
ensure the easing of financial constraints in the proposed plans.

Thus, GAVI replaces the “institutions of control” with the “institutions of
collective action” and propounds the idea that the cost of coming together
(collective action) is much less than the cost of working alone or not collab-
orating (collective inaction). It shows how a potentially effective model can
be developed that benefits all of its stakeholders if they consciously decide to
participate in collective action.

It can also be gauged through GAVI’s resource mobilisation model, which
is a form of TrC involving the co-financing efforts of the respective countries,
aided by a strong donor base and market-shaping strategies. The promising
initiatives in this direction have been IFFIm, which ensures the long-term
predictability of financing by efficiently leveraging capital markets to shift
funds to meet country demand; AMC, which accelerates the manufacturing
and delivery of vaccines; and the GAVI Matching Fund, which maximises the
value of giving for corporations as well as their customers and employees.

GAVT’s co-financing policy works by identifying three phases of graduation
of country ownership and the steps to sustainability. Countries are in the initial
self-financing phase when per capita gross national income (GNI) is less than
$1045, which leads to the second phase, when GNI is between $1045 and
$1580 and consists of countries in the preparatory transition phase. Finally,
the third phase is when per capita GNI is more than $1580 and countries are
called to be in the accelerated transition phase. The first phase demands that
countries pay $0.20 per dose, whereas the second phase asks for increases in
co-payments of 15 per cent per year, and the third phase requires a steady
increase in payments in order to reach sustainability after five years. Thus, the
purpose of co-financing policy is to enhance ownership and put countries on a
trajectory towards financial sustainability in preparation of phasing out GAVI
support in accordance with increases in GNI per capita.

India is in the third phase of co-financing policy, whereby it began tran-
sitioning away from GAVI support in 2017, and thus expects to begin fully
self-financing all of its vaccine programmes by 2021. GAVI is committed to
assist India with up to $345 million during this period to strengthen its health
systems as well as its supply of vaccines against pneumonia and rotavirus.
Up until 29 March 2019, around $290 million was sanctioned out of the
committed amount; around $179 million (61.72 per cent of the committed
amount for the period between 2017 and 2023) has already been disbursed.

The Government of India is already prioritising reaching every child with
vaccines with its new Mission Indradhanush initiative. With its HSS methods,
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GAVI can push this cause even further and help India achieve its set targets.
India is in immense need of such support given the fact that it is home to
4 million under-immunised children, which accounts for about a fifth of all
GAVI-supported countries.

GAVI and its partners will provide targeted support to help India’s immunisa-
tion system identify and reach children who are not receiving vaccines, including
exploring how India’s vast number of polio workers can support uptake of other
routine vaccines, such as the 5-in-1 pentavalent vaccine and these new vaccines.
(GAVI 2016)

[Sixty per cent] of all GAVI-procured vaccines are manufactured in India.
Through the partnership, GAVI and the Government of India plan to work
more closely together to help create a more sustainable global and domestic
vaccine manufacturing base within India. This will be crucial to ensuring suffi-
cient vaccine supplies are available for the 27 million children born in India
every year, and children living in all 72 other GAVI-supported countries. (GAVI
2016)

India has committed $9 million to GAVI for the cycle between 2016 and
2020, which amounts to 0.11 per cent of the total commitments (GAVI,
n.d.-b).

The GAVI model is an apparently successful display of putting the devel-
opment priorities of developing countries at the centre (Brooks et al. 2017;
Bustreo et al. 2015; Lee et al. 2013). It is a demand-driven model in which
countries choose their own issues and decide where GAVD’s support needs
to be applied. GAVI provides completely untied aid, and up to 97 per cent
of GAVI support is based on multi-year commitments. Also, there is active
participation by civil society, specifically for scaling-up immunisation equity
and coverage.

As per the latest information available at the GAVI website, against a target
of immunising 300 million children by 2020, GAVI so far has achieved the
immunisation of 198 million children, compared to having immunised 66
million children in 2018; 4.3 million future deaths have been averted through
this effort, as compared to 1.7 million in 2018. The under-five mortality rate
has dropped from 64 per 1000 in 2015 to 59 per 1000 in 2018, against
a 2020 target of 58 per 1000. Future disability-adjusted life years averted
currently stand at 203 million compared to 80 million in 2018 against a
2020 target of 250 million. What is further encouraging is the fact that the
vaccination process was carried out in all of the countries that were no longer
receiving GAVI support. Independent academic studies also support some of
the findings. It has been observed that expanded access to, and free provision
of, post-exposure prophylaxis through GAVI would prevent an additional
489,000 deaths between 2020 and 2035. Under this switch to efficient
intradermal post-exposure prophylaxis regimens, total projected vaccine needs
remain similar (about 73 million vials). Yet, 17.4 million more people are
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vaccinated, making this an extremely cost-effective method, with costs of
$635 per death being averted and $33 per disability-adjusted life years averted
(WHO Rabies Modelling Consortium 2019). A case study of GAVI’s 15-year
engagement with a vaccine against diphtheria, tetanus, pertussis, hepatitis
B, and haemophilus influenzae type b (pentavalent) provides evidence of the
benefits and potential risks of trying to influence markets (Malhame et al.
2019). As a recognition of GAVI’s services, it was presented with the 2019
Lasker-Bloomberg Public Service Award.

As argued earlier, polycentric institutions represent a suitable combination
of institutions at levels that take care of operational and governance issues.
Such an approach has been initiated by GAVI, as the interests of its stake-
holders intersect and overlap on the common goal of providing a given health
service globally. The combination of long-term commitments in the form of
technical expertise of the development community with the business know-
how of the private sector—along with contributions of resources (financial
and/or human) from other stakeholders according to their ability—is arranged
to help achieve the long-term goal of immunisation with self-sufficiency.

It is not that GAVI has had a smooth road. There have been problems
identified with even this institutional structure. GAVI has been questioned on
several grounds in the Full Country Evaluation Reports by the independent
evaluators as to: how demonstration projects could have been better designed
to maximise learning for the national introduction of vaccines; how complex
the nature of HSS procedures is; how there are a number of deficiencies in the
design of GAVI HSS grants; how the oversized administrative and manage-
ment burdens of GAVI grants and processes have further strained the limited
programme capacity of EPI introduced by WHO long back; and how overly
optimistic the application and implementation timelines are, to name a few.
But having said that, the reason why GAVI still succeeds is the fact that it
incorporates these suggestions into the following cycle of HSS for the country.

The case study presented on GAVI clearly indicates that a new institutional
structure that cuts through hierarchical structures, with the nation states at
the centre, can also be quite effective in ensuring greater access to resources
and the capacity to add value to them. Examples in terms of the growth of
the internet, success of peacekeeping operations, etc., also contribute mean-
ingfully to arguments in favour of creating such multi-stakeholder institutions.
A structured understanding of GAVTI is given in Table 5.1.

54.2  International Solar Alliance

ISA is also a very effective example of efforts at developing a polycentric
institution in providing access to energy to communities that are largely
energy-deficient. It is an initiative to bring in effective collective action in facil-
itating increased access to energy; consequently, the adoption of SDGs also
adds credence to the three premises elaborated upon earlier. ISA was jointly
launched by India and France on 30 November 2015 at the UN Climate
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Table 5.1 Features of GAVI

Elements of theoretical framework Features of GAVI
Access to resources, capabilities, and e Pathways for sustainable, affordable health
modalities services and access to clean water and

sanitation facilities

* Reductions in the costs of finance and
technology

e Reduction in the levels of child mortality
and consequent capacity-building, leading
to enhancement in the quality of human
capital

Institutional architecture e Access to sound institutional architecture,

which GAVT tries to make available
through its participatory and collective
approach of taking along most of the
stakeholders in the process

e To ensure efficient collective action,
multi-stakeholder institutional structures
are being created

e Finances to be supported by multilateral,
public, and philanthropic stakeholders and
contributions from them

Focus on stakeholder ® Aspires to involve multiplicity of

stakeholders

e Potential stakeholders include
governments, bilateral and multilateral
organisations, industry, corporate
enterprises, and philanthropic entities

e Secks cooperation with other stakeholders
involved in this area/domain

Source Authors

Change Conference in Paris (COP 21). It is conceived to establish a common
platform for cooperation among solar resource-rich countries (i.e. Suryaputras
or sunshine countries) that are located fully or partially between the Tropics of
Cancer and Capricorn to harness solar energy. In this context, sunshine coun-
tries share common challenges and opportunities as far as sustainable energy
resources are concerned. ISA is intended to create opportunities for greater
collaboration in technology, research and development, and capacity-building
(Cernuschi et al. 2018). Part of ISA is still in its infancy, but the initiative
merits attention also at the level of planning. The ISA Framework Agreement
was opened for signatures during COP 22 at Marrakesh on 15 November
2016. There are 121 potential countries that are considered to be rich in
solar power. Of them, 86 countries have signed and 68 countries have further
ratified the ISA Framework Agreement as of 8 September 2020: 30 of them
belong to the category of least-developed countries, while 37 are Small Island
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Developing States. ISA partners include multilateral financial institutions such
as the Asian Development Bank, the African Development Bank, the New
Development Bank, the Asian Infrastructure and Investment Bank, the Euro-
pean Investment Bank, and the World Bank. Specialised international agencies
such as the International Energy Agency (IEA), the International Renewable
Energy Agency (IRENA), the Green Climate Fund, the Climate Parliament,
and the Regions of Climate Action have also partnered with ISA. The United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) has also chipped in as a partner
in this endeavour. The notable ones among the corporate partners are a
number of energy-linked public-sector enterprises from India, in addition to
private-sector entities such as Soft Bank in Japan and CLP in Hong Kong.
ISA is now an inter-governmental body registered with the UN under
Article 102 of the UN Charter and headquartered in Gurugram, India.

5.42.1 Objectives and Principles

Some of the collective aspirations of this common platform are: reducing the
costs of finance and technology for the immediate deployment of competitive
solar generation; paving the way for future solar generation, storage, and good
technologies for countries’ individual needs; and increasing the utilisation and
promotion of solar energy and solar applications in its member countries (Press
Information Bureau [PIB] 2016¢). Ghosh and Chawla (2016) call it a mission
to take it from the lab to the streets. In this process, ISA also intends to create
direct and indirect employment opportunities and increase economic activities
in member countries (PIB 2016b). ISA aims to be a $1 trillion opportunity,
and the Global Solar Council (GSC)? has committed to creating 25 million
jobs in the solar space among ISA countries (PIB 2016a).

Its five-point plan of action includes:

o Rural and decentralised applications: Most Alliance member countries
are agrarian economies. This programme aims to improve yields and
economic benefits by providing reliable, affordable solar applications that
are suited to needs and accessible to all farmers in various fields.

o Access to affordable finance: The financial cost is currently the major
obstacle to the deployment of solar technologies, despite rapid techno-
logical progress. The countries taking part in the programme work on
drawing up common principles for legislative and regulatory frameworks,
and on risk-reduction instruments aimed at enhancing their chances of
accessing finance.

o Isiand and village solar wmini-grids: Islands and non-interconnected
communities are among those most interested in renewables, and solar
in particular. This programme aims to develop and replicate commercial
models, adopt common standards, and launch calls for tenders for the
installation of mini-grids.
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e Rooftop installations: Thanks to its ability to generate small quantities of
energy at multiple feed-in points, rooftop solar panels can produce decen-
tralised energy, thus limiting the costs of upgrading grids and pooling
electrical production variations across a large number of installations. This
programme aims to lift barriers to its development.

o Solar e-mobility: Solar e-mobility technologies (including roads, vehicles,
and scooters) are seeing very rapid development. This programme seeks
to develop these applications and promote their deployment, including
through energy storage, and to harmonise practices across the countries
taking part in the programme.

5.4.2.2  The Institutional Structuve of ISA

As mentioned earlier, ISA aims at involving a multiplicity of stakeholders.
Apart from governments, stakeholders include bilateral and multilateral organ-
isations, industry, corporate enterprises, and others. For instance, ISA is
working in close cooperation with UNDP for the creation of complemen-
tary linkages; strategic cooperation in programmatic and technical expertise;
the establishment of knowledge-management systems; and the strengthening
of ISA’s institutional structure (PIB 2016c¢). In addition, ISA is collabo-
rating with the World Bank to promote solar energy globally by developing
financial instruments, roadmaps to mobilise financing (including concessional
financing), as well as technical assistance and knowledge transfer (PIB 2016d).

India has also committed to supporting ISA by hosting its Secretariat at
the National Institute of Solar Energy campus in Gurgaon, India, for an initial
period of five years. Thereafter, it is expected to generate its own resources
and become self-financing (PIB 2016b).

Two programmes of ISA—Affordable Finance at Scale and Scaling Solar
Applications for Agricultural Use—were launched in April 2016 and are
intended to serve the primary interests of farming communities (PIB 2016f).
Another such initiative is the Terrawatt Initiative, which is a global non-profit
initiative that seeks to gather all relevant stakeholders through partner-
ships, memorandums of understanding, informal agreements, and workshops
(Terrawatt Initiative 2016). Such programmes target the necessities of solar-
rich countries.

Potential linkages to ISA are to be explored with the initiative Solar
Guidelines India, which is under the Indo-German Energy Programme. This
initiative is to act as the central information database of India’s Ministry
for New and Renewable Energy and the Solar Energy Corporation of India
(SECI) for all stakeholders in the solar sector in India. It has been conceived
in order to enable investment and stimulate the development of the India’s
solar sector (Solar Guidelines 2016).

As far as institutional mechanisms and governance structure are concerned,
ISA is still in the development phase. It has established an assembly and a
Secretariat. The second assembly was held in Delhi on 31 October 2019,
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whereas the Secretariat has been operating from Gurugram, India, since 2016.
Among the recent initiatives taken up by ISA is the ISA Solar Cooling
Initiative (also known as I-SCI), in collaboration with the University of Birm-
ingham in the UK. The initiative aims to help member countries develop
solar-energy-linked cold chains and cooling systems for agricultural use.

5423 Contributions

In January 2018, India committed to setting up a $350 million solar develop-
ment fund. In addition, nine companies and banks have agreed to develop
and finance various solar projects, which include a $1 billion partnership
corpus of the National Thermal Power Corporation and CLP India to the
ISA. In addition, India has provided $62 million for the establishment of the
ISA Secretariat. Heads of state and government from 23 member countries
attended a day-long summit on 11 March 2018 in New Delhi to formally
inaugurate the platform for the mass deployment of solar energy, especially
in developing countries. India has already provided assistance worth $143
million for 13 solar projects that have been completed or are being imple-
mented across the world. Continuing with this co-operative effort, India will
be providing assistance to the tune of $1.4 billion for 27 new projects in 15
developing countries. These solar projects are in Bangladesh, Mali, Seychelles,
Tanzania, Mali, Rwanda, Nigeria, Ghana, and Guinea. During the summit,
France also committed €700 million to ISA.

It may be recalled that on 30 June 2016, the Alliance entered into an under-
standing with the World Bank to accelerate the mobilisation of finance for
solar energy. The bank will have a major role in mobilising more than $1000
billion in the investments that will be needed by 2030 to meet ISA’s goals of
generating 1 TW of affordable solar energy.

As part of its plans to provide proactive leadership in the diffusion of
solar energy, India also committed to provide 500 training slots (in solar
technology) every year to ISA member countries.

The other recurring expenditures of ISA are intended to be met through
membership fees; contributions from bilateral and multilateral agencies; other
appropriate institutions; and also from interest earned from the corpus fund
(PIB 2016b). As ISA requires massive investment for affordable solar energy
by 2030, contributions from multiple stakeholders are an essential feature of
the ISA financing mechanism.

The contributions from India to the development of ISA so far have taken
several forms.

e The government of India will contribute $27 million to ISA for creating
the corpus, building infrastructure, and paying recurring expenditures
over a five-year duration from 2016-2017 to 2020-2021.
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e SECI and the Indian Renewable Energy Development Agency have
contributed $1 million each to create the ISA corpus fund.

e India’s Ministry of External Affairs, through its Development Partner-
ship Administration programme, has set aside $1.5-$2 billion as a line of
credit facility to undertake solar projects in those African countries that
have signed and ratified the ISA Framework Agreement.

e India is also committed to providing 500 training slots for member
countries and starting a solar tech mission to lead research and develop-
ment. So far, two such training programmes on Solar Energy for Master
Trainers from ISA member countries have been organised under the
Indian Technical and Economic Cooperation Programme, which involves
more than 60 participants.

The French Agency for Development committed €700 million for solar
projects by 2022, bringing its total commitment to €1 billion since the
creation of ISA. A structured understanding of ISA is given in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2 Features of the International Solar Alliance

Elements of theoretical framework Features of ISA
Access to resources, capabilities, and e DPathway for sustainable, affordable, and
modalities clean energy, and mitigating climate

change concerns

® Reductions in the costs of finance and
technology

e Capacity-building to enhance the quality
of human capital

Institutional architecture e To ensure efficient collective action,

multi-stakeholder institutional structures
are being created

e Proposal for an assembly, a council, and a
Secretariat

e Finances to be supported through
membership fees, interest earned, and
contributions from various stakeholders

Focus on stakeholder e Aspires to involve a multiplicity of

stakeholders

e DPotential stakeholders include
governments, bilateral and multilateral
organisations, industry, and corporate
enterprises

e Seccks cooperation with other stakeholders
involved in this area/domain

Source Authors



5 AN EVOLVING SHARED CONCEPT OF DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION ... 107

54.3 UN Peacckeeping

UN Peacekeeping (UNPK) can be cited as another endorsement of the
access—institution—polycentricity model expounded in this chapter. In the self-
help-based prevailing international system, the disastrous consequences of the
two world wars provided valuable insights on the need for international peace
and security. This was further necessitated by conflicts arising due to power
struggles within and among states. However, there was no collective interna-
tional mechanism to maintain peace in conflict zones before the UN initiated
peacekeeping efforts in 1948 to maintain international peace and security. As
a consequence of the two world wars, this state of affairs was felt to have
changed, and collective action of a universal character began. Taking into
account the contributions of UNPK, it was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in
1988.

5.4.3.1 Objectives and Principles

Peace enables smooth access to resources and adds value that is conducive for
development. As such, UN drew attention to the need for collective action
through the means of peacekeeping, which is a strategy to maintain and
preserve peace in conflict zones as well as to assist in implementing agree-
ments achieved by stakeholders. Moreover, peace enables the conditions for
the realisation of the SDGs in the contemporary context. In addition, the cost
of collective action for peacekeeping is less than the cost of collective inaction.

UN peacekeepers are sent to diverse regions that range from regions where
civil-war conditions prevail to places where there are no agreements, or agree-
ments with negligible scope for commitment from the warring groups as far as
the settlement of conflict is concerned. So far, 71 such missions have been initi-
ated—13 of them are currently in operation (as of September 2020). In many
cases, they are also sent to regions where constitutional authority either does
not exist or exists with limited authority. In such diverse conditions, peace-
keepers are required to keep hostile factions apart at a safe distance, safeguard
humanitarian relief operations, monitor human rights violations, assist in mine
clearance, monitor state boundaries or borders, provide police support to the
citizens, assist in rebuilding logistical infrastructure such as roads, railways, and
bridges, and support electoral processes.

UNPK involves global partnerships as well as collective action of a universal
character, which is reflected in the composition of its various peacekeeping
missions. UNPK missions consist of personnel from many countries in order
to create conditions for lasting peace in the conflict zones. Due to the transfor-
mational nature of the international security environment, UNPK has evolved
from a simple model of peacekeeping—involving only the military—into a
complex, multi-dimensional peacekeeping model consisting of the military,
police, and civilians working together for sustainable peace.

In addition, UNPK is guided by three basic principles: (i) consent of the
parties, (ii) impartiality, and (iii) non-use of force, except in self-defence and
defence of the mandate.
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5.4.3.2  Institutional Structure

UNPK functions under a normative framework provided by the UN Charter,
the UN Security Council (UNSC) mandates, international human rights laws,
and international humanitarian laws. Though UNPK does not find explicit
mention in the UN Charter, its legal basis is derived from the Charter itself.
As mentioned in Chapter VI (Pacific Settlement of Disputes), Chapter VII
(Action with Respect to the Peace, Breaches of the Peace and Acts of Aggres-
sion), and Chapter VII (Regional Arrangements) of the UN Charter, various
arrangements provide the legal and institutional foundations for UNPK oper-
ations. Moreover, UNPK takes into account various dimensions mandated by
international human rights laws and international humanitarian laws. In accor-
dance with these provisions, UNPK operations are mandated by the UNSC in
order to fulfil its primary authorised responsibility—as per the UN Charter—
to maintain global peace and security. The UNSC consists of five permanent
members—the victor nations of the Second World War—which hold veto
power. Other members of the UNSC are the 10 non-permanent members,
which are elected for two-year terms by the UN General Assembly (UNGA).

Once the mandate is formulated, the hierarchical authority, command,
and control structure of UNPK is transferred to a multinational institution.
At the headquarters level, the Under-Secretary-General (USG) for Peace-
keeping Operations monitors all UNPK operations. The Head of Mission
(HOM), who coordinates activities in the field, exercises operational authority
in the field and reports to the Secretary-General (SG) through the USG for
Peacekeeping Operations.

The existing and mandated institutional structures of UNPK in any
particular country involve distinct layers of governance—operational, collec-
tive choice, and constitutional. Whereas the ground-level operations are
coordinated and managed by operational-choice-level institutions staffed by
personnel both from within and outside of the country, the collective-choice-
level institutions maintain communication liaisons within the constitutional-
choice-level structure.

54.3.3 Contributions

As UNPK is a collective action, its financing is the collective responsibility of
all members of the UN, in accordance with Article 17 (Chapter IV) of the
UN Charter. Accordingly, the UNGA has framed some general principles for
financing UNPK operations through Resolution 55,/235 of December 2000.
Moreover, these provisions are also updated, as per requirements of various
peacekeeping missions. As of 1 September 2019, there were 109,736 people
serving in UN peacekeeping operations (85,674 uniformed people from 120
countries, 12,932 civilians, and 1230 volunteers) representing 122 countries.
European nations contribute nearly 7000 units to this total. Pakistan, India,
and Bangladesh are among the largest individual contributors, with more than
5000 units each. African nations contributed nearly half the total—more than
44,000 units. Approved resources for the period from 1 July 2018 until 30
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June 2019 is about $6.69 billion. The annual budget of UNPK missions is
0.5 per cent of the global military budget, signifying the cost-effectiveness of
the missions to ensure peace in disturbed regions.

UNPK keeps evolving according to emerging necessities. An Agenda for
Peace—written by then-SG of the UN, Boutros Boutros-Ghali (Ghali 1992)—
as well as the Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations
(Brahimi 2000) and the Report of the High-level Independent Panel on Peace
Operations (United Nations 2015) reflect these realities and indicate a trans-
formation in the approaches of UNPK. In this context, one remarkable aspect
is that the overwhelming number of conflict zones where UNPK missions
have taken place or are ongoing lie in the Global South. Moreover, most
of the countries that contribute personnel to UNPK missions are from the
South. Though it is being authorised by the UNSC and receiving financial
contributions from every UN Member State, the actual implementation of
missions on the ground relies on credible contributions from the South. This
also points to the need for a greater role and engagement of the South in the
decision-making processes of UNPK as well as the involvement of non-state
actors, which requires both institutional and political changes. A structured
understanding of UNPK is given in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3 Features of UNPK

Elements of theoretical framework Features of UNPK
Access to resources, capabilities, and e DPathway for peace and prosperity of
modalities conflict-ridden nations and consequent

enhancement in access to resources
e Capacity-building to enhance the quality
of human capital
Institutional architecture e Financing is the collective responsibility
of all members of the UN

¢ A multi-stakeholder institutional structure
involving the UN and local government.
The HOM, who coordinates activities in
the field, exercises operational authority
in the field and reports to the SG/USG
Focus on stakeholder e Aspires to involve a multiplicity of
stakeholders

e UNPK has evolved from a simple model
of peacekeeping—involving only the
military—into a complex,
multi-dimensional peacekeeping model
consisting of the military, police, and
civilians working together for sustainable
peace

Source Authors



110 M. CHAKRABARTI AND S. CHATURVEDI

5.5 By WAY orF CONCLUSION

The year 2015 marked a watershed in the annals of human history. All 193
countries in the world ratified the adoption of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development and its 17 Sustainable Development Goals on 26 September
during the UNGA Summit in New York. The goals are aimed at making a
world where no one is left behind and built around the 5 P’s—people, planet,
prosperity, peace, and partnership—to set off an ambitious agenda that aims
to tackle poverty, climate change, and inequality for all people in all countries.
Sustained efforts have been called for to ensure that the goals are achieved by
2030. A list of 169 targets and 230 indicators has been prepared to guide each
country towards achieving these goals within a given time frame.

The achievement of such ambitious goals would involve providing access to
a host of resources to large segments of the global population. Such an access
regime would require considerable resources—physical, financial, human, and,
on top of those, institutional—in order to be created. In order to move
forward on this track, member nations must explore ways and means to move
in a collective manner and ensure greater inclusion. In the process, more GPGs
would probably be created. As we found in the cases described above, it is
possible to create access to desired resources for larger segments of humanity,
even with the crafting of innovative institutional mechanisms that are not
purely market-driven. Naidu et al. (2019) argue that

[e]conomics does have its universals, of course, such as market-based incen-
tives, clear property rights, contract enforcement, macroeconomic stability, and
prudential regulation. These higher-order principles are associated with effi-
ciency and are generally presumed to be conducive to superior economic
performance. But these principles are compatible with an almost infinite variety
of institutional arrangements with each arrangement producing a different
distributional outcome and a different contribution to overall prosperity.

Polycentric institutions, as opposed to monocentric ones, can provide effective
solutions for many of the vexing problems identified by the SDGs. The call to
respect plurality will be difficult to ignore.

NOTES

1. Access to such resources facilitates increased access to power-sharing, for
example: leadership, governance, etc.

2. One such example is the process of colonisation, wherein some resource-poor
colonisers could develop at the expense of the access to the resources of their
colonies. In the process, the colonies became “developing” or “underdevel-
oped”.

3. The GSC is an association of leading national and regional solar associations
from both established and emerging markets in order to unify the solar power
sector at an international level, share best practices, and accelerate global market
developments. The GSC can complement ISA in its mission.
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CHAPTER 6

The Globalisation of Foreign Aid: Global
Influences and the Diffusion of Aid Priorities

Liam Swiss

6.1 INTRODUCTION

Although countries follow many different pathways to become aid donors—
and we witness considerable heterogeneity among donors in terms of where,
when, how, and on what they spend their aid funds—there remains a striking
degree of similarity among donors. For instance, donors as different as Spain,
Poland, Canada, and Japan all espouse some form of support for gender
equality in their programming and policies. Many of these similarities derive
from what has been referred to as an “emerging global consensus” around
different development priorities, yet the processes by which donors come to
look and act alike have received limited attention.

To examine this puzzle, this chapter explains why bilateral aid donors often
look and act alike, despite their disparate national interests and histories—
a phenomenon I have previously labelled “the globalisation of foreign aid”
(Swiss 2018). I identify processes that drive this similarity or isomorphism of
aid actors and the diffusion of aid priorities—processes that drive the glob-
alisation of aid. Building on earlier research, in this chapter, I reflect on:
(1) how the isomorphism of aid institutions and the homogenisation of aid
policy represent the effects of these common processes of globalisation; (2)
the implications of the globalisation of aid on the 2030 Agenda for Sustain-
able Development; and (3) how the globalisation of aid contributes to the
thread of “contested cooperation” that is woven through this volume.
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6.2 THE GLOBALISATION OF AID

Despite varied interests and motivations, aid donors often think and act alike
on a wide array of development policies and programming priorities in the face
of otherwise heterogeneous national interests, cultures, development contexts,
and organisational structures. Donors frequently acknowledge the puzzling
degree of similarity in their approaches—the isomorphism of their practices
and institutions—as being reflective of an emerging “global consensus” on
things development- or aid-related. My research into this phenomenon labels
this “the globalisation of aid” and works to explain the puzzle by drawing
upon sociological neo-institutionalism and World Society theory to show how
this globalisation is due to the creation, circulation, and enactment of world-
level models for how aid should be delivered and the priorities on which it
should focus (Swiss 2018).

By exploring the globalisation of aid in two domains (gender and security)
and across donors at two levels (globally and using a three-country compar-
ison), my findings reveal processes that promote the globalisation of aid at the
macro- and micro-levels. At both scales, these processes lead to isomorphism
within the aid sector, despite the divergent national interests, histories, and
contexts of various donor countries. Here, I focus more on the macro-level
processes of globalisation that shape donor policies and priorities, and then
briefly introduce the micro-level processes that operate within aid agencies to
facilitate the globalisation of aid.

6.2.1 Macro-Level Globalisation Processes

The macro-level influences identified build upon the sociological neo-
institutionalist World Society perspective advanced by John W. Meyer and his
students (Boli and Thomas 1999b; Meyer et al. 1997; Schofer et al. 2012).
A primary focus of World Society research is the explanation of isomorphism
among different states and organisations. The empirical literature in this tradi-
tion has provided significant macro-sociological evidence of how the influence
of global cultural models on states leads to isomorphism or globalisation.
World Society researchers show that the increasing isomorphism of states in
areas as varied as educational systems, environmentalism, human rights, and
legal systems derives from the influence of global actors, treaties, meetings,
and networks (Boyle et al. 2015; Cole and Ramirez 2013; Frank et al. 2009;
Kim et al. 2013; Nugent and Shandra 2009; Schofer and Hironaka 2005;
Schofer and Meyer 2005).

Key factors identified in this literature that are linked to the diffusion
of common models and institutions include state ties to international non-
governmental organisations, the timing of global conferences, and the ratifica-
tion of various international treaties or agendas. The World Society perspective
argues that the diffusion of common institutional models is associated with
greater ties to such international actors and the timing of such global agenda-
setting events. Likewise, mimicry and the influence of the behaviour of other
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states are also shown to be a strong factor in promoting the diffusion of global
models. To this end, states are shown to be more likely to display isomorphic
behaviour when they: (1) are influenced by the behaviour of other states; (2)
are more embedded in global networks of international organisations; and (3)
aim to comply with global agendas. It is these same three macro-level influ-
ences that I identify in my research on the globalisation of aid (Swiss 2011,
2012, 2014, 2016b, 2018) and review here.

1. Influence of other donors: Mimicry and contagion

Donors adopt and implement new policy and programming priorities by
copying the work of other donors (Swiss 2014, 2018). As perceived donor
leaders innovate and implement new policy and programming directions, other
donors look to them to inspire their own policy reforms and programming
decisions. This emulation of leading donors is in keeping with earlier theories
of mimicry and their relationship to institutional isomorphism (DiMaggio and
Powell 1983). For instance, Swiss (2018) shows that Sweden—perceived as
a leader in gender equality programming in the mid-2000s—was an inspi-
ration for Canadian reforms to their gender policy and practices in that
period. Indeed, one could argue that Sweden’s 2014 Feminist Foreign Policy
(Ministry for Foreign Affairs Sweden 2018) played a significant role in influ-
encing Canada’s subsequent advent of its Feminist International Assistance
Policy in 2017 (Brown and Swiss 2017; Tiessen and Swan 2018).

Mimicry, in the World Society literature, extends to what researchers refer
to as model density—measured using the number of countries or organisations
that have adopted a world-level model. In essence, the higher the number of
countries that adopt a policy model, treaty, or other institutional forms, the
greater the likelihood that other countries will do the same. Similar to conta-
gion effects identified in other literatures, this density effect is evident in aid
donors as well, with quantitative evidence showing that the more donor coun-
tries adopt a focus on women and gender, the more likely it is that others will
do so as well (Swiss 2012). For instance, statistical modelling of the adop-
tion of donor women/gender policies and units in the period from 1968
through 2003 reveals that for every four donors that adopted such policies,
the chance of other donors following suit increased by more than 100 per
cent (Swiss 2018). This herd mentality among donors demonstrates the clear
role for mimicry and contagion in furthering the globalisation of aid.

2. The DAC and beyond: International organisationsns

Another key macro-level influence on the globalisation of aid is that of interna-
tional and inter-governmental organisations (Boli and Thomas 1997, 1999a).
In the case of Western bilateral donors, the critical organisation in this regard
is the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD)
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Development Assistance Committee (DAC) (Eyben 2013; Kim and Lightfoot
2011; Swiss 2016a; Verschaeve and Orbie 2018). As has been shown in other
sectoral contexts (Alasuutari 2011; Alasuutari and Rasimus 2009), the OECD
and its bodies are venues for standards-setting and policy development and act
as a forum for donor discussion. In my earlier research, I demonstrate how
the DAC’s GenderNet working group of donor representatives played a key
role in the spread of policies on women in development among donors (Swiss
2012).

By holding donor meetings, developing guidelines, and actively policing
DAC donor behaviour through its peer review processes, the DAC shapes
donor norms and encourages donors to conform to a specified set of priorities
and practices. Indeed, the peer review process has been shown to influ-
ence donors to match the “best practices” of other donors as they reform
and refine their aid programmes (Ashoff 2013; Carroll and Kellow 2011;
Pagani 2002; Verschaeve and Orbie 2016). This is not to say that the peer
review process is omnipotent in shaping donor structures and behaviours. As
Lim (2014) shows, the first DAC peer review after South Korea joined the
DAC contributed to some change in Korea’s development cooperation, but
many recommendations were difficult to implement. Although peer review
involves examination by donor peers from other countries, the process is facil-
itated through the DAC, and the body of DAC peer review reports over the
years provides evidence of a clear role for the DAC in setting standards and
encouraging their implementation, by old and new donors alike.

3. The 2030 Agenda and the global goals: Conferences and treaties

The final macro-level influence on the globalisation of aid is that of global-
level conferences, treaties, and their associated agendas. In the World Society
literature, these treaties, events, and their outcomes have been linked to the
diffusion of a variety of policies, models, and institutional forms (Cole 2012,
2013a, b; Swiss 2009; Yoo 2011). For aid donors, these influences have
been felt via world-level conferences such as the Beijing World Conference
on Women (Hafner-Burton and Pollack 2002; Moser and Moser 2005; Swiss
2012, 2018), which influenced donor responses to gender and development,
and more generally worked to shape the global women’s movement. Similar
conferences and their outcome documents, whether aid-focussed (i.e. the
2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness) or not (i.c. the 2015 Paris Agree-
ment on climate change), hold substantial sway with donors. For instance,
following the 2005 Paris Declaration, donors quickly embraced aid effective-
ness principles such as country concentration and donor collaboration, though
the implementation of these principles, in practice, did not always conform to
the intent of the declaration (Brown and Swiss 2013; Hyden 2008; Sjostedt
2013).
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Still, international declarations and agenda-setting conferences are key
factors in explaining the globalisation of aid. Since 2000, we have seen this play
out most clearly through, first, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),
and now the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) of the 2030 Agenda.
For instance, despite the sometimes uneven and problematic adoption of the
MDGs by donors (Clemens et al. 2007; Easterly 2009; Thiele et al. 2007),
we witness at least a rhetorical, if not practical, adoption of the MDGs as a
key factor in shaping donor aid allocation and priorities in a number of areas.
Clemens and co-authors discuss how, even if the MDGs were unlikely to be
achieved through aid, having them as an aspirational or symbolic target was
able to “galvanise” the aid community to act and devote more aid towards
the MDG agenda (Clemens et al. 2005). My interviews with aid workers in
three donor agencies (Canadian International Development Agency, Swedish
International Development Cooperation Agency, and United States Agency
for International Development) revealed this same influence, where having
gender equality as MDG 3 was reported by donor officials as being a valuable
tool for helping advance gender and development as a priority (Swiss 2018).
Even though the SDGs of the 2030 Agenda are relatively new, it is likely that
this latest set of goals will serve a similar role in shaping donor aid allocation
and priorities (Sethi et al. 2017).

6.2.2  Micro-Level Globalisation Processes

At the micro-level, the globalisation of aid is discerned by examining processes
and mechanisms enacted by the personnel and officials working within aid
donor agencies and other development actors. Drawing upon the literature
on policy and norm translation, Fejerskov (2018) identifies these processes
as “micro-sociological processes of agency” through which aid officials act
to translate and adapt ideas into aid agencies. Swiss (2018) highlights five
such processes operating within aid agencies that work to connect them to
the common policy and programming models which reflect the globalisation
of aid: (1) internalisation and certification of models by referring to outside
authority; (2) active connections between donors and local and international
civil society groups engaged in development; (3) bureaucratic activism where
donor officials champion or step outside of their formal duties to promote
policy and programming reforms; (4) policy processes driven by the need
to have a position on some new policy or issue area for an international or
multi-donor meeting or conference; and (5) processes by which donor offi-
cials attempt to assert autonomy from their respective ministries of foreign
affairs (when the donor agency is a separate entity). Each of these micro-
level processes is used by donor officials to justify, explain, enact, and translate
common aid priorities and policies across a wide range of donor actors.
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6.2.3  Why the Globalisation of Aid Matters

While puzzling, the globalisation of aid might seem a trivial feature of the
international aid community. Yet, I argue that these globalisation processes in
the aid sector merit further self-critique from aid actors and greater attention
from researchers because of three main concerns (Swiss 2018, p. 5).

1. Constraints on acceptable priorities: The globalisation of aid may
constrain the potential range of development interventions deemed
acceptable by donors and therefore limit recipient countries in how they
structure their development interventions. For instance, if the majority
of aid donors is primarily interested in supporting health-related devel-
opment in a country, where does that country turn for support of its
other development priorities such as climate change adaptation, renew-
able energy, or governance reform? More consensus among donors about
the priorities of development globally may thus constrain the space for
recipient countries to find development cooperation support outside that
consensus.

2. Less room for innovation: The globalisation of aid can stymy inno-
vation and new approaches—if a donor consensus exists around a given
issue, it becomes more difficult to propose alternative approaches to these
issues within aid agencies. The tendency for best practices in aid to lead
to cookie-cutter or one-size-fits-all approaches to certain development
challenges is emblematic of the risks to innovation or doing development
differently. Indeed, even when innovation is encouraged via “grand chal-
lenges” or pilot initiatives, consensus begins to emerge around successful
innovations, and donors quickly aim to “scale up” the innovation into
the latest cookie-cutter solution.

3. Reduced research and analysis: The globalisation of aid leads to a
reduced need for donors to undertake research and analysis linked to
various priorities and contributes to a shift of donor focus to process
rather than developmental concerns. If the globalisation of aid has led
donors to adopt a relatively uniform set of aid priorities and approaches,
a donor agency has less incentive to ensure that those priorities and
approaches are informed directly by local context and development prior-
ities. In this way, the globalisation of aid can contribute to approaches
that see donors do development similarly in many contexts rather than
valorising the local needs of societies and communities where they work.
In extremis, this may lead donors to a focus that ignores local contexts
and prioritises donor processes over the actual evidentiary basis for aid
interventions.

Each of these limits and constraints underscores the potential downsides of a
globalised aid community and reveals why it is important for aid researchers to
consider isomorphism among aid agencies and their priorities as a potential risk
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to effective and appropriate aid. Unfortunately, these same possible negative
effects of the globalisation of aid are also likely to shape how it influences the
2030 Agenda moving forward, the topic to which I turn in the next section.

6.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR THE 2030 AGENDA

The globalisation of aid is likely to advance in the context of the 2030 Agenda.
SDG priorities will shape aid donors’ programming and policies by narrowing
their focus on the SDGs; however, this may be less evident than in the past
under the MDGs because of the more than doubling of the number of goals.
Indeed, with 17 SDGs, the scope of the SDGs may present donors with a
wider array of policy and programming priorities to target. This may lead to
the appearance of a less isomorphic aid field, but in reality, it might just present
a more diverse set of targets at which donors will aim their efforts while still
conforming to normative pressures to support the SDGs. The globalised aid
consensus will include more potential choices but still constrain donors to
work within the ambit of the SDGs.

Taken to its extreme, another potential risk of the globalisation of aid for
the 2030 Agenda is that donors will overly focus their efforts on a narrow
subset of the SDGs to the neglect of others. This may lead to a patchwork and
uneven implementation of the 2030 Agenda. Indeed, with 17 goals, the ability
of individual donors—or even donors collectively—to address all of the SDGs
in a meaningful fashion is limited. This means that, as aid donor priorities
coalesce around certain SDGs, the globalisation of aid may limit the poten-
tial to evenly implement the 2030 Agenda. In this respect, the contradiction
of having a global agenda imposed through the SDGs that is simultancously
prescriptive but overbroad carries the risk of only a patchwork uptake of the
agenda in a globalised aid context. For instance, there is good reason to
expect that donors will dedicate more energy and resources to the achieve-
ment of certain SDGs and their related targets than others. The focus of SDG
1 on extreme poverty is more likely to attract donor attention and official
development assistance (ODA) dollars than SDG 12 and its focus on respon-
sible consumption and production. Add to this the challenge that donors do
not always choose the most appropriate aid instruments and modalities to
contribute to specific SDGs in a given country, and a globalised aid agenda
in support of the SDGs heightens the risk of a mismatch between donor and
recipient aims (Rudolph 2017).

Likewise, although there is a wider scope of the substantive development
goals under the 2030 Agenda, the influence of SDG 17 to strengthen the
implementation of global partnerships for sustainable development may work
to constrain donor approaches for supporting the SDGs. By focussing donor
efforts on a specified range of modalities such as the use of multi-stakeholder
partnerships, support to capacity-building, or efforts to increase policy coher-
ence, SDG 17 provides donors with an outside authority to refer to in
justifying their programming decisions. The internalisation and certification
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process outlined above would serve in such cases for donor agency officials to
legitimate their policy and programming plans by linking them to support for
SDG 17. Although concentrating donor efforts to support the global goals
would seem to be an inherently good thing for the achievement of the 2030
Agenda, it also runs the risk of having donors exclude alternative approaches
to development that do not meet with the modalities outlined in SDG 17. In
this way, the globalisation of aid can blinker aid donors in their programming
choices and approaches to partnering. These effects of the globalisation of aid
on the 2030 Agenda could play a role in stymying aid /donor innovation in
attempting to achieve the SDGs. Although the breadth of SDG 17 and its
manifold indicators suggests that almost “anything goes” in order for donors
to contribute to the goal, the reality of the wide menu of modalities available
to donors may play the opposite role in limiting donor interventions due to
donors becoming overly focussed on one or another of the 19 targets of SDG
17.

Another implication of the globalisation of aid on the 2030 Agenda relates
to non-DAC donors, South-South cooperation, and new donor countries. The
same sorts of globalisation processes I discuss above in the DAC context have
been shown to shape new and emerging donors in similar ways, though there
still exist significant gaps between the development cooperation of established
and emerging donors (Gulrajani and Swiss 2018, 2019). New donor coun-
tries respond to similar norms about how to be a donor country, as have the
DAC donors, and recent research shows that these normative frameworks are
in flux, possibly converging to a new set of ideas of what it means to be a
donor, whether DAC or non-DAC (Gulrajani and Swiss 2019). If the global-
isation of aid in the 2030 Agenda era brings both conventional ODA donors
and South-South cooperation partners into a common set of priorities and
practices, this may lead to greater coherence of development cooperation—
in its many guises—in support of the SDGs and the broader 2030 Agenda.
Although donor norms for ODA providers and South-South cooperation part-
ners have not always aligned previously, a period of contested cooperation may
see the globalisation of aid shape norms for both that become increasingly
similar.

6.4 THE GLOBALISATION OF AID
AND CONTESTED COOPERATION

Whereas the globalisation of aid is likely more reflective of collaboration in the
development assistance field, contestation can be viewed as a driver of new and
emerging aid policy priorities and programming trends. This section considers
the globalisation of aid’s relationship to both collaboration and contestation
and briefly suggests how it is implicated in this volume’s arguments around
“contested cooperation” in the 2030 Agenda era.
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Collaboration leads to the globalisation of aid. As donors and other inter-
national actors convene to address particular development issues or challenges,
the common approaches, priorities, and guidelines they devise contribute
significantly to the globalisation of aid. This globalisation of aid—donors
sharing common policies and priorities—contributes to what Gulrajani and
Swiss identify as the norms of donorship (Gulrajani and Swiss 2018, 2019).
These norms—the agenda of a globalised aid community—represent the
result of collaboration among an array of aid actors, experts, researchers,
and communities. Successful collaborations lead to shared understandings, the
diffusion of common practices and models, and the isomorphism of aid actors
and practices. Yet, it is clear that the aid sector and its practices can be fickle
and ebb and flow through a series of “new and improved” policies and best
practices on what seems like a more frequent schedule.

Here, I think it is important to consider the globalisation of aid not as a
uniform adoption of one static approach to aid by donors, but instead as a
dynamic series of such priorities, policies, and models that fall in and out of
favour, not only because of collaboration in the aid sector, but also via contes-
tation. Contestation, as many chapters in this volume illustrate, is a key part of
the foreign aid sector globally. Despite the globalisation of aid, there is consis-
tent contestation in the development assistance sector, which can lead to a
heterogeneous adoption or implementation of norms and aid priorities (Cold-
Ravnkilde et al. 2018). Indeed, even when donors arrive at a set of priorities
around an issue such as aid effectiveness, gender, or security, the practices
of aid are highly contested and sometimes diverge sharply from organisation
to organisation, donor to donor (Brown and Swiss 2013). These gaps might
be exaggerated by greater contestation in the donor space. More recently,
conventional DAC donors have witnessed such contestation from emerging
donors and providers of South-South cooperation (Gulrajani and Swiss 2018).
Such contestation of the DAC status quo has been perceived in recent years
via the growing role of the United Nations Development Cooperation Forum,
despite some of its shortcomings (Verschaeve and Orbie 2016).

Contested cooperation, in this sense, represents the cyclical dynamic of the
coming and going of vogues of aid priorities and practices that represent the
globalisation of aid. The aid sector is embedded in the negotiation, adop-
tion, and eventual rejection of globalised priorities and approaches, which are
eventually contested and then jettisoned in favour of a new approach or fad
that has evolved from contestation and collaboration by other aid actors. This
contested cooperation framework—interacting with the globalisation processes
I outline above—makes for a valuable lens through which to understand
persistence and change in development cooperation.

Common aid models emerge from new collaboration, are contested
between, through, and within aid agencies, and may eventually achieve a
form of dominance that results in the seeming isomorphism and diffusion
of aid priorities, which I argue represent the globalisation of aid. Arguably,
the globalisation of aid, and the isomorphism and diffusion it represents, is
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a key outcome of the contested cooperation that this volume identifies in
the global aid sector. With the 2030 Agenda, we are likely to witness these
globalised outcomes around a variety of aid practices and priorities before the
closing of the SDGs in 2030. Indeed, as the variety of actors involved in the
contested cooperation that helps drive this process widens, the globalisation of
aid will likely touch upon many more donors, development non-governmental
organisations, and aid recipients as 2030 approaches.
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CHAPTER 7

The Untapped Functions of International
Cooperation in the Age of Sustainable
Development

Adolf Kloke-Lesch

7.1 INTRODUCTION: AN AGENDA THAT CALLS FOR MORE

In this contribution, I challenge the traditional notion of development coop-
eration by using a functional approach to understanding externally oriented
policies, apply this approach to assess whether the means of implementa-
tion (Mols) incorporated in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development
are commensurate to its universal character, and claborate key features of a
truly universal concept of international cooperation for sustainable develop-
ment. After the introduction setting the scene, the next part unpacks the
traditional notion of development cooperation from a functional perspec-
tive, with a particular view on past contestations in political practice, in
order to arrive at a more basic understanding of different forms and roles
in the fields of international relations and cooperation. In the third part, this
functional understanding is used to roughly compare the ambitions of the
2030 Agenda with the envisaged Mols, with a particular view to implementa-
tion within “developed countries” as well as between them.! The fourth part
takes an exemplary look at the ways international organisations and coopera-
tion formats between “developed countries” have embraced and processed the
agenda during the first four years since its adoption. The conclusion contrasts
the development cooperation concept of the pre-2015 world with a concept
of international cooperation required for the 2030 world.
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The adoption of the universal 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development
with its 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) by a world leaders’ summit
at the United Nations (UN) in September 2015 marked both a big success of,
and a great challenge to, development cooperation actors. Under its ambi-
tious headline “Transforming our world”, the 2030 Agenda presents itself
as “a plan of action for people, planet and prosperity” (United Nations
[UN] 2015c¢). The 2030 Agenda sets “universal and transformative Goals
and targets” and stipulates a “Global Partnership for Sustainable Develop-
ment” under which “all countries and all stakeholders [...] will implement
this plan” (UN 2015c). Development cooperation actors need to learn from
this success, fully embrace its implications, and transform themselves towards
a truly universal international cooperation for sustainable development.

The 2030 Agenda was a success for development cooperation actors
because they were able to leave their conceptual path-dependencies, epito-
mised by the eight Millenniums Development Goals (MDGs),? by joining
the processes initiated by the UN Conference on Sustainable Development
in 2012 (also known as Rio+20) and incorporating their ambitions, objec-
tives, and approaches in the emerging new universal agenda of sustainable
development.

This was by no means preordained. Just a few months before the Rio+20
conference, a High-Level Panel of Eminent Persons on the Post-2015 Devel-
opment Agenda (HLP) was convened by the UN Secretary-General.> The
HLP was, in the first place, understood as a parallel process to what later
became the Open Working Group of the General Assembly on Sustainable
Development Goals (OWG).*

The two processes differed markedly. The HLP worked for “a poverty/basic
needs agenda, serving to coordinate international aid efforts”, whereas the
OWG aimed at “a sustainable development agenda incorporating poverty,
environmental sustainability, economic development, and social equity”
(Fukuda-Parr and McNeill 2019, p. 9). The terms of reference for the HLP
even called on the panel “to advise the Secretary-General on how the SDGs
relate to the broader Post-2015 development agenda”. This mandate putting
the post-2015 development agenda somewhere “above” the SDGs was soon
to be overtaken by history, as the OWG became the one and only inter-
governmental process shaping the new integrated agenda. The report of the
HLP (High Level Panel 2013) acknowledged, and eventually supported, this
comprehensive approach with, for example, the notion of “One World: One
Sustainable Development Agenda”. Hence, the HLP’s report reflects the
beginning of a real acceptance by many—in particular in the traditional devel-
opment cooperation community—that a transformational agenda might be
possible (Dodds et al. 2017). The 2030 Agenda can thus be seen as a result of
a contestation of traditional narratives and norms of development policy and
cooperation that led to the successful evolution of a new normative framework.
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One of the major challenges presented by the 2030 Agenda to develop-
ment cooperation as well as to other actors lies in the fact that its universal,
integrated, and indivisible character constitutes sort of a Copernican turn in
the thinking of (global) development that is not accompanied by a comparable
overhaul of the institutional and instrumental set-up of the pre-2015 world.
Surely, this would not constitute a fundamental problem for the implementa-
tion of the 2030 Agenda if the SDGs would only need to be achieved in the
“developing countries”. Quite the opposite is the case. As the SDGs are calling
for actions by all and benefitting all (Von der Heijden et al. 2014), most of
them can only be achieved globally if also achieved in and by the “developed
countries”.

However, the normative framework of the 2030 Agenda is barely recog-
nised as a contestation or challenge also to the norms and institutions
governing relations and cooperation between the “developed countries”.
This should be of serious concern since implementing the transformative
2030 Agenda within the framework of the pre-2015 institutions and instru-
ments puts the world at risk of also ending up in a pre-2015 world again.

Therefore, both the scholarly and political debates on the international
implementation of the 2030 Agenda (Cooper and French 2018; Stafford-
Smith et al. 2017) should move beyond “North-South” and “South-South”
cooperation and address the agenda’s repercussions also on “North-North”
cooperation. To this end, development studies, when shaping their role in the
decades to come (Baud et al. 2019), also need to more fundamentally review—
and most probably reframe—some of the basic tenets and terminologies they
have stuck to for decades.®

In order to take a bird’s eye view on the changing patterns and necessi-
ties of international cooperation, scholarly debates more than ever need to
make dated as well as more recent diplomatic and bureaucratic terminologies
their subjects by using their own conceptualities and terminologies instead of
following or mirroring the political discourse. This is all the more needed and
demanding, as multiple contestations to the paradigms of development and
development cooperation have led to sort of a Babylonian Confusion aggra-
vating the difficulties of understanding and working in a rapidly changing
world. This contribution does not aim to resolve this. Rather, it should be
read as a call to open a door to new thinking, research, and practice.

7.2 WHAT Is DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION:?
A FUNCTIONAL APPROACH TO EXTERNAL POLICIES

Throughout the past decades, a primarily normative conceptualisation of
development cooperation has been one of its most distinctive features vis-
a-vis other policy fields, which are basically defined or understood in func-
tional terms. Nevertheless, also development cooperation is a manifestation
of governmental functions. The underlying assumption of this functional
approach is that in all states (as “political systems”) “the same functions are
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performed [...] even though these functions may be performed with different
frequencies, and by different kinds of structures” (Almond 1960, p. 11),
and that this can also be applied to the external behaviour of states, which
in the twenty-first century may go well beyond the function of “protecting
the integrity of political systems from outside threats, or expanding into and
attacking other societies” (Almond 1960, p. 5).

Thus, in order to arrive at a functional understanding of development
cooperation, the core question is not “What is the purpose of development
cooperation?” but rather “What zs development cooperation?” (Kloke-Lesch
1998a, b).® The distinction between the basic (or abstract) function of a policy
field on the one hand, and its (changing) substantial purposes (policy goals)
on the other hand, is quite familiar in different policy fields. Foreign policy
is essentially not understood, for example, as peace policy by definition, but
rather in functional terms as the management and shaping of relations to
other states (“Diplomacy s intermediation” [Haynal 2002, p. 34]). Nor is
economic policy primarily conceived, for example, as growth policy, but rather
as governments’ actions influencing economic orders, processes, or structures.

By contrast, development cooperation has been normatively framed mainly
by purpose, namely the promotion of economic and social development of
“developing countries”, with the MDGs having had narrowed this norma-
tive approach to the eradication of poverty (UN 2015a). The geographical
limitation” to (changing) lists of “developing countries” is the inherently
inevitable consequence of the underlying normative concept of development,
followed by the membership of both the UN and the Development Assis-
tance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD). Furthermore, for some decades (and for many actors
and scholars still today), the measures and instruments used for this purpose
have been equalled to aid, or at least have had to show a certain grant element,
characterising the so-called donor-recipient relationship.

Contrary to this primarily normative conceptualisation, I am going to
suggest a basically functional reading of “development cooperation” that is
neither linked to a specific normative concept of development, nor to a limited
group of countries in the first place: “development cooperation” as shaping
conditions within (other) countries by using cooperative and promotional
means. A functional understanding of development cooperation, as well as of
external governmental activities at large, seems better suited to answer contes-
tations that the policy field of development cooperation has repeatedly been
faced with: contestations to the notion and norm of development itself, in
relation to other policy fields, and by new actors and challenges that emerge
over time, not least by the 2030 Agenda. After some sketchy observations on
these contestations, the functional understanding of development cooperation
within externally oriented policy fields is further explained and prepares for a
functional assessment of the 2030 Agenda’s means of implementation.
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7.2.1  The Contested Notion of “Development”

Throughout the decades, development cooperation has mainly been based
on a specific, normative notion of development itself (Kloke-Lesch 2019).
These traditional discourses understand development mainly as a progressive
(“positive”), primarily socio-economic process that needs to happen in the
“developing countries” and had happened before in the “developed coun-
tries”. Also, critical development studies (Veltmeyer and Wise 2018), which
argue in favour of alternative development paths, tend to stick to a norma-
tive and geographically limited (or at least focussed) notion of development.?
At the same time, calls to reconsider and abandon the term “development”
are growing, as the term appears to produce more misunderstandings than
solutions and to perpetuate the dichotomies of Self/Other or South/North
(Schonberg 2019).

In order to break free of these basically normative connotations of “devel-
opment” and get a better grip on the manifold processes under “accelerated
globalisation”, the concept of transformation studies tries to contribute
towards a rethinking of international development (Alff and Hornidge 2019).
Here, transformation is conceived as an open-ended and unpredictable process
(“any process of change, including studying it, or attempts to actively shape
it”) with an emphasis on “the negotiation processes inherent to unfolding
change, rather than about its ultimate result or outcome” not “being bound
or fixed to particular places, regions or areas” (Alff and Hornidge 2019,
p- 142), and thereby also challenging the traditional geographical limits of
the notion of development. This challenge also sneaked into the renewed
definition of development studies that evolved within the European Associ-
ation of Development Research and Training Institutes, which mentions as
one of the emerging novel concerns “poverty and social exclusion in industri-
alised countries” while maintaining development studies as “also characterised
by normative and policy concerns” (Monks et al. 2019).° Moving these
argumentations even further, one could also turn to a more neutral under-
standing of the notion of “development” itself as a term covering the change
(“developments”) occurring or unfolding in any place.

On the normative side, the advent of the universal concept of sustainable
development—with its economic, social, environmental, as well as political
dimensions—constitutes a contestation to both the purpose and the geograph-
ical focus of the traditional concept of development: the 2030 Agenda claims
that development everywhere needs to be sustainable. Thus, sustainable devel-
opment as a concept cannot be confined to “developing countries”, giving rise
to doubts whether the notion of development can have any separate normative
meaning at all alongside the notion of sustainable development. In the same
vein, “the concept of the global common good as a normative and analytical
framework for development research and policy and international coopera-
tion for global sustainability” (Messner and Scholz 2018, p. 1) constitutes a
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fundamental change of perspective by moving the vanishing point of devel-
opment and development cooperation beyond “developing countries” alone.
These various contestations have contributed to an emerging shift “towards a
new paradigm of global development” where the term “international devel-
opment” and the accompanying concept of development cooperation from
the “North” to the “South” became seen as “increasingly inappropriate for
encompassing the various actors, processes and major challenges with which
our world engages in the early 21st century” (Horner 2019). In this context,
it is worth noting that the notion of global development is—and should always
be—broader than a political product such as the 2030 Agenda with its SDGs,
which by their very character are an expression of a political compromise struck
in a given moment in history.'?

7.2.2  Development Cooperation: Novmative Overcharge and the Risk
of Marginalisation

Based on a primarily normative concept of development, most development
cooperation actors from the “North” have a penchant for occupying the
high moral ground and deliberately trying to insulate themselves from polit-
ical, economic, or other interests and concerns beyond their own remit all
too easily denounced as selfish, amoral, or at least short-term, and denied
having normative bearings of their own. This basically altruistic self-perception
renders development cooperation quite a delicate position with regard to other
policy fields. Since giving in to self-interest is seen as an aberration from the
path of virtue and questioning their core identity, development cooperation
actors hesitate to enter in a give-and-take situation with other departments.

In addition, aid that is also oriented towards securing domestic or national
interests is seen as a detrimental (“not always the most efficient, nor the
most effective”) way to maximise global development ambitions (Gulrajani
and Calleja 2019). This claim of maintaining the “integrity” or “purity”
of development cooperation by the “North” as, for example, epitomised in
the Principled Aid Index (Gulrajani and Calleja 2019), is an underestimated
impediment when seeking political compromise. On the other hand, counting
in self-interest and non-developmental normative concerns always has been—
and continues to be—part of the political reality of development cooperation
(Gulrajani and Calleja 2019; Mawdsley 2017). Denying this leads to the often
observed hypocrisy in domestic and international development discourses,
hampering the credibility more than the very fact itself.

Also, the suggestion to understand development cooperation quite broadly
as “a country’s policies and how these affect the current and future welfare
and growth of other countries’ people and economies” and to include actors
“that do not have an explicit policy towards other countries [ ...] because their
policies — for example, on climate, migration, and trade—have a bearing on
people elsewhere, regardless of their intent” (Mitchell 2021) can be seen as
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an acknowledgement of the realities of cooperation while maintaining a tradi-
tional normative orientation. The talk of win-win cooperation and enlightened
self-interest tries to overcome this hypocrisy, but it does not change much the
basic normative understanding of development cooperation.

It was after the end of the “East-West” conflict, in particular, that develop-
ment cooperation actors hoped to break free of the geopolitical considerations
infringing on their activities and focus on their core normative purpose, which
inter alia led to the Millennium Declaration (UN 2000) and the MDGs.
However, the two decades following the MDGs have shown something
different and confronted a normatively overcharged notion of development
cooperation with new contestations. Insulating development cooperation from
infringements by other policy fields, while at the same time confronting
them with far-reaching developmental demands, can lead to isolation and
marginalisation of the policy field or, eventually, to its subordination to others.

7.2.3  Time and Again Too Narvow to Cope with New Challenges

Lastly and most importantly, a normative and geographically limited self-
conceptualisation of development cooperation makes it difficult for devel-
opment cooperation actors to deal with emerging new challenges and new
actors. This could, for example, be observed after 1989, when Western donors
started to support and promote transformation in Central and Eastern Europe
and in the countries of the former Soviet Union by deploying institutions
and instruments of development cooperation. This engagement of develop-
ment cooperation actors was heavily contested, both from within and beyond
the traditional development community, arguing that these countries were
not “developing countries”, the purpose of the engagement was not poverty
reduction, and including them in the official development assistance (ODA)
would crowd out traditional recipients.!!

The primarily normative and geographically limited understanding of devel-
oping cooperation encapsulated in the ODA concept also holds sway over
the discourses on the increased heterogeneity of “developing countries” (van
Bergeijk and van Marrewijk 2013; Fialho and van Bergeijk 2017). There, it
leads to calls to focus development cooperation on low-income countries, to
graduate middle-income countries from the list of ODA recipients, and to
“hand over” cooperation with them to departments beyond the aid agen-
cies. A comparable debate runs about whether, or to what extent, support
for global public goods such as climate or biodiversity (Kaul 2017), activi-
ties in the context of military interventions such as in Afghanistan or Iraq
(Dalrymple 2016; Kisangani and Pickering 2015), or, more recently, measures
in the context of migration (CSO Partnership 2017) should be considered
part of development cooperation.

Furthermore, and not only in these topical contexts, foreign affairs as well
as line ministries of DAC countries have created budget lines and set up opera-
tional structures to implement projects in “developing countries” and to fund



134 A KLOKE-LESCH

respective multilateral institutions, thus bypassing aid departments and agen-
cies, and furthering the “fragmentation of aid” (Klingebiel et al. 2016). To a
significant extent, the emergence of these actors can be seen also as a reaction
to the hesitation and refusal by traditional development actors to embrace new
topics, for example in the areas mentioned above and the related concerns of
other departments. Consequently, and although most of these activities are
reported as ODA, aid departments are struggling to coordinate and embed
them into their broader frameworks of development cooperation.

These contestations from within the individual DAC countries are accom-
panied and reinforced from beyond the DAC by the increasing relevance of
other state actors and approaches often subsumed under “South-South” coop-
eration.!? In its self-perception as well as in the UN, this type of cooperation
is explicitly seen as distinct from ODA (UN 2019b) by following the idea
of a mutually beneficial cooperation taking quite different, multimodal forms
by linking financial and technical cooperation under concessionary terms with
non-concessionary means, knowledge sharing, trade, and investment in all
kinds of sectors.

The discussed concept of Total Official Support for Sustainable Develop-
ment (TOSSD) can be understood as an attempt to develop an overarching
framework for all external, officially supported finance for sustainable devel-
opment (UN 2019a). “Southern” actors see this as the “Southernisation” of
ODA and an attempt to measure “South-South” cooperation with a concept
originally coming from the OECD. Still, the vanishing point also of the
TOSSD concept lies in a group of countries categorised as “developing”.

7.2.4  What Is Development Coopevation?

Given these changing conceptualisations and contestations of development
cooperation, it seems useful to look for a more basic feature that is common
to all the different manifestations: the function of development cooperation
within the externally oriented policy fields (Kloke-Lesch 1998a, b). Such a
basic feature needs to be embedded into a broader functional understanding
of externally oriented governmental activities. For this, it seems helpful to
develop a very basic mapping of the external functions of a state as a “polit-
ical system”, that is, the functions that relate to its external environment and
are performed in order to maintain the system (see Table 7.1). These poten-
tial functions could be basically described as threefold: first, shaping relations
between countries, second, shaping conditions within (other) countries, and
third, shaping global conditions.

Shaping relations between countries is the most basic and oldest external
function of states, including, on the one hand, the relations between the
states (as “political systems”) themselves (from mutual recognition and diplo-
macy through to the threat and use of military force), and on the other hand
non-governmental relations between the countries, such as the interactions of
economic and societal actors or individual persons (e.g. flow of people, goods,
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Table 7.1 Functional mapping of externally oriented policies and the place of
development cooperation

Fields of activity | Shaping relations Shaping conditions Shaping global
between countries within countries conditions
Instruments
Regulation of

governmental and
non-governmental
behaviour
Promotion of non-
governmental
behaviour

Inter-governmental
cooperation

Core functions of development cooperation
Related functions (policy coherence for development)

Source Author

services, capital, knowledge, and information). Traditionally, this function is
exerted by a state primarily with a view to domestic and national purposes,
while in principle respecting the concepts of sovereignty and non-interference
with regard to other states.

However, as the internal developments of other countries sometimes
matter, shaping the conditions within countries emerged as a second external
function of states. This function can be exerted with high, low, or no respect
for the principles of sovereignty and non-interference as well as on the basis,
for example, of a request/invitation from the one state or a proposition by
the other. It may relate to economic or social conditions (e.g. labour stan-
dards, security or human rights issues, or environmental as well as migration
concerns).

Beyond the conditions within countries, there is increasing interest by states
in shaping global conditions. This third external function of states relates to
global public goods as well as other concerns that require more than measures
just within countries (e.g. climate; oceans, including deep sea mining; biodiver-
sity; global macroeconomic stability and a functioning trading system; health;
air traffic security; space; and migration).

When exercising these functions, governments can use and combine a
broad array of means. I suggest categorising them as regulatory, promo-
tional, and cooperative. Regulatory means include laws and norms at the
national and international levels. Promotional means refer in the first place
to financial and other incentives for non-governmental actors (e.g. business,
civil society organisations, individual persons) engaged in external activities.
Cooperative means, in this context, are specifically understood as intended
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intergovernmental project and programme cooperation aiming at concrete,
palpable outcomes.

All three external functions of a state can be performed in unilateral, bilat-
eral, plurilateral, and multilateral ways. The motives can be selfish, altruistic,
or enlightened. The objectives may lie at home or abroad. Furthermore, the
functions can be intertwined. For example, countries can shape relations to
other countries with the aim of changing conditions within these countries, or
they can engage in shaping conditions within other countries while aiming at
global conditions or pursuing domestic policy purposes.

When applying this understanding of external governmental activities, one
can describe the basic function of development cooperation as shaping conditions
within (other) countries by using cooperative and promotional civilian means
(Kloke-Lesch 1998a, b). These instruments include, above all, (1) realising
projects and programmes that are often accompanied by an active influence
on the framework conditions in the respective countries and (2) promoting
non-governmental activities in these countries. For this functional definition,
it does not matter whether it is performed by a dedicated department (“aid
agency”) or by governmental entities scattered across departments. Further-
more, development policy in a broader sense would also try to influence the
regulatory activities, for example by foreign affairs or trade departments, with
a view to its pursued objectives (“policy coherence for development”).

Thus, this functional role of development cooperation can come into play
wherever, whenever, and for whatever reason it is politically desired and
possible to influence conditions in specific countries using civilian means, from
unilateral through to multilateral ones. Such a functional approach to devel-
opment cooperation would not start with the question whether countries,
or people in countries, are needy, but rather whether there is a necessity or
interest felt to impact on developments in countries, irrespective of whether
they are listed as “developing” or “developed” countries.

Depriving the notion of development cooperation of its traditional norma-
tive core and geographical focus is not meant to allow for policies not strongly
rooted in the norms and values that are enshrined, for example, in interna-
tional law and national constitutions (Burchi et al. 2018). On the contrary,
a functional approach can be helpful in better analysing and understanding
the realities and normative framings of international relations and cooperation
under changing circumstances, in comparing the activities of different actors
by using a uniform terminology, and in identifying necessary next steps when
implementing a new, ambitious, and universal normative framework such as
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.

7.2.5 Untapped Potential: A Functional Reading of the 2030 Agenda’s
Means of Implementation

The 2030 Agenda marks a fundamental turn from the concept of “interna-
tional development” organised around the “North-South” binary, poverty



7 THE UNTAPPED FUNCTIONS OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION ... 137

eradication, and aid for “developing countries” to a universal concept of
“global development” with sustainable development at its normative core and
requiring a broad range of Mols in and between all countries: domestic as
well as international, non-financial as well as financial, concessional as well as
non-concessional, and political as well as technical ones (Kloke-Lesch 2016).

Do the 2030 Agenda and the steps to implement it actually live up to
its proclaimed universal ambitions? On the conceptual and normative levels,
the broadening of the substantial purpose of development into sustainable
development is spelt out throughout the document and has, in principle,
been accepted globally. With regard to the universality of the agenda and
the geographic shift from “developing countries” to all countries, as well as
to global issues and global public goods, the picture is more nuanced. On
the one hand, the agenda calls on all countries for implementation (“These
are universal goals and targets which involve the entire world, developed
and developing countries alike” [UN 2015c¢]), and almost all of the SDGs—
including their substantial targets—are framed in a universal way. On the
other hand, the document maintains the distinction between “developed”
and “developing” countries and gives particular prominence to implementa-
tion in the latter, while calling on the former to support these endeavours.
This lopsidedness gets stronger with respect to the means of implementation,
which rely mainly on the Addis Ababa Action Agenda (AAAA) of the Third
International Conference on Financing for Development (UN 2015Db).

The AAAA is a product of the Financing for Development process, which
predates the universal 2030 Agenda and has been limited to the implemen-
tation in “developing countries” (Kloke-Lesch 2016). The relation between
the AAAA and the 2030 Agenda was a contested issue, in particular with
regard to non-financial means of implementation, the role of the “common
but differentiated responsibilities” principle beyond environmental issues, and
to what extent the 2030 Agenda and the individual SDGs should contain
specific means of implementation (Dodds et al. 2017). Eventually, the AAAA
was declared an integral part of the 2030 Agenda and, in addition, means of
implementation targets were included both under each SDG and SDG 17.

7.2.6  Lopsided Universality: A Functional Mapping of the Means
of Implementation of the 2030 Agenda

When applying the functional understanding of external governmental activ-
ities, the 62 Mols mentioned in the 2030 Agenda'?® (see Annex) can be
understood as a regulatory framework geared towards the three fields of
activities described (shaping relations detween countries/shaping conditions
within countries/shaping global conditions) by using the three basic kinds of
means (regulatory, promotional, and cooperative instruments), leading to nine
principle functional fields (plus the overarching Mol 17.14 on policy coher-
ence for sustainable development). In Table 7.2, I assign each Mol to one
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Table 7.2 Functional mapping of the means of implementation of the 2030 Agenda

Fields of]
activity| ‘Shaping relations berween countries Shaping conditions within countries ‘Shaping global conditions Total
Instruments

Regulation of
‘governmental and non-
governmental behaviour

G @ 19(2/14/3)
0 0 0 0 (0/0/18/1/0)

Promotion of non-
governmental behaviour

0 0 0 0 (0/0/4/3/16)

“ e 9 @ P
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (©0/0/2/5/12)
61

Subtotal 1 0 3 1 10 0 15 6 16 0 6 2 2

(0/0/24/9128)
Subtotal 2 14(2/12/0) 40 (14/9/17) 7(3212) 61(19/23/19)

Overarching 17.14

Total 0/0125/9/28)

Universally oriented with an additional focus on “developed countries” 0
Universally oriented 25
Universally oriented with an additional focus on “developing countries” 9
Exclusively oriented towards “developing countries” 28

Source Author

of these fields according to its main focus. In addition, all Mols are cate-
gorised according to their universality or focus on a type of country, leading
to five categories: (1) exclusively oriented towards “developed countries”,
(2) universally oriented with an additional focus on “developed countries”,
(3) universally oriented, (4) universally oriented with an additional focus
on “developing countries”, and (5) exclusively oriented towards “developing
countries”. With all the reservations that these different kinds of rough cate-
gorisations and assignments entail, the analysis provides at least some general
patterns that expose both the overall mindset that led to the Mols of the
2030 Agenda and the blind spots or missing means of implementation.

With regard to fields of activities, the Mols of the 2030 Agenda have a
clear and strong focus on shaping conditions within countries. Two-thirds
(40) focus on implementation within countries, whereas 14 address relations
between countries, and only 7 relate to the shaping of global conditions.
While a strong focus on domestic implementation is indispensable, the rela-
tively lesser focus of the Mols on global conditions is deplorable. Although
this can be explained by the fact that the negotiations on the 2030 Agenda
tried to avoid interfering with other processes, regimes, and institutions, such
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as the ones on climate or trade, it can also be seen as a missed opportu-
nity for injecting a specific 2030 Agenda momentum into these areas and
making them accountable to the 2030 Agenda processes. Regarding the types
of instruments, the Mols are quite evenly distributed between regulatory (19),
promotional (23), and cooperative (19) instruments. The significantly strong
showing of promotional instruments demonstrates the particular focus of the
2030 Agenda on the mobilisation of non-governmental actors, in particular
from the business sector and civil society.

When checking the Mols against the universal aspirations of the
2030 Agenda, three quite significant features emerge: (1) a first majority of
the Mols are framed in a universal way, addressing all countries, “developed”
as well as “developing” countries alike; (2) a second, overlapping majority of
the Mols are exclusively, or with a special focus, geared towards “developing
countries”; (3) not one of the Mols is geared exclusively, or with a special
focus, towards “developed countries”.'* More specifically: the first majority
(34 out of 62) of the Mols are framed in a universal way, including nine of
them giving an additional reference to “developing countries”. When taking
the latter together with the 28 Mols that refer exclusively to implementation
in “developing countries”, one arrives at a second majority (37 out of 62) of
the Mols geared at least partly towards the “developing countries”, including
those that call for support by “developed countries”.

Furthermore, two other features are significant. First, all but one of the
Mols (18 out of 19) that address the regulation of governmental and non-
governmental behaviour (including norm-setting) are framed in a strictly
universal mode; most of them (14) are related to the domestic implemen-
tation in both “developed” and “developing” countries. Second, most of the
Mols that are geared towards the promotion of non-governmental behaviour
(16 out of 23) and international cooperation (12 out of 19) have an exclusive
focus on “developing countries”, addressing primarily the external relations
of, and the conditions within, these countries.

7.2.7  Unfinished Business: “Developed Countries” Ave Not Left
off the Hook

This two-faced character of the means of implementation of the
2030 Agenda—strongly universal on the one hand, and lopsided towards
“developing countries” on the other hand when it comes to specifics—
reveals that the Copernican turn in development thinking being ushered
in by the 2030 Agenda is still incomplete with regard to implementation,
institutions, and instruments. This incompleteness reflects the interests of,
and power relations between, major groups of countries as well as institu-
tional path-dependencies inherited from the pre-2015 world. As “developing
countries” have become used to goals being set by the international commu-
nity for their domestic development (such as the MDGs), this is in many
ways quite a new experience for “developed countries”, in particular when
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operating within a common framework with “developing countries”. For
“developing countries”, internationally agreed goals—including their commit-
ments to implement them via domestic actions—have been acceptable as long
as they are accompanied (quid pro quo) by commitments, although often
vague, from “developed countries” to support this implementation through
aid and other means. “Developed countries” have more or less accepted these
commitments but remained hesitant about accepting means to monitor and
enforce their implementation, even more so if they relate to issues where their
own domestic and the international development goals conflict (King 2016).
Thus, this hesitation by “developed countries” tends to increase even further
with the 2030 Agenda, as now monitoring and implementation relate also
to issues that are traditionally seen as being primarily domestic ones, without
prima facie significant external relevance.

In addition, the pre-existence of the traditional development cooperation
architecture with its institutions and instruments rendered it quite easy to draw
on them when designing the Mols of the 2030 Agenda. At the same time,
this tended to be reinforced by the institutional interests of actors within this
architecture on both the “donor” and “recipient” sides. At the same time, a
more detailed inclusion of means of implementation beyond the development
cooperation architecture—for example in areas such as international human
rights covenants, trade agreements, international finance, or even environ-
mental conventions—was met with some hesitation from many sides, not least
by institutional actors in these areas that wanted to avoid “subordination” to a
framework not of their own making. Thus, it is quite plausible that the nego-
tiations on the 2030 Agenda (Dodds et al. 2017) settled with a prevalence
of Mols related to “developing countries” and development cooperation but
only included a few weaker hints to other institutional arenas.

However, although the Mols do not make specific references to implemen-
tation in “developed countries”, these are not released from their respective
responsibilities. The letter and the spirit of the majority of the Mols are truly
universal and establish a responsibility, in the sense of “obligation” (Bexell and
Jonsson 2017), also of “developed countries” to act on the SDGs domestically
and in their relations with each other. Furthermore, the agenda itself calls on
all countries to put “cohesive nationally owned sustainable development strate-
gies” at the heart of the efforts and underscores “that, for all countries, public
policies and the mobilization and effective use of domestic resources, |...] are
central” (UN 2015c¢).

This is all the more compelling with regard to the “developed countries”.
Their gross domestic product (GDP) amounts to roughly three-fifths of global
GDP, and their trade and foreign direct investment just between them amount
to roughly half of both. But it is not only these figures that matter due to their
sheer size in addition to the spillover effects on other countries and the planet
that go along with them (Schmidt-Traub et al. 2019). Also, the patterns of
production and consumption, of trade and foreign direct investment, and, for
example, of knowledge production and technological development that prevail
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within and between “developed countries” critically shape the global system
and their interactions with other countries.

Furthermore, and most importantly, without being embraced also by the
people of “developed countries” as a positive agenda that is beneficial to them-
selves as well, the 2030 Agenda will not get the required societal and political
support. It is therefore of critical importance to link core societal concerns in
“developed countries” to the SDGs and integrate them as guiding objectives
in the respective domestic policies.

7.3 INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION STILL
LARGELY TRAPPED IN THE PRE-2015 WORLD

The first four years of implementing the 2030 Agenda have seen manifold
initiatives in the fields of international cooperation and relations to embrace
the agenda and translate it into action. However, the agenda’s ambition that
“all countries and all stakeholders [...] will implement this plan” (UN 2015c¢)
has not been met, and “the transformation required to meet the Sustain-
able Development Goals by 2030 is not yet advancing at the speed or scale
required”, as put by UN Secretary-General Anténio Guterres (UN 2019¢).
The reasons for this unsatisfactory picture have been subject to both schol-
arly and civil society debates highlighting, for example, the lack of governance
and institutional mechanisms in domestic implementation (Kindornay 2019);
the voluntarist character of the framework and a lack of both intensification
and institutionalisation of cooperation (Cooper and French 2018); much too
little attention on interlinkages and interdependencies among goals (Stafford-
Smith et al. 2017) or on the underlying social structures, power relations, and
governance arrangements (Martens 2019).

The functional mapping of the Mols of the 2030 Agenda proposed in
this contribution reveals an additional feature: the international implemen-
tation envisaged by the 2030 Agenda remains in many ways trapped in the
development cooperation patterns of the pre-2015 world, focussed primarily
on cooperative and promotional instruments geared towards shaping condi-
tions in “developing countries”. Regulatory and norm-setting Mols—framed
universally and addressing domestic implementation, also within “developed
countries”—are not accompanied by cooperative and promotional means of
implementation. Mols addressing particularly the relations between “devel-
oped countries” are largely missing. The way international organisations
and cooperation formats between “developed countries” have embraced and
processed the agenda so far mainly mirrors this lopsided feature, but it also
shows the first small and reluctant steps out of the pre-2015 trap.

7.3.1 United Nations and Bretton Woods Institutions

It was the UN performing its universal regulatory, primarily norm-setting
function in shaping relations between countries, conditions within countries,
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as well as global conditions that led to the adoption of the 2030 Agenda.
Many of the Mols of the agenda are an expression of this function. However,
the UN has few means at its disposal to enforce the norms set by the agenda.
The only major institutional innovation to support the implementation of the
2030 Agenda is the United Nations High-level Political Forum on Sustainable
Development (HLPF).'® This intergovernmental body is to play a central role
in the universal follow-up and review of the 2030 Agenda, including “vol-
untary national reviews” undertaken by both “developed” and “developing”
countries and involving multiple stakeholders.'¢

However, there are concerns related to the quality of the reports and the
underlying review processes (International Institute for Sustainable Devel-
opment 2019; Kindornay 2019). Furthermore, the consequences of the
reporting are unclear, raising the question of the reviews’ relevance (Beisheim
2018). Another major limitation to the effectiveness of the HLPF is the fact
that the organisations of the UN system, including the Bretton Woods insti-
tutions, and other organisations such as the World Trade Organisation are not
accountable to the HLPF. They are just invited “to contribute within their
respective mandates to the discussions of the forum” (UN 2013, p. 6). Thus,
the HLPF as a truly universal body is admittedly a major achievement in itself,
but it still lacks the means to live up to its mandate.

The universality of the SDGs and of the HLPF is also a challenge to the
other parts of the UN system, with many struggling to overcome their path-
dependencies inherited from the pre-2015 world. What used to be the United
Nations Development System geared towards “developing countries” needed
to turn itself into a United Nations Sustainable Development System, which
carries not only many of the terminological but also political and practical
questions (Burley and Lindores 2016), in particular to what extent activi-
ties geared to domestic implementation in “developed countries” should be
included.

In the meantime, first steps could be observed. The United Nations Devel-
opment Group was turned into the United Nations Sustainable Development
Group. The UN’s statistical work on the SDGs covers all countries, as do, in
principle, major reports on the SDGs, such as the “Global Sustainable Devel-
opment Report” (UN 2019d). The United Nations Department of Economic
and Social Affairs (UN DESA), which traditionally has been the home base of
“developing countries” in the UN (Janus and Weinlich 2018), is now taking
first steps towards becoming the hub and home for the universal SDGs.

In this context, it is worthwhile to note, for example, that the “Financing
for Sustainable Development Report 2019” (UN 2019a) was issued for the
first time under this title (it was formerly known as the “Financing for Devel-
opment Report”), paying tribute to the universality of the 2030 Agenda.
The report also covers, at least to a certain extent, domestic issues “devel-
oped countries” are faced with when implementing the 2030 Agenda, such as
rising inequalities and the gender pay gap, investment-to-GDP ratio, as well as
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public and private debt levels through to sustainable investment and just tran-
sitions. With regard to regulatory means, the report also covers, for example,
the European Commission’s legislative proposals that aim to establish a unified
European classification system of sustainable economic activities (“taxonomy”)
and sees—with regard to integrated national financing frameworks for sustain-
able development—*“clearly scope to do so in both developed and developing
countries” (UN 2019a, p. 11). These first steps towards universality come
as a pleasant difference to the OECD’s “Global Outlook on Financing for
Sustainable Development 2019” (Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development [OECD] 2019c¢), which reduces its very topic to financing
sustainable development in the “developing countries”.

However, there is still some way to go from embracing the universality of
the SDGs in the UN’s conceptual, regulatory/norm-setting, and analytical
work to doing so in its operational activities, which remain largely confined
to shaping conditions within “developing countries”. This requires further
reforms, for example of UN DESA (Janus and Weinlich 2018), and may even
need changes in mandates, for example of the UN’s funds and programmes.

This feature becomes even clearer with the Bretton Woods institutions.
Both the World Bank Group (WBG) and the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) have a tendency of reductively speaking about the “2030 Develop-
ment Agenda” instead of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and
maintaining that they serve the SDGs by delivering on their core mandates,
which actually predate the 2030 Agenda (International Monetary Fund [IMF]
2019a; World Bank Group 2016). Although the WBG claims to “continue
to work in distinct, complementary ways across the full range of low, middle,
and high-income member countries [ ...] allowing transfer of knowledge, experi-
ence, and resources across its entire membership”, the role of the latter is only
seen as to “provide the financial strength of the WBG institutions” (World
Bank Group 2016, p. 3). Also, the IMF, whose mandate is—compared to the
World Bank Group—truly universal, directs its support for the SDGs “primar-
ily” towards “developing countries” (IMF 2019a, p. 2). With regard to climate
change and the IMF, the picture looks a little bit different, as the IMF high-
lights its “unique role among UN agencies: given its focus on macro and fiscal
policies, universal membership and regular interactions with finance ministries”
and that it “has a role in providing analysis of (and guidance on) energy pricing
and macro-fiscal policies consistent with countries’ climate strategies submitted
for the Paris Agreement” (IMF 2019b, p. 41). So far, this view has not been
transferred to the 2030 Agenda. Thus, the potentially transformative power of
the regulatory, promotional, and cooperative instruments of both institutions
remains largely untapped with regard to high-income countries.

7.3.2  OECD and Euvopean Union

As the two major international or, respectively, supranational organisations, the
OECD and the European Union (EU), which are comprised in the first place
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of high-income countries, are of critical importance for the implementation
of the 2030 Agenda in and between “developed countries”. Both committed
themselves quite early to contribute towards achieving the SDGs, but they
are still struggling to translate this commitment into their core operational
activities beyond the realm of development cooperation.

As carly as 2016, the OECD adopted an OECD Action Plan on the
Sustainable Development Goals calling to “apply an SDG lens to the OECD’s
strategies and policy tools” (OECD 2016), followed by the adaption of the
DAC mandate to the 2030 Agenda (DAC 2017). However, despite the
many activities—in particular on measuring distance to the SDG targets in
OECD member countries themselves (OECD 2019b) and on “policy coher-
ence for sustainable development” (OECD 2019d)—the SDGs have not even
been mentioned once in 30 of the 35 OECD Economic Surveys of member
economies issued since 2016.17 These OECD flagship products actually reflect
the views and policies of both the OECD and the respective countries. Only
the surveys on Slovenia (2017), The Netherlands (2018), and Poland (2018)
included references to the 2030 Agenda or the SDGs in an at least somewhat
systematic way.'® The broad neglect of the 2030 Agenda by the Economic
Surveys is particularly remarkable since these surveys cover quite a range of
issues that are highly relevant for achieving the SDGs within the OECD
countries.

A similar pattern could be observed with the EU. On the one hand,
the EU championed the SDGs during the negotiation period and was quite
quick in translating the 2030 Agenda into the new European Consensus
on Development framing the agenda’s “implementation [...] in partnership
with all developing countries” (European Union [EU] 2017, p. 4). On the
other hand, four years after the adoption of the 2030 Agenda, the EU was
still reflecting whether the agenda should have a significant bearing at all
on domestic European policies (European Commission 2019a; Kloke-Lesch
2018), for example through the EU’s budget and regulatory work, which
could significantly contribute to shaping conditions within member countries.
Evidence shows that half of the member states have some sort of national
sustainable development strategy that is actually operational (Niestroy et al.
2019), but that implementation at this level is not supported by community-
level activities “to mainstream the SDGs in all policies, in particular through
the better regulation tools, and other instruments such as structural funds”
(Niestroy et al. 2019, p. 6). It was only recently that the elected presi-
dent of the next European Commission committed to refocus the European
Semester—a framework for the coordination of economic policies across the
EU—into an instrument that integrates the SDGs (von der Leyen 2019).

7.3.3 G7 and G20

The Group of Seven (G7) and the Group of Twenty (G20), as global gover-
nance clubs made up by the major industrialised and emerging economies,
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could be places to address the implementation of the 2030 Agenda, both
within and between these countries. Instead, the summit history since 2015
has shown a different picture.!® The G7 have never endeavoured to systemati-
cally embrace the agenda as something of relevance for their domestic policies
or their relations with each other. Already in 2015, and only a couple of
months before the adoption of the 2030 Agenda, the G7 Summit in Elmau,
Germany, positioned the agenda primarily in the traditional development
cooperation context. The Ise-Shima/Japan Summit (2016) went one step
further by committing “to advance the implementation of the 2030 Agenda,
domestically and internationally” but failed to specify this beyond health
as well as women’s empowerment and gender equality. Thereafter, the G7
summits in 2017 (Taormina, Italy) and 2018 (Charlevoix, Canada) referred
to the agenda only marginally and in relation to “developing countries”. One
could see this reluctance by the G7 as the result of a silent division of labour
between G7 and G20 processes, but the developments in the G20 reveal
similar patterns.

In distinction from the G7, the G20 brings together major “developed”
and “developing” countries that could—and initially did—render it easier to
embrace the 2030 Agenda as being relevant to the domestic policies of its
members. Immediately after the SDG summit, the 2015 G20 Summit in
Antalya, Turkey, committed to “develop an action plan in 2016 to further
align our work with the 2030 Agenda”. The G20 Action Plan on the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development was adopted by the 2016 G20 Summit
(Hangzhou, China) and updated in all of the following summits (2017
Hamburg, Germany; 2018 Buenos Aires, Argentina; and 2019 Osaka, Japan).
The Action Plan and its updates, including the joint OECD,/UNDP report
on the “G20 Contribution to the 2030 Agenda” (OECD and United Nations
Development Programme 2019), are proof of the great potential the G20
holds in contributing to the implementation of the agenda—also within and
between its members—through regulatory work, including norm-setting, and
by initiating or promoting cooperation. However, this potential is left largely
untapped. The G20’s support for the agenda appears to be fading (Bauer
et al. 2019). Updates are limited to collective actions, depend on voluntary
inputs from responsible work streams, and resemble an inventory rather than
a means of driving change. Actions reported are mainly linked to the provi-
sion of global public goods and support to “developing countries”. Since the
presentations on national actions by the G20 members in Annex B to the 2016
Action Plan have not been continued, the only G20 instrument to promote
domestic implementation remains the Voluntary Peer Learning Mechanism
and the documentation of its results in the updates. From a structural point
of view, it is important to note that G20 leaders mandated the Development
Working Group “to act as a coordinating body and policy resource for sustain-
able development across the G20” (G20 Action Plan) but failed to adapt its
composition (and name) in line with the upgraded mandate. Composed in
the first place of representatives from development cooperation departments
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(on the donors’ as well as on the recipients’ side), and without participation
from departments that are responsible for the domestic implementation of the
agenda in the G20 countries, the Development Working Group is in a very
difficult position to impact both other G20 work streams and domestic imple-
mentation. Thus, the underlying common problem with the G20 and the G7
is a widespread and increasing defensiveness of their members and/or leaders
to make domestic implementation of the agenda a common cause between
them.

7.3.4  Bilateval Cooperation and Relations Between “Developed
Countries”

There is little evidence whether, or to what extent, “developed countries”
will introduce the 2030 Agenda as a formative feature into the bilateral rela-
tions between them. As a case in point, the EU and its member states—as
a self-declared “global trail blazer in sustainable development” (European
Commission 2019a, p. 31)—committed to advancing the implementation of
the 2030 Agenda “globally through the full range of their external actions”
(European Commission 2019b, p. 7) but focus, for example, their Joint
Synthesis Report “Supporting the Sustainable Development Goals Across the
World” (European Commission 2019b) exclusively on “developing coun-
tries”. It is surprising that this report does not refer to the recent EU-Canada
and EU-Japan partnership agreements. Both the Comprehensive Economic
and Trade Agreement with Canada and the Economic Partnership Agree-
ment with Japan have dedicated chapters on sustainable development. Both
make explicit reference to the 2030 Agenda or the SDGs and the implementa-
tion within the respective countries; establish regulatory, promotional, as well
as cooperative instruments with regard to trade and investment; and set up
institutional structures and processes (e.g. Committees on Trade and Sustain-
able Development) to oversee their implementation.?? The 2019 EU-Canada
Summit committed, for example, to reinforce research and innovation cooper-
ation to tackle societal challenges and promote sustainable development. For
comparison: also the new Canada—United States—Mexico Agreement resolves
to “further the aims of sustainable development” (preamble) and emphasises
“the importance of green growth [...] in achieving a competitive and sustain-
able North American economy” (Agreement on Environmental Cooperation),
but it does not refer to the 2030 Agenda.?! It is much too early to say
whether the provisions in these different agreements will turn into something
transformative compared to a low-ambition or mere do-no-harm approach.
The same applies to the new Treaty of Aachen between France and
Germany, which also contains specific provisions on the 2030 Agenda,
including the creation of a joint platform to deal with transformation processes
in both societies.??> Another example for introducing the SDGs into a coop-
eration format between “developed countries” can be found within the Arctic
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Council, where “a closer and more visible tie-in between the Arctic Coun-
cil’s work and the SDGs” was discussed although only with the conclusion
“that the Arctic Council could offer valuable guidance in the pursuit of the
SDGs in the Arctic, while their implementation is a national responsibility”
(Arctic Council 2018, pp. 9-10). Even if some of these small steps indicate
a possible direction for the future, they cannot hide the fact that, so far, the
2030 Agenda has not made its way into mainstream relations and cooperation
between “developed countries”. This, however, needs to change if countries
want to live up to the ambition of the agenda and address the emerging geo-
economics and geopolitics of sustainable development, as already becoming
evident, for example, in the Arctic or with the ongoing energy transition
(International Renewable Energy Agency 2019).

7.3.5  Conclusion: Towards Mutually Transformative Cooperation
in the 2030 World

Mapping the Mols of the 2030 Agenda from a functional perspective laid
bare a gap between the universal ambitions of the agenda and its lopsided
Mols, which could also be observed during the first steps of implementing
the agenda, in particular within and between “developed countries”. As the
implementation of the agenda within and between these countries is of
outmost importance to its overall success, the function of development coop-
eration (“shaping conditions within (other) countries by using cooperative and
promotional instruments”) should be exerted also vis-a-vis “developed coun-
tries” wherever necessary, accompanied by regulatory instruments designed
accordingly (“policy coherence for sustainable development”). For this to
happen, the pre-2015 development cooperation model needs to transition into
a model of mutually transformative cooperation for the 2030 world.

So far, development cooperation actors have answered to the 2030 Agenda
mainly by adopting its terminology and using it as a reinforced narrative under-
pinning and incrementally broadening their pre-existing business models. The
new DAC mandate, for example, speaks of supporting “developing countries”
in their implementation of the 2030 Agenda and promoting the importance
of global public goods and policy coherence for sustainable development in
this regard (DAC 2017). The mandate commits to modernising ODA and
improving the development cooperation architecture, but it does not ques-
tion their basic features inherited from the pre-2015 world with respect to the
universality of the 2030 Agenda.

The same phenomenon can be observed with “South-South” coopera-
tion. The Buenos Aires Outcome Document of the Second High-level United
Nations Conference on South-South Cooperation (BAPA+40) reaffirmed the
basic features and principles of “South-South” cooperation such as mutual
benefit, also predating the 2030 Agenda, and put them into relation with the
implementation of the 2030 Agenda while also acknowledging “the need to
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enhance the development effectiveness of South-South and triangular cooper-
ation” (UN 2019b, p. 3). The repeated and supportive reference to triangular
cooperation?? fails to be truly innovative by sticking to an approach aligned
to the “requesting developing country” (UN 2019b, p. 8). Thus, the mutu-
ality of cooperation remains confined to the “South-South” dimension, and
the role of the “North” remains unidirectional.

Although these conceptual role-assignments are political and ideological
constructs that are highly contested by the realities of both “North-South”
and “South-South” cooperation (Bergamaschi et al. 2017; Mawdsley 2017),
they still frame much of the debate and institutional framings. Figure 7.1
illustrates the main features of the pre-2015 model with, on the one hand, the

International development
cooperation organisations

North-South cooperation

— | Unidirectional cooperation organised around the idea of aid
<« "> | Mutually beneficial multimodal cooperation

Fig. 7.1 “North-South” and “South-South” cooperation in the pre-2015 world
(Note LIC [low-income country], MIC [middle-income country], WBG [World Bank
Group], UNDG [United Nations Development Group |, HIC [high-income country].
Source Author)
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unidirectional “North-South” development cooperation basically organised
around the idea of aid and, on the other hand, the “South-South” cooperation
with mutually beneficial cooperation at its purported conceptual core.

However, under the new paradigm of global development (Horner 2019)
being ushered in by the 2030 Agenda, also the concept of development coop-
eration needs to become global, both in political practice and in scholarly
debates. As “the 2030 Agenda constitutes a new basis for international coop-
eration between all countries”, it is evident that “all forms and forums of
international cooperation must contribute to implement the 2030 Agenda”
(Scholz et al. 2017). The agenda’s concept of a Global Partnership for Sustain-
able Development brings about two significant openings in this regard, firstly
by its universality in calling on all countries to implement it, and secondly
by highlighting non-governmental actors, including particularly the private
sector, and all types of resources in a way not seen before in a comparable
document. The former requires “developed countries” to also transform their
relations and cooperation with each other, while the latter both mirrors a
recent trend in the “North-South” cooperation reflected in the beyond-aid
debate (Janus et al. 2015) and allows for fully including “South-South” coop-
eration with its distinctive features of linking aid, trade, and investment in a
mutually beneficial way.

Well thought through, this already entails three core ingredients of a coop-
eration model for the 2030 world: universality, multimodality, and mutuality.
Universality requires incorporating “North-North” cooperation alongside
“North-South” and “South-South” cooperation. Multimodality implies that
cooperation modes previously confined to relations between specific groups
of countries can be applied between all types of countries. Mutuality in a
universal cooperation model extends beyond “South-South” and “North-
North” cooperation and needs to be introduced well into “North-South”
(or “South-North”) cooperation. Furthermore, and most importantly, in a
2030 Agenda context, a universal, multimodal, and mutual cooperation needs
to be transformational, leading to “transformationality” as a fourth ingredient.

Figure 7.2 illustrates key features of a cooperation model for the
2030 world linking all types of countries (exemplified as high-income, middle-
income, and low-income countries) in basically the same ways with each other
as well as with the international and supranational cooperation organisations,
with mutually transformative cooperation at its core. This relates, on the one
hand, to transforming existing cooperation between all types of countries and,
on the other hand, introducing new transformative cooperation. Wherever
necessary, states as well as international and supranational institutions should
use not only regulatory but also promotional and cooperative instruments to
shape conditions within—and relations between—countries of all income levels
in ways conducive to achieving the SDGs.
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International cooperation
organisations

Mutually
transformative
cooperation

Supranational cooperation
organisations

— | Unidirectional multimodal cooperation
4"\ | Mutually transformative multimodal cooperation

Fig. 7.2 Mutually transformative cooperation in the 2030 world (Noze AIIB
[Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank], ASEAN [Association of Southeast Asian
Nations], HIC [high-income country], LIC [low-income country], MIC [middle-
income country], WBG [World Bank Group], UNDG [United Nations Development
Group], IMF [International Monetary Fund], OECD [Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development], EU [European Union], SCO [Shanghai Coop-
eration Organisation], UNSDG [United Nations Sustainable Development Group].
Source Author)

Development cooperation actors (bi- and multilateral ones alike) from both
the “North” and the “South” need to answer whether they want to be part
of this new 2030 world of international cooperation by turning themselves
into a universal means for delivering transformative change across countries at
all levels of income or by just sticking to their normative, geographical, and
institutional patterns inherited from the pre-2015 world. International coop-
eration actors from other governmental departments (both in the “North”
and the “South”) as well as international and supranational organisations need
to decide whether to also introduce the transformative momentum of the
2030 Agenda into their cooperation with (other) “developed countries” or
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to confine this to their cooperation with (other) “developing countries”. Both
groups of actors have to face the challenge that, in a world of common and
collective problems (Haddad 2013), it is increasingly inadequate and inap-
propriate to stick to a cooperation architecture that separates countries and
actors instead of bringing them together as equals working and (re)searching
for the global common good. Development cooperation actors as well as
other actors should embrace this opportunity. The function of international
cooperation in the 2030 world is to jointly deliver change, not aid.

NOTES

1.1 put the terms “developing countries” and “developed countries” into

quotation marks throughout the text, as these terms have become highly
inappropriate given the increasing differentiation between countries. The same
applies to the terms “North” and “South”. Towards the end of the chapter,
I use the terms “high-income”, “middle-income”, and “low-income” coun-
tries to indicate a rough differentiation by income categories, although such a
differentiation is still only based on one criterion. In its new Five-Year Strategy,
the Overseas Development Institute (ODI) in London decided to “transition
from using terms such as ‘developing’ and ‘developed’ that create false distinc-
tions between countries, communities and the universal challenges we all face”
(Overseas Development Institute 2018).

. The MDGs were established on the basis of the United Nations Millennium
Declaration, adopted in 2000 (UN 2000, 2015a).

. The panel was part of the Secretary-General’s post-2015 initiative mandated
by the 2010 MDG summit (UN, n.d.-a).

. The OWG was initiated by the Rio+20 conference (UN, n.d.-b).

. This might also be helpful with resolving some of the other highly contested
issues such as “beyond aid” (Janus et al. 2015), the diversity and comparability
of “South-South” cooperation (Chaturvedi 2018), and the convergence of
“North-South” and “South-South” cooperation (Chaturvedi 2016; Li 2018).

. Here and in the following, this paper takes up and refines some observations
and propositions the author elaborated on at the end of the 1990s (Kloke-
Lesch 1998a, b).

. I refer to geographies of development or development cooperation in a socio-
economic sense, not in the sense of physical geographies.

. Also, ethical approaches to development (Dower 2008; Drydyk 2017) tend to
stick to a geographically confined approach.

. EADI’s claborate definition of development studies covers definitions and
goals, learning and teaching, and learning objectives (outcomes). The intro-
ductory definition reads as follows: “Development Studies (also known as
‘international development studies’ or ‘international development’) is a multi-
and inter-disciplinary field of study rather than a single discipline. It seeks
to understand the interplay between social, economic, political, technolog-
ical, ecological, cultural and gendered aspects of societal change at the local,
national, regional and global levels” (European Association of Development
Research and Training Institutes 2017).
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Therefore, development studies, also when turning into global development
studies, need to maintain intellectual independence and “the SDGs should not
become a straightjacket” for them (Melber 2017).

For some time (until 2005) the DAC tried to accommodate the difficulties
by introducing the term “official aid” for countries and territories in transition
(including Russia), which also included more advanced developing countries.
Today, all the countries concerned (except Russia) are either on the DAC List
of ODA recipients or have become—some after being on the list for some
years—members of the EU (OECD, n.d.).

The increasingly relevant private philanthropic actors the Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation are left aside in this contribution but could be subsumed under
the non-governmental actors that are potentially subject to regulatory and
promotional functions of external governmental activities (see Table 7.1).
While focussing the analysis on the 62 explicit Mols, it has to be acknowl-
edged that many SDGs and their targets are, in fact, means themselves or
intermediate goals contributing to the achievement of higher goals, rendering
the distinction between goals and targets on the one hand, and MOI on the
other hand, somehow artificial (Elder et al. 2016). In addition to the 62 explicit
Mols, 19 out of the (other) 107 SDG targets can be seen as process targets
(Development Assistance Committee [DAC] 2016).

This is particularly surprising, as at least the targets under SDG 8 (Decent
work and economic growth) and SDG 12 (Responsible consumption and
production) call on “developed countries” to take the lead with improving
global resource efficiency in consumption and production and endeavouring
to decouple economic growth from environmental degradation, in accordance
with the 10-Year Framework of Programmes on Sustainable Consumption and
Production.

The HLPF was mandated in 2012 by the outcome document of the Rio+20
conference (UN 2012).

Until 2019 roughly 140 countries (out of them around 30 “developed coun-
tries”) have submitted voluntary national reviews to the HLPF, indicating at
least a certain interest in showing domestic efforts of implementation in both
“developing” and “developed countries” (UN, n.d.-c).

. The Economic surveys can be found on the OECD website at http://www.

oecd.org/economy/surveys/.

The surveys on the Czech Republic (2018) and Denmark (2019) made just
marginal references.

For the G7 and G20 Summit documents, turn to http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/
and http://www.g20.utoronto.ca/.

Also the EU-Mercosur Association Agreement is designed in a similar way. The
EU agreements with Canada, Japan, and Mercosur can be found at https://
eeas.curopa.cu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage_en.

For a brief assessment of the Environmental Cooperation Agreement under
CUSMA, see Cosbey (2019); the texts of the draft agreements can be found
here: https://www.international.gc.ca/trade-commerce /trade-agreements-acc
ords-commerciaux/agr-acc/cusma-aceum/text-texte /toc-tdm.aspxrlang=eng.
See https: / /www.auswaertiges-amt.de /blob/2179780 /ccd486958222bd5a49
0d42c¢57dd7ed03,/190118-download-aachenervertrag-data.pdf.
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23. Triangular cooperation is conceptualised as a “collaboration in which tradi-
tional donor countries and multilateral organizations facilitate South-South
initiatives” (UN Office for South-South Cooperation 2019).

ANNEX

Annex: Means of implementation of the 2030 Agenda

SDG 1 No
Poverty

1.a Ensure significant mobilization of resources from a variety of sources, including through enhanced
development cooperation, in order to provide adequate and predictable means for developing countries, in
particular least developed countries, to implement programmes and policies to end poverty in all its
dimensions

1.b Create sound policy frameworks at the national, regional and international levels, based on pro-poor
and gender-sensitive development strategies, to support accelerated investment in poverty eradication
actions

SDG 2 Zero
Hunger

2.a Increase investment, including through enhanced international cooperation, in rural infrastructure,
agricultural research and extension services, technology development and plant and livestock gene banks
in order to enhance agricultural productive capacity in developing countries, in particular least developed

countries

2.b Correct and prevent trade restrictions and distortions in world agricultural markets, including through
the parallel elimination of all forms of agricultural export subsidies and all export measures with
equivalent effect, in accordance with the mandate of the Doha Development Round

2.c Adopt measures to ensure the proper functioning of food commodity markets and their derivatives and
facilitate timely access to market information, including on food reserves, in order to help limit extreme
food price volatility

SDG 3 Good
Health and
Well-being

3.a Strengthen the implementation of the World Health Organization Framework Convention on Tobacco
Control in all countries, as appropriate

3.b Support the research and development of vaccines and medicines for the communicable and non-
communicable diseases that primarily affect developing countries, provide access to affordable essential
medicines and vaccines, in accordance with the Doha Declaration on the TRIPS Agreement and Public
Health, which affirms the right of developing countries to use to the full the provisions in the Agreement
on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights regarding flexibilities to protect public health,
and, in particular, provide access to medicines for all

3.c Substantially increase health financing and the recruitment, development, training and retention of the
health workforce in developing countries, especially in least developed countries and small island
developing States

3.d Strengthen the capacity of all countries, in particular developing countries, for early warning, risk
reduction and management of national and global health risks

SDG 4 Quality
Education

4.a Build and upgrade education facilities that are child, disability and gender sensitive and provide safe,
non-violent, inclusive and effective learning environments for all

4.b By 2020, substantially expand globally the number of scholarships available to developing countries,
in particular least developed countries, small island developing States and African countries, for
enrolment in higher education, including vocational training and information and communications
technology, technical, engineering and scientific programmes, in developed countries and other
developing countries

4.c By 2030, substantially increase the supply of qualified teachers, including through international
cooperation for teacher training in developing countries, especially least developed countries and small
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island developing States

5.a Undertake reforms to give women equal rights to economic resources, as well as access to ownership
and control over land and other forms of property, financial services, inheritance and natural resources, in

accordance with national laws

SDG 5 Gender

5.b Enhance the use of enabling technology, in particular information and communications technology, to

promote the empowerment of women

Equality
5.¢ Adopt and strengthen sound policies and enforceable legislation for the promotion of gender equality
and the empowerment of all women an