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ABSTRACT 

 
The literature on aid allocation shows that many factors influence donors’ decision 
to provide aid. However, our knowledge about foreign aid allocation is based on 
traditional foreign aid, from developed to developing countries, and many assump-
tions of these theories do not hold when applied to southern donors. This article 
argues that south-south development cooperation (SSDC) can be explained by the 
strength of development cooperation’s domestic allies and foes. Specifically, it 
identifies civil society organizations as allies of SSDC and nationalist groups as 
opponents of SSDC. By using for the first time data on SSDC activities in Latin 
America, this article shows the predictive strength of a liberal domestic politics 
approach in comparison to the predictive power of alternative explanations. The 
results speak to scholars of both traditional foreign aid and south-south develop-
ment cooperation in highlighting the limits of traditional theories of foreign aid 
motivations. 
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Over the last 20 years, the flow of south-south development cooperation 
(SSDC), defined as aid provided by developing countries, has increased. 

Although often underreported and sometimes hard to quantify, the United Nations 
has estimated that SSDC exceeded $20 billion in 2013 (UNGA 2015).1 Although 
this number includes loans, it was 19.5 percent of the total bilateral aid provided by 
traditional donors that year, according to data from the Organization of Economic 
Development and Cooperation’s (OECD) Creditor Reporting System (CRS). Fur-
thermore, SSDC has been increasing ever since. Just in 2016, the UN Development 
Program (UNDP) counted more than 500 south-south development projects 
involving 127 countries (UNDP 2016).  
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       Why are developing countries engaging more and more in these activities? 
What are the motives behind the provision of foreign aid among countries from the 
Global South? From a foreign policy tool to advance political objectives (Morgen-
thau 1962) to a humane internationalist identity (Lumsdaine 1993), foreign aid has 
been understood as driven by either self-interest or altruism (Pauselli 2019). The lit-
erature on aid allocation shows that many factors influence donors’ decision to pro-
vide or withhold aid, among them strategic interests, punishment for undemocratic 
behavior, normative factors, bureaucratic politics, and domestic politics. However, 
our knowledge about foreign aid allocation is based on foreign aid from developed 
to developing countries. This article aims to study developing countries’ motivations 
to provide aid.  
       Despite increasing in the last decades, SSDC has received little to no attention 
in the literature of international political economy and international relations. This 
article argues that the literature on foreign aid focuses mainly on North-South rela-
tions, and it contains assumptions that do not apply to South-South relations. 
When SSDC has been studied, scholars have focused only on case studies that are 
hard to generalize to all developing countries or quantitative analysis that pools 
developing countries with new donors from developed economies. Because of its 
distinct characteristics and circumstances, it is puzzling to explain the existence of 
(minuscule) SSDC. This article argues that domestic allies and foes are the main 
drivers of SSDC in Latin America. This argument will be tested by conducting an 
empirical analysis of the allocation of SSDC projects in the region. 
       The article proceeds as follows. First it reviews the literature on foreign aid 
motivations and highlights its limits when applied to south-south development 
cooperation. Second, it theorizes the role of allies and foes of SSDC in southern 
countries and why their strength in governments can explain the intensity of SSDC. 
This section includes a series of hypotheses derived from this argument and the lit-
erature on foreign aid by traditional donors. Third, it presents a research design to 
test whether the strength of civil society actors and nationalist groups can predict the 
number of SSDC activities offered by Latin American countries in the period 
between 2007 and 2017. The final section offers conclusions and questions for fur-
ther research.  

 
FOREIGN AID MOTIVATIONS 
 
Why would a country spend scarce resources with the declared goal of advancing 
development in another country? Both selfish and altruistic motivations have been 
the endpoints of a continuum of reasons that countries supposedly decide to 
become aid donors and allocate resources in specific countries.  
       One prominent reason is to use foreign aid as a foreign policy tool to advance 
the donor’s strategic and security interests, as explained by prominent Realist schol-
ars (Mogenthau 1962).2 During the Cold War, for example, foreign aid was part of 
the political competition between the capitalist and communist worlds: capitalist 
developed countries spent resources in developing countries to prevent Communist 
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influence from increasing in those regions (Baldwin 1966). Schraeder et al. provide 
evidence that strategic and ideological factors related to the Cold War strategic dis-
pute influenced decisions of four donors to allocate foreign aid in African countries, 
and they also highlight the importance of economic, particularly trade, interests in 
northern aid calculations (Schraeder et al. 1998). Others have also argued that polit-
ical and strategic considerations, colonial ties, and political alliances dictate the 
direction of foreign aid (Alesina and Dollar 2000). Other scholars point to the 
search for new markets for exports or imports (Brazys 2013). The literature on 
SSDC has also highlighted selfish and strategic motives behind the provision of aid 
(Quadir 2013). 
       Furthermore, contrary to their verbal commitment or their support from 
domestic public opinion (Allendoerfer 2017), donor countries do not seem to con-
sistently reward respect for human rights in their foreign aid allocations (Neumayer 
2003). A large volume of aid still goes to corrupt and autocratic governments and 
to countries other than those that need aid the most (Easterly and Pfutze 2008). In 
sum, according to this literature, aid is a function of donors’ pursuit of selfish inter-
ests. Under this framework, it is implicit that donors have the economic capacity to 
disburse enough financial resources to “buy” the political will of the recipient or to 
prevent the recipient from doing something it would otherwise not do. This 
assumption of resource abundance, however, is not possible for donor countries 
that, at the same time, are developing economies. 
       Another branch of the literature argues that foreign aid is a foreign policy tool 
that could potentially serve multiple interests. However, motivations for aid alloca-
tion are determined domestically, and variation among donors is explained by inter-
actions among different domestic actors and institutions that influence aid deci-
sions. These actors are usually government bureaucracies or private actors that derive 
material gain from foreign aid. Hence, states’ motivations are a function of societal 
groups and public opinion preferences. The state is not a unified actor and does not 
necessarily have an agency role; it provides the policy outcomes of preference by dif-
ferent actors determined within the domestic institutional framework.  
       Vast empirical work on foreign aid allocation has provided support for the 
effect of local actors and institutions on the provision of foreign aid. Lancaster 
argues that bureaucratic politics, especially the existence of a strong and independ-
ent bureaucracy of development cooperation (agency), creates a strong advocate for 
the provision of more foreign aid (Lancaster 2006). In the case of south-south coop-
eration, the role of domestic bureaucracy might be even stronger than it is among 
traditional donors. At the multilateral level, no single organization plays a role sim-
ilar to that of the OECD for developed countries. In part, this is because southern 
donors have been reluctant to accept standards for giving aid (Kern and Pauselli 
2017). However, it should be noted that the state’s institutional strength in devel-
oping countries is weaker than in developed countries. Because of this, this theory 
needs to be further tested in the context of SSDC. 
       Other studies have shown that a key component to understanding foreign aid 
allocation is domestic politics. Specifically, the economic interests of domestic 
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organized actors with access to political power, the ideology of political parties 
(Thérien and Nöel 2000; Bueno de Mesquita and Smith 2009; Milner and Tingley 
2010; Lundsgaarde 2013), or the donor’s political economy orientation (Dietrich 
2016) affect aid allocation decisions. These works usually predict both selfish and 
altruistic uses of foreign aid, depending on how the coalitions are formed domesti-
cally (Heinrich 2013). Domestic actors maximize their gains if the state provides 
aid: either they increase their economic well-being or they report satisfaction by 
helping those that need aid the most. However, these studies assume either that the 
amount of aid given is large enough to generate economic benefits for some domes-
tic actors in the donor country or that the donor aid activities are known by the gen-
eral public in order to receive support as a humanitarian endeavor. Neither of these 
assumptions applies to developing countries, as will be shown here. 
       A third group of scholars focuses on the influence of ideas, norms, and identi-
ties to explain states’ behavior at the international level. Specifically, shared norms 
and ideas shape actors’ preferences to adjust to prosocial behavior (Wendt 1999). 
These scholars have argued that normative factors, such as helping those countries 
that are the neediest, have influenced donors’ decisions to provide aid (Lumsdaine 
1993; Neumayer 2005; Van der Veen 2011). The literature on SSDC has also 
pointed out humanitarian motives behind the provision of aid among developing 
countries (Bergamaschi and Tickner 2017). However, empirical studies have shown 
that donors pursue mixed goals, some of them aligned with a focus on the recipients’ 
needs while others distant from the requirements of those that most need the aid 
(Thiele et al. 2007).  
       Similar to other works in the literature, these arguments assume that the donor 
has the economic capacity to make a significant contribution to the recipient coun-
try. Moreover, and more important, these arguments assume that the donor country 
has no, or at least many fewer, domestic challenges that can focus its attention on 
helping noncitizens beyond its borders. For example, many donors from the Global 
South spend resources on fighting hunger in another developing country when 
domestically a significant proportion of the population is jobless and lives below the 
poverty line. Again, these assumptions do not hold for developing countries that are, 
at the same time, donors of aid. 
       What has the literature said about SSDC? The academic literature on SSDC has 
studied new donors’ motivations mostly through case studies, which makes it hard 
to compare results and draw generalizable conclusions. In addition, the most-stud-
ied cases have been Brazil, China, and India, which are, in turn, the biggest 
economies in the developing world. Despite these issues, the literature has charac-
terized these countries’ aid practices as taking recipients’ needs and governance into 
account in their aid allocation decisions (Semrau and Thiele 2017; Fuchs and 
Rudyak 2019), containing patriarchal and colonial rationales (Carrasco Miró 2019), 
and pursuing national security goals (Leal and Moraes 2018). Similar to traditional 
donors, China’s allocation of aid seems to be shaped by political considerations 
(Dreher and Fuchs 2015) and the objective of promoting trade with developing 
countries (Fuchs and Vadlamannati 2012; Fuchs and Rudyak 2019). These argu-
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ments can easily be read through the lenses of theories of foreign aid developed to 
explain traditional donors’ allocation of resources. 
       An exception to the study of single donors is Dreher et al. 2011, which com-
pared the allocation behavior of new donors to old ones. The authors found that 
new and traditional donors behave similarly in the sense that both groups of donors 
incorporate commercial self-interest in their aid allocation decision. However, they 
differ in that new donors do not take governance variables into account (Dreher et 
al. 2011). Although it was the first attempt to show regularities empirically among 
new donors, Dreher et al. consider both southern and DAC countries.3 Among 
these new donors are four DAC donors and eight non-DAC countries that report 
their development cooperation policies to the DAC. Because of this, the study’s 
results narrowly focus on wealthier new donors that also are more willing to coop-
erate with DAC policies.4  
       On the one hand, some scholars argue that for southern donors, SSDC’s goal 
is to advance the donor’s political objectives and that the dominant prerogatives 
have to do with economics and national security (Bry 2017). Among Latin Ameri-
can donors, evidence seems to suggest that some donors do indeed pursue selfish 
goals. It has been argued that Brazilian cooperation is used as a tool to foster change 
in international relations (Santander and Alonso 2018) and to achieve broader for-
eign policy objectives (Inoue and Costa Vaz 2012).5 Mexico has also used its role as 
donor to challenge the international development regime (Villanueva Ulfgard and 
López Chacón 2017). This is not the case for all southern donors: Colombia has 
tried to accommodate its aid to northern standards in order to reap reputational 
benefits as a consolidated donor and economy (Bergamaschi et al. 2017). On the 
other hand, studies have highlighted that SSDC seeks to shift aid relationships from 
dependency, imperialism, militarization, and conditionality to a framework of soli-
darity with the neediest recipients (Appe 2018). Venezuela has been cited as an 
example of ideological SSDC (Santander and Alonso 2018).  
       Still other studies argue that bureaucracies are the drivers of SSDC. In the case 
of Brazil, a study has shown the influence of civil servants in the provision of devel-
opment aid. However, the role of bureaucracies might be in tension with the pref-
erences of the executive. Furthermore, other domestic actors can constrain the exec-
utive’s ability to invest in foreign aid. According to van der Westhuizen and Milani 
(2019), some constituencies (especially the parliament and mass media) are key 
stakeholders in the oriented-for-results aid, since they can urge or discourage gov-
ernments to engage in aid programs when issues become salient. 
       The argument here is that developing countries that give foreign aid do not pursue 
altruistic or self-interested goals, nor are their bureaucracies strong enough to be able to 
push through their own agenda successfully. These developing countries still have 
domestic challenges to overcome, and they do not provide aid in a context where their 
budgets allow them to make significant financial contributions to buy a recipient. Both 
the altruistic and self-interest arguments rely on the assumption the countries have 
enough resources to make a positive impact in the recipient country or successfully to 
advance their self-interest goals by buying or rewarding allies or strategic partners. 
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       Furthermore, most developing countries do not spend a considerable amount 
of resources on aid, which should prevent the emergence of strong bureaucracies 
able to have an impact on foreign policy decisions. For example, Colombia and 
Chile are two of the most prominent donors in Latin America. According to data 
from Dreher et al. (2011), Chile provided aid at a value of 400,000 USD in the 
period 2007–8 and Colombia 2,560,000 USD from 2002 to 2008. These amounts 
represented 0.19 percent and 1.23 percent, respectively, of the total aid provided by 
Portugal, one of the smallest donors in the CRS-DAC system, only in 2008.6 Most 
of SSDC is technical cooperation, which, according to the definition provided by 
the OECD (2003), is “the transfer of technical and managerial skills or of technol-
ogy for the purpose of building up general national capacity.” 
       Not only do developing countries need to be more strategic with how they 
spend scarce resources because of material constraints, they are unable to pursue 
multiple goals, and they need to focus on a few of them. For this reason, the argu-
ment that most developing countries will have motivations similar to those of tradi-
tional donors seems unconvincing. Analyzing SSDC is an important test for theories 
that predict that foreign aid is an instrument for pursuing self-interested or altruistic 
goals: it is by assessing the scarcity of resources that we should be able to see whether 
a country uses foreign aid to try to attain a worthwhile goal, such as to promote its 
own security or economic interests or advance another actor’s well-being. Because 
nontraditional donors are usually developing countries, they still face many devel-
opment challenges domestically. For this reason, providing resources to other devel-
oping countries while showing solidarity with other societies’ needs can raise domes-
tic opposition. Thus, these countries’ efforts to provide technical and development 
cooperation to other developing countries raise questions regarding the potential 
strategic benefits these countries can gain from SSDC. 

 
AID AMONG SOUTHERN COUNTRIES:  
DOMESTIC ALLIES AND FOES 
 
Foreign aid is widely accepted as a tool to promote or advance foreign policy goals. 
The literature on foreign aid identifies many policy objectives, such as increasing the 
donor’s strategic and security interests, opening new foreign markets, gaining access 
to natural resources, or compliance with an international social norm that requires 
richer countries to help poorer countries. However, part of all these objectives 
requires donors to have access to and influence on the domestic and foreign affairs 
of the recipient country (Apodaca 2006). In order to promote geostrategic interests, 
further economic interests, or prevent or offset the effects of global negative exter-
nalities that can potentially affect a donor country, aid should be large enough to 
achieve these goals. Insignificant amounts of aid would be a waste of resources if it 
did not achieve the intended goals. Although both North-South and South-South 
development cooperation are genuine transfers of resources and capacities from one 
country to another, the latter does not imply a significant transfer of resources; it 
usually is manifest in the form of technical cooperation.  
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       This raises questions about how aid provided by southern donors responds to the 
motives already identified in the literature for northern donors. In other words, 
national and international pressures (low degree of development, international power 
hierarchy) limit what a country can do (Konary 1984). Developing countries have 
traditionally been the recipients of foreign aid. They have been those in the most 
need, facing developmental challenges they could not overcome by themselves. Their 
level of development constrains these countries from allocating significant resources 
to many policy objectives besides the most basic ones (for example, education, health, 
bureaucracy, and security). Sometimes even these most basic objectives are not met. 
Foreign aid, in these cases, would not be a useful foreign policy tool as it is for 
resource-rich countries. However, we do see south-south aid activities.  
       The argument advanced in this article is that giving aid to another developing 
country under the label of south-south cooperation is a function of the strength of 
certain domestic actors. Specifically, nationalist actors are expected to reduce a 
country’s involvement in SSDC. At the same time, the strength of civil society 
organizations will tend to increase a country’s role as a donor of SSDC.  
       To understand the role aid plays in developing countries’ foreign policies, it is 
necessary to look at the goals of governments. Most leaders want to survive. In many 
developing countries, they took office after winning elections by making promises 
to their constituencies. Development cooperation offered by developing countries is 
a function of governments’ domestic agenda, and it depends on the support of 
domestic actors. Following Milner and Tingley (2010), I argue that there are 
domestic actors who support and oppose foreign aid. However, unlike their argu-
ment, my argument is that these actors do not support or oppose foreign aid activ-
ities based on the domestic distributional consequences of aid: SSDC is mainly a 
technical activity that does not generate significant domestic distributional conse-
quences. However, it can be aligned or at odds with certain domestic narratives on 
how to engage with the rest of the world. This argument might potentially apply to 
traditional donors, and there is experimental evidence that points to the relevance 
of “friends” and “foes” of foreign aid (Heinrich et al. 2018). 
       The literature on SSDC has recognized the role of domestic actors in the pro-
vision of aid from southern donors. However, it has not theorized or empirically 
tested their influence. It is argued here that the strength of domestic allies and foes 
explains the intensity of SSDC. Domestic allies are actors that are likely to be 
involved in SSDC activities, and foes are those that oppose cooperative activities 
with other countries for ideological reasons. The main source of influence for these 
groups is their strength or influence within the government: the more access to deci-
sionmaking processes friends and foes of SSDC have, the more they will be able to 
push for policy aligned with their own preferences regarding SSDC. Specifically, the 
literature identifies civil society organizations as allies of SSDC and nationalist 
groups as opponents of SSDC. 
       Civil society organizations (CSOs) can be principle-oriented or profit-oriented. 
Either way, their work is supported by state actors (foreign donors or their home 
state). In contexts where they can influence state policies, they will probably become 
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interest groups, advancing policies from which they can reap benefits (tangible, like 
economic, or intangible, such as promoting a specific agenda of their interest). I the-
orize that CSOs play an important role in the supply of SSDC: when the state is 
more open to inputs from civil society organizations, we should expect greater 
SSDC activities. Case studies from Latin American donors seem to provide qualita-
tive evidence to support this relationship and illustrate the theorized mechanisms. 
In the technical cooperation offered by Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Mexico, CSOs 
are involved in either the design or the provision of SSDC initiatives. 
       Nonstate organizations are key actors in the provision of aid, even among 
southern donors. The case of Chile exemplifies this. According to data from the 
Chilean Agency for International Cooperation, in 2018, 76 nonstate organizations 
participated in the design and implementation of bilateral and triangular SSDC ini-
tiatives. Universities and civil society organizations represented most of these actors. 
Furthermore, only 53 percent of the total Chilean aid has been executed by state 
agencies (AGCID 2019). More specifically, 60 percent of one of the leading Chilean 
SSDC programs, Chile Fund Against Hunger and Poverty, has been implemented 
by Chilean NGOs (Pérez Gaete 2020). 
       Civil society organizations can also play a key role in the advancement of new 
agendas. At the domestic level, they are usually involved in pushing for reforms. 
Once new policies are incorporated domestically, the ground gained by these organ-
izations on a specific issue can be easily translated into the promotion of this agenda 
overseas through SSDC. As documented by Sørensen (2018), the Mexican Agency 
of International Cooperation for Development (AMEXCID) has struggled to trans-
form general laws of gender equality and women’s access to a life free of violence 
into concrete work plans and training activities and to incorporate them as part of 
Mexico’s international development cooperation. Civil society organizations have 
worked with AMEXCID to introduce new themes by actively promoting translation 
in many different directions. 
       In the case of Brazil, civil society organizations are involved in providing exter-
nal technical cooperation (Inoue and Costa Vaz 2012). The country’s SSDC became 
a priority because of growing mobilization by domestic actors, including CSOs 
(Dolcetti Marcolini 2014; Costa Leite et al. 2015). The ability of nonstate actors to 
influence Brazil’s foreign policy priorities has also allowed the private sector to shape 
the aid offered (Scoones et al. 2016). In the case of Haiti, the presence of the United 
Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH) facilitated the entry and 
activities of Brazil-based NGOs working on different aspects of socioeconomic 
development, which, in turn, empowered them to foster Brazilian aid in the coun-
try. The implementing institutions of Brazilian aid in Haiti were both state-owned 
corporations (the Brazilian Agricultural Research Corporation, EMBRAPA) and 
civil society organizations, such as the Oswaldo Cruz Foundation, which focuses on 
public health, and SENAI and SEBRAE, focused on vocational training and profes-
sional education (Abdenur 2017).7 
       Given that foreign aid is government intervention into the (international) mar-
ketplace, it fits well into globalist worldviews and poorly into nationalist worldviews 
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(Milner and Tingley 2013). Thus, we should expect nationalist groups to oppose 
having an active role in development cooperation. Nationalist groups vary from 
state to state, but a proxy of the strength of these groups in a government is the gov-
ernment’s nationalist ideology. The more pressure from nationalist groups, the more 
nationalist the promoted ideology would be, and the fewer resources to aid foreign 
actors would be spent. Furthermore, nationalist groups are keen to invest resources 
in military capabilities rather than in globalist projects. Thus, in the context of scarce 
resources, SSDC should have less relative importance than investment in national 
capabilities.8 
       SSDC is a tool used by states and other actors, such as civil society, the private 
sector, and academia, to collaborate and share knowledge, skills, and successful ini-
tiatives in specific areas. It is well documented that many successful stories of south-
south development cooperation have involved civil society organizations or business 
firms (Teegen et al. 2004; Shankland and Gonçalves 2016). For example, Follér 
(2010) has argued that in the case of Brazil’s AIDS south-south initiative, domestic 
civil society actors played a critical role.9  Moreover, among new donors, a negative 
relationship between domestic CSOs and the government can also affect the coun-
try’s development position (Szabó and Szent-Iványi 2019). 
       The case of Argentina illustrates this argument. In 2015 a new government, led 
by Mauricio Macri, took office and diminished the number of SSDC activities the 
country provided. Although many commentators pointed out the new govern-
ment’s ideological nature (right-wing), qualitative data collected by the author 
during fieldwork in 2018 suggest that this trend was a consequence of the weak rela-
tionship between the government and civil society organizations. A high-ranking 
official in foreign aid stated that “development cooperation is a state policy that is 
maintained even during times of adjustment. It relies on alliances with CSOs” 
(Interview 23). However, the first years of the new administration experienced a 
decrease in the number of projects. NGO leaders confirmed that “the new govern-
ment has a strained relationship with CSOs, and this significantly affected its foreign 
policy” (Interview 14). A high-ranking subnational official stated that “although 
there is a lot of expertise in the area, the government is not using it. During the pre-
vious administration, the government knew how to exploit it: through a close rela-
tionship with CSOs” (Interview 10).  
       On the role of CSOs in generating demand for SSDC, a leader from an NGO 
that has participated in many SSDC activities explained that usually, “the interest 
in asking for Argentine aid is generated by us [the NGO]” (Interview 28). Further-
more, a Congress member, talking about nationalist groups, stated that there were 
many things the government was doing in terms of development cooperation and 
humanitarianism, especially related to refugees, but he was skeptical about whether 
this could be publicized because of fear of backlash (Interview 8). 
       Thus, according to the argument about domestic friends and foes, we should 
expect domestic actors, such as civil society organizations, to be active supporters of 
SSDC initiatives. From this argument can be derived the following hypotheses: 
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       H1a. The stronger civil society organizations are in a potential donor, the more 
likely that the government will provide aid. 

       H1b. The stronger nationalist groups are in a potential donor’s government, the less 
likely that the government will provide aid. 

 
       The argument advanced here, that domestic actors are key in government’s 
decisions regarding foreign policy issues, is novel in the foreign aid literature but 
established in the literature on trade (Rogowski 1987; Kim 2017; Osgood 2017) 
and human rights (Simmons 2009).  
       Alternative explanations for why developing countries give aid to other coun-
tries can be derived from the existing literature on foreign aid. As summarized 
above, the literature expects that a country will offer aid when the recipient is impor-
tant for its security implications, has developmental needs, is a political ally, presents 
potential trade opportunities, and has domestic actors that lobby in favor of offering 
aid. The following hypotheses cover selfish, altruistic, institutional, and ideological 
motivations. 
 
       H2. The geographically closer a potential recipient is, the more likely it is to receive 

aid from a potential donor. 
       H3. Neighbors are more likely to receive aid than non-neighbors. 
       H4. The less developed a potential recipient is, the more likely it is to receive aid 

from a potential donor. 
       H5. The politically closer a potential donor and recipient are, the more likely it is 

that the potential recipient will receive aid. 
       H6. The smaller the trade interdependency between a potential recipient and 

donor, the greater the likelihood the potential recipient will receive aid. 
       H7. The existence of a domestic bureaucracy focused on foreign aid increases the 

likelihood that a country will provide aid. 

 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
This study uses quantitative data on SSDC actions in Latin America to test the 
stated hypotheses. Latin America is a region where levels of development vary and 
large economies share the territory with smaller ones. To focus on a single region 
makes sense in the context of this project, since we should not expect southern 
donors to be able to provide aid in all regions of the world as traditional donors do, 
given their economic limitations. By focusing on the whole world, we would be 
penalizing smaller countries that provide aid mainly in their own regions. Further-
more, Latin America is a region where comparable data are available on SSDC for 
all countries. 
       The hypotheses were tested via a panel analysis of the number of SSDC activi-
ties in each dyad-year in Latin America in the period 2007–17. Data on SSDC proj-
ects were retrieved from the Iberoamerican General Secretariat (Secretaría General 
Iberoamericana, SEGIB).10 This regional organization compiles yearly the number of 
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projects that each country in the region has executed in every other Latin American 
country, based on information provided by development cooperation agencies or 
donor countries’ ministries of foreign affairs. Since 2007, the SEGIB has compiled 
intraregional SSDC activities. According to the SEGIB, SSDC is an activity that 
facilitates the transfer of successful policies implemented in one country to be imple-
mented in another country (Xalma 2007). The main instrument by which these 
policies are transferred is technical cooperation. This instrument gives more impor-
tance to human resources than to financial resources and implies a relatively lower 
cost than traditional foreign aid. 
       I acknowledge that the number of SSDC activities might not fully reflect the 
resources spent on SSDC. However, the quantification of new donors’ aid, espe-
cially donors that do not report to the OECD CRS, is highly problematic. A new 
report from the UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) recog-
nizes that developing countries do not subscribe to common definitions and report-
ing parameters for their aid. According to this report, measurement efforts are hin-
dered by the lack of a common conceptual framework, shared standards, and 
consistent recording by different national agencies and ministries (Besherati and 
MacFeely 2019). Lack of aid data comparable across developing countries makes it 
difficult to draw conclusions that could be generalizable to more countries in the 
Global South.  
       SEGIB data are unique in their type, since they allow the comparison of a sig-
nificant number of countries across an important period of time. In 2017, Latin 
American countries were involved as donors in 880 activities in intra–Latin Ameri-
can SSDC. Based on the data published by SEGIB and financial contributions 
declared by two Latin American donors (Chile and Mexico), each SSDC activity 
represents an average cost of USD 68,300. This number, although not insignificant, 
especially given that donors are developing economies, is less than that reported by 
OECD donors. According to OECD-CRS data, DAC donors supported 71,923 
activities in 2018 (excluding data on debt relief, humanitarian assistance, and sup-
port to international organizations). This represented, on average, USD 606,200 per 
activity.  
       SEGIB data are limited in terms of quantifying the economic cost each donor 
has spent on the SSDC provided, and there are reasons to believe that there is no 
uniformity in average cost across donors in Latin America. Although the use of data 
on the count of activities has many limitations, they are the best data available that 
are standardized across countries and time and are not biased based on how each 
country decides to economically quantify its aid, given the absence of shared stan-
dards to report SSDC (Kern and Pauselli 2017). Furthermore, the financial cost a 
donor incurs in supporting an activity does not necessarily correlate with the posi-
tive impact the aid might have in the recipient country (Boone 1996; Easterly 2006; 
Angeles and Neanidis 2009). 
      Latin American SSDC has been distributed unevenly across countries. Major 
donors are Argentina, Cuba, and Mexico, while major recipients have been El Sal-
vador, Paraguay, and Venezuela. However, there does not seem to be a pattern in 

PAUSELLI: SOUTH-SOUTH DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION 55

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37


Table 1. Operationalization of Independent Variables 
 

 Hypothesis    Independent Variable     Measure                                    Source 

        1a           Nationalist ideology       Nationalist ideology character   Coppedge et al.  
                                                             (v2exl_legitideolcr)                     2019 
       1b           Civil society strength      Civil society participation         Coppedge et al.  
                                                             index ordinal (cspart)a               2019 
        2            Geographic proximity     Kilometers between recipient   Stinnett et al. 2002 
                                                             and donor’s biggest cities 
        3            Neighbor status              Contiguity between potential   Stinnett et al. 2002 
                                                             recipient and donor 
        4b           Recipient development   Mortality rate, under-5             World Development  
                                                                                                              Indicators 
                      Recipient development   GDP per capita (constant         World Development  
                                                             2010 US$)                                Indicators 
                      Recipient development   Human Development Index     UNDP 
        5            Political affinity              Absolute difference in ideal      Bailey et al. 2017 
                                                             points at the UN General  
                                                             Assembly 
        6            Trade interdependency   Share of total imports from      Generated using  
                                                             potential recipient                     IMF data 
                      Trade interdependency   Share of total exports from       Generated using  
                                                             potential recipient                     IMF data 
        7            Bureaucracy focused      Indicator for whether the         Data collected by  
                      on aid                             potential donor has an aid        author 
                                                             agency 
Donor’s          Public expenditure          General government final         World Development  
characteristics                                        consumption expenditure         Indicators 
                                                             (percent of GDP) 
                      Level of development     GDP per capita (constant         World Development  
                                                             2010 US$)                                Indicators 
                      Economy size                 GDP (constant 2010 US$)       World Development 
                                                                                                              Indicators 
                      Economy growth            GDP growth (annual               World Development  
                                                             percent)                                     Indicators 
                      Extraordinary source      Oil rents (percent of GDP)       World Development  
                      of revenue                                                                        Indicators 
                      Political regime               Liberal democracy index           Coppedge et al.  
                                                             (v2x_libdem)                             2019 
                      Ideology                         Chief executive party                Scarstascini et al.  
                                                             orientation (execrlc)                   2018 
Aid by            Aid per capita                 Net ODA received per             World Development  
traditional                                             capita (current US$)                 Indicators 
donors             
                      Relative aid                     Aid received as  percent of        Generated using  
                                                             GDP                                         WDI 
Recipient’s      Population                      Total number of inhabitants     World Development
size                                                                                                         Indicators 

continued on next page 
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terms of who gets more aid or who provides more aid. Small economies like Cuba 
are among the top donors, while big economies like Venezuela are among the top 
SSDC recipients. In intra–Latin American SSDC, Brazil, Argentina, and Mexico 
have been the key actors, while other net donors (those who offered more SSDC 
than received) have been central in this network. Interestingly, net recipients that 
have offered significant aid (e.g., Peru, Ecuador) are placed in a secondary posi-
tion in the network. In contrast, net recipients that have not offered significant 
aid (e.g., the Dominican Republic, Paraguay, Panama) are placed at the edges of 
the network. 
       The unit of analysis in this study is the number of SSDC activities in each 
directed dyad-year of donors and recipients. Given the 19 Latin American countries 
from which SEGIB published data in the 11 years between 2007 and 2017, the total 
number of observations is 19 (potential donors)  18 (potential recipients)  11 
(years) = 3,762. Poisson regressions with mixed effects are used for the models, due 
to the nature of the dependent variable (count of positive integers) and its positive 
skew distribution. This distribution also implies the existence of outliers. Two 
strategies are introduced to control for the potential bias caused by outliers. First, 
subsetting the data using 1–a of the data. Second, transforming the dependent vari-
able as its logarithm + 1 and then running a mixed-effects linear regression.  
       Hypotheses from alternative explanations stated above were tested using data 
retrieved from sources shown in table 1. Models control for the potential donor’s 
capacity to give aid, its political regime, political ideology, and aid received by tra-
ditional donors and donor’s political regime. For the main independent variable in 
this study, data were retrieved from the V-Dem project. Specifically, the power of 
nationalist groups within a government was measured by the government’s nation-
alist ideology, which characterizes the level on which a government promotes a 
nationalist ideology. Civil society’s strength was measured using the civil society par-
ticipation index, which captures whether civil society organizations are routinely 
consulted by policymakers. For this index, CSOs include interest groups, labor 
unions, religious organizations engaged in civic or political activities, social move-
ments, professional associations, charities, and other nongovernmental organiza-
tions (Coppedge et al. 2019). 

Notes to Table 1 
  

aThis index measures whether policymakers routinely consult CSOs, how large is the involvement 
of people in CSOs, whether women are prevented from participating in CSOs, and whether leg-
islative candidate nomination in political parties is decentralized. See Coppedge et al. (2019, 47, 
90) for more information about how the civil society index is constructed. 
bTo test the altruistic hypothesis, I follow standard practices in the aid literature and use data on 
GDP per capita (Boschini and Olofsgård 2007; Dreher et al. 2011; Lundsgaarde et al. 2007; 
Mosley 1985; Round and Odedokun 2004), the UNDP HDI, and child mortality (Boschini and 
Olofsgård 2007). If donors are altruistic and pursue humanitarian goals through foreign aid, we 
should expect the countries with the highest need to receive the most aid. This operationalization 
of altruist behavior is commonly used in the foreign aid literature (Fuchs et al. 2014).
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       Two variables are included to control for concepts related to but different from 
the independent variables in the theory. Although civil society’s strength could be 
related to the level of democracy of left-wing ideology, this study is specifically inter-
ested in the potential influence of CSOs in a government. Similarly, nationalism in 
the context of Latin America could be capturing a right-wing ideology that, as many 
scholars have noted, is more reticent to SSDC. However, conceptually, these two 
variables are different, so the analysis includes a measure of both right-wing and left-
wing ideology, using data from Scartascini et al. (2018). 

 
RESULTS 
 
Figure 1 displays the results of the statistical models with standardized values.11 The 
results are standardized in figure 1 to make it possible to compare the magnitude of 
effects on the intensity of SSDC relationships across variables and models. Predicted 
effects should be read as the change in the number of SSDC activities that result 
from a one standard deviation increase in the respective independent variable (see 
the appendix for summary statistics of the variables included in the models and the 
full regression table). 
       Models 1 and 2 include GDP per capita as a measure of donor’s and recipi-
ent’s level of development. In contrast, models 3 and 4 use the Human Develop-
ment Index (HDI) as a measure of countries’ level of development. To control for 
the potential bias of outliers, models 2 and 4 analyze only a subset of the data, leav-
ing out the 2.5 percent of observations with higher values in the dependent vari-
able. Models 5 to 8 replicate the first four models while including interactions 
between the two main independent variables and indicators for left and right ide-
ology of government. 
       Both Civil society strength (CSS) and Nationalist ideology are correlated as 
expected with the number of south-south cooperation activities offered by a donor. 
In seven out of eight models, Nationalist’s coefficient is statistically different from 
zero at the 0.01 level. This variable fails to be statistically significant at the 0.05 level 
in only one model, but the negative sign is maintained and significant at the 0.1 
level. Civil society strength is positive and different from zero in all models. This is 
strong evidence in favor of hypotheses 1a and 1b. The greater the strength of nation-
alist groups, the smaller the number of SSDC activities a country offers. Similarly, 
the greater the strength of civil society groups, the greater the number of SSDC 
activities a country offers. 
       A country’s level of development (both in the form of GDP per capita and 
HDI), GDP growth, level of public expenditure, and oil revenue predict higher 
numbers of SSDC activities. This relationship is consistent with the idea that in 
order to provide aid, a potential donor must have the capacity to do so. The higher 
its capacity, the more likely that it will become a donor. 
       The statistical analysis provides suggestive empirical evidence to support many 
of the alternative explanations discussed. Yet most of these alternative explanations 
are not consistently supported across the different models. Evidence is weak for the 
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Figure 1. Predicted Effect of Variables on Number of SSDC Activities

selfish motivation hypotheses, since distance to a potential recipient, neighbor 
status, and the relative size of exports or imports do not seem to be consistently 
related to the number of SSDC activities. Political similarity, on the other hand, is 
positively correlated with a higher number of SSDC, although the size of its effect 
is small. 
       Regarding humanitarian goals, the empirical evidence suggests that potential 
recipients receive more aid the lower their level of development. However, only 
HDI coefficients are consistently different from zero at the a = 0.05 level. 
       The ideology of the donor’s government does not seem to consistently predict 
the number of SSDC activities, while the strength of CSO or nationalist groups 
does. However, right-wing ideology is positively associated with a greater number of 
SSDC activities. Although not theorized here, this finding would require further 
research. Evidence for the theory presented here is even stronger when we consider 
the interaction between these variables. If the main independent variables were just 
a proxy for government ideology, when interacted with ideology, the coefficient for 
these interactions should be significantly different from zero, positive, and consider-
ably larger than the coefficients of these variables without interaction. As figure 1 
shows, this is not the case. 
       Although the coefficients of many alternative explanations’ coefficients differ 
from zero in all eight models (political affinity, donor’s GDP growth, oil rents, 
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agency, aid, and recipient’s HDI), one standard deviation of these variables predicts 
little change in the number of SSDC activities: this change ranges between 0.11 and 
0.49 activities. This small predicted change in SSDC activities contrasts with the 
predicted change by the main independent variables in this study. In the case of civil 
society, a change in one standard deviation is correlated with between 0.27 and 0.56 
SSDC activities, a larger effect than most variables in the models. Moreover, a 
change of one standard deviation in the strength of nationalist groups within a gov-
ernment predicts a change between 0.12 and 0.56 fewer SSDC activities. For the 
size of the effect, it is important to keep in mind that the average number of SSDC 
in a dyad is 3.02. 
       The largest coefficients in the models presented in figure 1 are related to the 
donor’s material capacity to provide aid. A one standard deviation increase in the 
donor’s GDP per capita is associated with up to 1.53 more SSDC activities. Fur-
thermore, a one standard deviation change in the percentage of public expenditure 
relative to the donor’s GDP size increases up to 0.78 SSDC activities. Finally, a one 
standard deviation increase in the liberal democracy index predicts between 0.27 
and 0.61 fewer SSDC activities (see regression table in appendix table 3). 
       Not only is the strength of civil society organizations or nationalist groups  sta-
tistically significant to predict the intensity of SSDC relations, but the strength of 
these groups can predict a change in a greater number of SSDC activities than many 
alternative explanations. Furthermore, the strength of civil society and nationalist 
groups is a powerful predictor, as well as the main control variables related to the 
donor’s material capacity to provide aid. 

 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
This article began by asking about the motivations behind the provision of aid by 
developing countries and by presenting the puzzle behind the provision of SSDC. 
First, most developing countries do not possess a budget large enough to commit 
resources that could eventually attain the goals indicated by the literature. Second, 
developing countries face their own domestic challenges that need to be addressed 
and that make it even more costly for democratic leaders to spend resources in 
advancing the well-being of noncitizens beyond the donor’s borders. Furthermore, 
although the literature is rich in case studies, no generalizable analysis has been pro-
vided until now. Given these limitations of the literature, I argue that development 
cooperation between developing countries can be explained by the strength of 
friends and foes of development cooperation. Certain domestic actors, such as civil 
society organizations, are directly involved in SSDC activities and are expected to 
lobby in favor of more SSDC activities. Other domestic actors, such as nationalist 
groups, are ideologically opposed to a greater provision of resources to another 
country. The strength of these actors in the decisionmaking process is key to trans-
lating these preferences into policy decisions. 
       This argument assumes that leaders rely on support from domestic groups, 
which have their own agendas. If the relative strength of certain groups is larger in 
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a government, we should expect their preferences to be translated into policy to a 
larger extent than the preferences of politically weaker domestic actors. Therefore, 
this article expected development cooperation offered by developing countries to be 
a function of governments’ relative distribution of power among domestic actors 
and their access to governments’ decisionmaking. 
       The argument was tested using data on SSDC activities in Latin America. To 
the author’s knowledge, this is the first large-N study on SSDC that analyzes more 
than ten developing countries’ behavior. The results of the empirical analysis sup-
port the argument and suggest that south-south aid can be understood as part of the 
relative influence of domestic actors in the government. Traditional explanations of 
foreign aid motivations, including selfish and altruistic goals, receive weak support 
in the empirical analysis. 
       These results are limited to intraregional SSDC in Latin America. Further 
research is needed to understand the factors that influence extraregional SSDC. 
Also, by using counts of SSDC activities, this article has provided generalizable evi-
dence of SSDC in Latin America, but it does not take into account the financial cost 
incurred by Latin American donors when providing aid. In future studies, better 
measures of SSDC (such as monetary contributions) than are currently available 
could allow us to understand the magnitude of resources spent in SSDC. 
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APPENDIX: STATISTICS  
AND RESULTS 
 

Table A1. Descriptive Statistics 
 

                                                                           Standard  
Variable                                         Mean            Deviation        Minimum        Maximum 

Total SSC                                           3.02                 13.3                      0                  500 
Civil society strength                           0.74                 0.18                 0.14                 0.95 
Nationalist                                           0.46                   0.3                      0                      1 
Contiguity                                           0.16                 0.36                      0                      1 
Political affinity                                   0.57                 0.53                      0                 2.08 
GDP per capita (donor)                6920.91           3917.87           1447.48         14920.45 
HDI (donor)                                       0.72                 0.06                 0.58                 0.84 
GDP (donor)                             2.770e+11       5.250e+11       7.981e+09       2.420e+12 
GDP growth (donor)                          4.02                 3.07               –5.92               12.07 
Oil rents                                              2.48                 4.74                      0               28.86 
Agency                                                0.23                 0.42                      0                      1 
Ideology: left                                       0.18                 0.38                      0                      1 
Ideology: right                                     0.55                 0.48                      0                      1 
Political regime                                    0.66                 0.19                 0.11                 0.93 
Public expenditure                             14.44                 5.45                   7.2               39.88 
GDP per capita (recipient)            6920.91           3917.87           1447.48         14920.45 
HDI (recipient)                                   0.72                 0.06                 0.58                 0.84 
GDP growth (recipient)                      4.02                 3.07               –5.92               12.07 
Aid per capita                                    23.04               29.74             –49.54             238.03 
Child mortality                                  19.55                 8.96                   5.2                 52.5 
Relative aid                                          0.01                 0.02               –0.01                   0.1 
Distance (log)                                      7.83                   0.8                   5.2                 8.93 
Exports to recipient                                  0                 0.01                      0                 0.09 
Imports from recipient                             0                 0.01                      0                 0.11 

Observations: 3,762 
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NOTES 
 
         For valuable comments I thank Pedro Antenucci, Ryan Brutger, Alejandra Kern, Casey 
Mahoney, Bernabé Malacalza, Andrés Malamud, Valeria Pattacini, and Luis Schenoni; par-
ticipants in the Association of Argentine International Relations Studies’ 1st Conference, 
Buenos Aires, May 23–24, 2019, and the Argentina Political Analysis Society’s 14th Political 
Science Conference, San Martín, Argentina, July 17–20, 2019; three anonymous reviewers; 
and the editors. I am also grateful to the Christopher H. Browne Center for International 
Politics for funding my fieldwork in Argentina. Any errors lie with the author. 
         1. Hard to quantify because countries conceptualize, evaluate, and assess their south-
south cooperation differently; the diverse treatment of forms of economic and financial coop-
eration is one example. Furthermore, southern donors oppose the idea of following the same 
rules of quantifying aid as the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) does 
because the aid they provide consists mainly in technical cooperation, which is hard to quan-
tify in financial costs. 
         2. The idea of foreign aid as a foreign policy tool to advance the donor’s strategic inter-
ests was extensively studied by the Realist School of thought during the Cold War years. See 
Wittkopf 1973; Wang 1999; Kuziemko and Werker 2006; and Dreher et al. 2008 for a dis-
cussion and empirical evidence on this. 
         3. Among the 16 donors included in their study, only 5 are developing economies 
from the Global South. 
         4. Most developing countries do not accept the standards promoted by the DAC, 
which makes Dreher et al.’s conclusions harder to apply to countries not included in their 
sample. 
         5. Regarding Latin America, it has been noted that Brazil has used its aid primarily to 
strengthen its presence internationally, especially in the region (Inoue and Costa Vaz 2012). 
         6. In 2017, when new donors were incorporated into the CRS, the smallest donor was 
Latvia, which gave that year a total of $4,326,000 in aid. 
         7. SENAI has also been involved in the implementation of SSDC initiatives oriented 
toward professional training for locals in Guinea Bissau (Abdenur 2017). See Morasso 2015 
for a detailed documentation of nonstate actors’ role in Argentina’s SSDC in the area of agri-
culture and biotechnology. 
         8. The Colombian case exemplifies this argument. During the Uribe years (2002–10), 
when the fight against guerrillas was the top priority, the government was captured by a secu-
ritized agenda (Duarte-Herrera and Pedraza-Beleno 2018). Moreover, during the Uribe pres-
idency, Colombia spent between 0.37 and 0.7 million USD per year on SSDC. In 2010, the 
first year of the Santos presidency, Colombian SSDC increased to 5.5 million USD and 
reached a peak of 8.85 million USD in 2012 (Tassara 2015). 
         9. For example, the Associação Brasileira Interdisciplinar de AIDS, Grupo Pela Vida, 
Grupo de Incentivo à Vida in São Paulo, the Drugs for Neglected Diseases Initiatives, Inter-
national AIDS Vaccine Initiative, and Fundação Oswaldo Cruz. 
        10. SEGIB is the permanent support body of the Iberoamerican summits. Its main task 
is to assume the technical, institutional, and administrative management of the summits. 
        11. Coefficients of variables not statistically different from zero at the a = 0.05 level in 
most of the models have been left outside this plot. The results of the nonstandardized models 
can be seen in appendix table A2. 
 

LATIN AMERICAN POLITICS AND SOCIETY 63: 468

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37


REFERENCES 
 

Abdenur, Adriana. 2017. What Can South-South Development Cooperation Do for Inter-
national Peace? Brazil’s Role in Haiti and Guinea-Bissau. International Negotiation 22: 
451–72. 

Agencia Chilena de Cooperación Internacional al Desarrollo (AGCID). 2019. Informe cuenta 
pública 2018. https://www.agci.cl/cpublica/docs/cuenta_publica_2018.pdf. Accessed 
October 30, 2020.  

Alesina, Alberto, and David Dollar. 2000. Who Gives Foreign Aid to Whom and Why? Jour-
nal of Economic Growth 5, 1: 33–63. 

Allendoerfer, Michelle G. 2017. Who Cares About Human Rights? Public Opinion About 
Human Rights Foreign Policy. Journal of Human Rights 16, 4: 428–51. 

Angeles, Luis, and Kyriakos Neanidis. 2009. Aid Effectiveness: The Role of the Local Elite. 
Journal of Development Economics 90, 1: 120–34. 

Apodaca, Clair. 2006. Understanding U.S. Human Rights Policy: A Paradoxical Legacy. 
London: Routledge. 

Appe, Susan. 2018. Directions in a Post-Aid World? South-South Development Cooperation 
and CSOs in Latin America. Voluntas 29, 2: 271–83. 

Bailey, Michael, Anton Strezhnev, and Erik Voeten. 2017. Estimating Dynamic State Prefer-
ences from United Nations Voting Data. Journal of Conflict Resolution 61, 2: 430–56. 

Baldwin, David. 1966. Analytical Notes on Foreign Aid and Politics. Background 10, 1: 66–90. 
Bergamaschi, Isaline, and Arlene Tickner. 2017. Introduction: South–South Cooperation 

Beyond the Myths: A Critical Analysis. In South-South Cooperation Beyond the Myths: 
Rising Donors, New Aid Practices? ed. Bergamaschi, Phoebe Moore, and Tickner. New 
York: Palgrave Macmillan. 1–28. 

Bergamaschi, Isaline, Arlene Tickner, and Jimena Durán. 2017. Going South to Reach the 
North? The Case of Colombia. In South-South Cooperation Beyond the Myths: Rising 
Donors, New Aid Practices? ed. Bergamaschi, Phoebe Moore, and Tickner. New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan. 245–70. 

Besherati, Neissan A., and Steve MacFeely. 2019. Defining and Quantifying South-South 
Cooperation. UNCTAD Research Paper no. 30. United Nations Conference on Trade 
and Development. https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ZPHuLJk_m1lOERh_EtUK-
FRNTsA52lgWo/view. Accessed May 20, 2020. 

Boone, Peter. 1996. Politics and the Effectiveness of Foreign Aid. European Economic Review 
40, 2: 289–329. 

Boschini, Anne, and Olofsgård, Anders. 2007. Foreign Aid: An Instrument for Fighting 
Communism? Journal of Development Studies 43, 4: 622–48. 

Brazys, Samuel R. 2013. Evidencing Donor Heterogeneity in Aid for Trade. Review of Inter-
national Political Economy 20, 4: 947–78. 

Bry, Sandra. 2017. Brazil’s Soft-Power Strategy: The Political Aspirations of South-South 
Development Cooperation. Foreign Policy Analysis 13, 2: 297–316. 

Bueno de Mesquita, Bruce, and  Alastair Smith. 2009. A Political Economy of Aid. Interna-
tional Organization 63, 2: 309–40. 

Carrasco Miró, Gisela. 2019. Cooperación trilateral Sur-Sur al desarrollo: por una descoloni-
zación de la sociedad. Revista CIDOB d’Afers Internacionals 120, 1: 147–70. 

Coppedge, Michael, John Gerring, et al. 2019. V-Dem Codebook v9. Varieties of Democracy 
(V-Dem) Project. https://www.v-dem.net/en/data/archive/previous-reference-materials/ 
reference-materials-v9/ 

PAUSELLI: SOUTH-SOUTH DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION 69

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37


LATIN AMERICAN POLITICS AND SOCIETY 63: 4

Costa Leite, Iara,  Melissa Pomeroy, and Bianca Suyama. 2015. Brazilian South-South Devel-
opment Cooperation: The Case of the Ministry of Social Development in Africa. Journal 
of International Development 27, 8: 1446–61. 

Dietrich, Simone. 2016. Donor Political Economies and the Pursuit of Aid Effectiveness. 
International Organization 70, 1: 65–102. 

Dolcetti Marcolini, Michele. 2014. La participación de las organizaciones de la sociedad civil 
en la cooperación Sur-Sur de Brasil: buscando un enfoque integral de participación. 
Revista Iberoamericana de Estudios de Desarrollo 3, 2: 130–47. 

Dreher, Axel, and Andreas Fuchs. 2015. Rogue Aid? An Empirical Analysis of China’s Aid 
Allocation. Canadian Journal of Economics 48, 3: 988–1023. 

Dreher, Axel, Peter Nunnenkamp, and Rainer Thiele. 2008. Does US Aid Buy UN General 
Assembly Votes? A Disaggregated Analysis. Public Choice 136: 139–64. 

———. 2011. Are “New” Donors Different? Comparing the Allocation of Bilateral Aid 
Between Non-DAC Donor Countries. World Development 39, 11: 1950–68. 

Duarte-Herrera, Lisbeth, and José Pedraza-Beleño. 2018. La relación política exterior y coo-
peración internacional para el desarrollo: el caso de Colombia, 2002–2015. Revista 
Iberoamericana de Estudios del Desarrollo 7, 2: 4–30. 

Easterly, William. 2006. The White Man’s Burden: Why the West’s Efforts to Aid the Rest Have 
Done So Much Ill and So Little Good. New York: Penguin Books. 

Easterly, William, and Tobias Pfutze. 2009. Where Does the Money Go? Best and Worst 
Practices in Foreign Aid. Journal of Economic Perspectives 22, 2: 29–52. 

Follér, Maj-Lis. 2010. Civil Society Organizations and Brazilian South-South AIDS Cooper-
ation. Global South 4, 1: 199–218. 

Fuchs, Andreas, and Marina Rudyak. 2019. The Motives of China’s Foreign Aid. In Hand-
book on the International Political Economy of China, ed. Ka Zeng. UK: Edward Elgar. 
Chapter 23.  

Fuchs, Andreas, and Krishna C. Vadlamannati. 2012. The Needy Donor: An Empirical 
Analysis of India’s Aid Motives. University of Heidelberg Department of Economics, 
Discussion Paper no. 532. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id= 
2140949. Accessed May 20, 2020. 

Fuchs, Andreas, Axel Dreher, and Peter Nunnenkamp. 2014. Determinants of Donor 
Generosity: A Survey of the Aid Budget Literature. World Development 56, 3: 172–
99. 

Heinrich, Tobias. 2013. When Is Foreign Aid Selfish, When Is It Selfless? Journal of Politics 
75, 2: 422–35. 

Heinrich, Tobias, Yoshiharu Kobayashi, and Leah Long. 2018. Voters Get What They Want 
(When They Pay Attention): Human Rights, Policy Benefits, and Foreign Aid. Interna-
tional Studies Quarterly 62, 1: 195–207. 

Inoue, Cristina, and Alcides Costa Vaz. 2012. Brazil as “Southern Donor”: Beyond Hierar-
chy and National Interests in Development Cooperation? Cambridge Review of Interna-
tional Affairs 25, 3: 507–34. 

Kern, Alejandra, and Gino Pauselli. 2017. South-South Cooperation and the Governance of 
Development Aid in South America. In Handbook of South American Governance, ed. 
Pia Riggirozzi and Christopher Wylde. London: Routledge. 191–203. 

Kim, In Song. 2017. Political Cleavages Within Industry: Firm-Level Lobbying for Trade 
Liberalization. American Political Science Review 111, 1: 1–20. 

Konary, Bahgat. 1984. Foreign Policy in the Third World: An Introduction. International 
Political Science Review 5, 1: 7–20. 

70

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37


Kuziemko, Ilyana, and Eric Werker. 2006. How Much is a Seat on the Security Council 
Worth? Foreign Aid and Bribery at the United Nations. Journal of Political Economy 
114, 5: 905–30. 

Lancaster, Carol. 2006. Foreign Aid: Diplomacy, Development, Domestic Politics. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 

Leal, Fernanda G., and Mario C. B. Moraes. 2018. Política externa brasileira, cooperação sul-
sul e educação superior: o caso do programa estudante-convenio de graduação. Educação 
e Sociedade 39, 143: 343–59. 

Lumsdaine, David. 1993. Moral Vision in International Politics: The Foreign Aid Regime, 
1949–1989. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Lundsgaarde, Erik. 2013. The Domestic Politics of Foreign Aid. London: Routledge. 
Lundsgaarde, Erik, Christian Breunig, and Aseem Prakash. 2007. Trade Versus Aid: Donor 

Generosity in an Era of Globalization. Policy Sciences 40, 2: 157–79. 
Milner, Helen, and Dustin Tingley. 2010. The Political Economy of U.S. Foreign Aid: American 

Legislators and the Domestic Politics of Aid. Economics and Politics 22, 2: 200–32. 
———. 2013. Public Opinion and Foreign Aid: A Review Essay. International Interactions 

39, 3: 389–401. 
Morasso, Carla. 2015. La cooperación Sur-Sur argentina con África Subsahariana en materia 

agrícola. Ph.D. diss., Universidad Nacional de Rosario. 
Morgenthau, Hans. 1962. A Political Theory of Foreign Aid. American Political Science 

Review 56, 2: 301–9.  
Mosley, Paul. 1985. The Political Economy of Foreign Aid: A Model of the Market for a 

Public Good. Economic Development and Cultural Change, 33, 2: 147–70. 
Neumayer, Eric. 2003. Is Respect for Human Rights Rewarded? An Analysis of Bilateral and 

Multilateral Aid Allocation Before and After the End of the Cold War. Human Rights 
Quarterly 25, 2: 510–27. 

———. 2005. Is the Allocation of Food Aid Free from Donor Interest Bias? Journal of Devel-
opment Studies 41, 3: 394–411. 

Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). 2003. Glossary of Sta-
tistical Terms. https://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=6022.  

Osgood, Iain. 2017. The Breakdown of Industrial Opposition to Trade: Firms, Product Vari-
ety, and Reciprocal Liberalization. World Politics 69, 1: 184–231. 

Pauselli, Gino. 2019. Foreign Aid’s Motivations: Theoretical Arguments and Empirical Evi-
dence. In Aid Power and Politics, ed. Iliana Olivié and Aitor Pérez. London: Routledge. 
34–50. 

Pérez Gaete, Catalina. 2020. Las organizaciones de la sociedad civil en el contexto de la Coo-
peración Sur-Sur chilena: las potencialidades de una asociación estratégica para el desa-
rrollo. Oasis 31, 123–44. 

Quadir, Fahimul. 2013. Rising Donors and the New Narrative of “South-South” Coopera-
tion: What Prospects for Changing the Landscape of Development Assistance. Third 
World Quarterly 34, 2: 321–38. 

Rogowski, Ronald. 1987. Political Cleavages and Changing Exposure to Trade. American 
Political Science Review 81, 4: 1121–37. 

Round, Jeffery I., and Matthew Odedokum. 2004. Aid Effort and Its Determinants. Interna-
tional Review of Economics and Finance 13, 3: 293–309. 

Santander, Guillermo, and José A. Alonso. 2018. Perceptions, Identities and Interests in 
South–South Cooperation: The Cases of Chile, Venezuela and Brazil. Third World 
Quarterly 39, 10: 1923–40. 

PAUSELLI: SOUTH-SOUTH DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION 71

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37


Scartascini, Carlos, Cesi Cruz, and Philip Keefer. 2018. Database of Political Institutions 2017 
(DPI2017). IDB-DT-4. Washington, DC: Inter-American Development Bank. 

Schraeder, Peter J., Steven Hook, and Bruce Taylor. 1998. Clarifying the Foreign Aid Puzzle: 
A Comparison of American, Japanese, French, and Swedish Aid Flows. World Politics 
50, 2: 294–323. 

Scoones, Ian,  Kojo Amanor, Arilson Favareto, and Gubo Qi. 2016. A New Politics of Devel-
opment Cooperation? Chinese and Brazilian Engagements in African Agriculture. 
World Development 81, 1–12. 

Semrau, Finn, and Rainer Thiele. 2017. Brazil’s Development Cooperation: Following in 
China and India’s Footsteps? Journal of International Development 29, 3: 287–307. 

Shankland, Alex, and Euclides Gonçalves. 2016. Imagining Agricultural Development in 
South–South Cooperation: The Contestation and Transformation of ProSAVANA. 
World Development 81: 35–46. 

Simmons, Beth A. 2009. Mobilizing for Human Rights: International Law and Domestic Poli-
tics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Sørensen, Ninna. 2018. Diffusing Gender Equality Norms in the Midst of a Feminicide Pan-
demic: The Case of AMEXCID and Decentralized Mexican South-South Cooperation. 
Progress in Development 18, 2: 95–109. 

Stinnett, Douglas M., Jaroslav Tir, Philip Schafer, Paul F. Diehl, and Charles Gochman. 
2002. The Correlates of War Project Direct Contiguity Data, Version 3. Conflict Man-
agement and Peace Science 19, 2: 58–66. 

Szabó, Krisztina, and Balázs Szent-Iványi. 2019. While the Cat’s Away, Will the Mice Play? 
Government-NGO Relations and the Politics of Aid in Hungary. In Aid Power and Pol-
itics, ed. Iliana Olivié and Aitor Pérez. London: Routledge. 149–64. 

Tassara, Carlo. 2015. La política exterior de Colombia, la OCDE y la revisión entre pares de 
las políticas públicas. Revista Internacional de Cooperación y Desarrollo 2, 2: 69–103. 

Teegen, Hildy, Jonathan Doh, and Sushil Vachani. 2004. The Importance of Nongovern- 
        mental Organizations (NGOs) in Global Governance and Value Creation: An Inter- 
        national Business Research Agenda. Journal of International Business Studies 35, 463–83. 
Thérien, Jean-Philippe, and Alain Nöel. 2000. Political Parties and Foreign Aid. American 

Political Science Review 94, 1: 151–62. 
Thiele, Rainer, Peter Nunnenkamp, and Axel Dreher. 2007. Do Donors Target Aid in Line 

with the Millennium Development Goals? A Sector Perspective of Aid Allocation. 
Review of World Economics 143, 4: 596–630. 

United Nations Development Program (UNDP). 2016. Development Impact Group. Scal-
ing-Up South-South Cooperation for Sustainable Development. New York: UNDP.  
www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/development-
impact/SS%20Research%20Publications/11960%20-%20Design%20for%20Scaling-
up%20South-South%20Cooperation%20for%20Sustainable%20Development%20-
%2009-3_Web.pdf. Accessed May  20, 2020. 

United Nations General Assembly (UNGA). 2015. International Financial System and 
Development. Report of the Secretary-General. Report A/70/311. https://undocs.org/ 
A/70/311.  Accessed May  20, 2020. 

Van der Veen, Maurits. 2011. Ideas, Interests and Foreign Aid. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press. 

Van der Westhuizen, Janis, and Carlos Milani. 2019. Development Cooperation, the Inter-
national-Domestic Nexus and the Graduation Dilemma: Comparing South Africa and 
Brazil. Cambridge Review of International Affairs 32, 1: 22–42. 

LATIN AMERICAN POLITICS AND SOCIETY 63: 472

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37


Villanueva Ulfgard, Rebecka, and Lorena López. 2017. In Search of Making a Difference: 
Mexico in the OECD International Development Co-Operation Architecture. Develop-
ment Policy Review 35, 2: 287–302. 

Wang, T. Y. 1999. US Foreign Aid and UN Voting: An Analysis of Important Issues. Inter-
national Studies Quarterly 43, 1: 199–210. 

Wendt, Alex. 1999. Social Theory of International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Wittkopf, Eugene R. 1973. Foreign Aid and United Nations Votes: A Comparative Study. 
American Political Science Review 67, 3: 868–88. 

Xalma, Cristina. 2007. Informe de la cooperación en Iberoamérica. In Estudios SEGIB n. 2. 
Madrid: Secretaría General Iberoamericana. https://www.segib.org/wp-content/ uplo-
ads/librocastellanocompleto.pdf 

 
SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

 
        For replication data, see the author’s file on the Harvard Dataverse website: https://data-
verse.harvard.edu/dataverse/laps 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PAUSELLI: SOUTH-SOUTH DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION 73

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/lap.2021.37

