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This paper looks at the EU’s engagement with middle-income countries (MICs). The rapidly changing geopolitical
context, the COVID-19 crisis and the launch of the programming cycle for the new Neighbourhood, Development and
International Cooperation Instrument (NDICI)-Global Europe compel and offer opportunities to the EU to engage
more strategically with those countries. The rationale for a stronger engagement spans from the importance of some
MICs to advance the EU international objectives, for example climate change, as well as to realise the Sustainable
Development Goals. Despite a decade-long debate and significant cooperation experience, the EU’s engagement with
MICs has been piecemeal and has lacked clear policy direction. Recently approved Council Conclusions on the subject,
prepared under the Portuguese Presidency of the Council of the European Union, are a good start to fill this gap. But

further steps are needed to operationalise policy orientations and shape future cooperation with these countries.

Some of these steps will take a lot of political and bureaucratic energy if they are to be realised. But the EU’s profile
as a global player and the nature of its partnerships with key countries are on the line. The programming of the
NDICI-Global Europe could steer a more tailored and agile cooperation with MICs. Cooperation should be based on an
acknowledgement of the diversity of MICs, address the challenges of transition across development milestones and
make a smart use of the different EU tools. The Team Europe initiatives and the preference for joint programming of
the NDICI-Global Europe offer more space for complementarity between the EU and the EU member states and build
on the latter’s approaches to cooperation with MICs. A number of institutional bottlenecks should also be overcome

to promote more synergies in EU external action.
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1. Introduction

Over the last decade, the EU has been reconsidering its approach to engaging with middle-income countries (MICs).
This was recently accelerated as part of a reflection on how to adapt development cooperation to the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs). Additional factors are the pursuing of a more interest-driven cooperation and satisfy a
desire — if not respond to an urgency — to become a more vocal and influential player in the von der Leyen
Geopolitical Commission. MICs are highlighted as important partners in the European Consensus on Development
(EU Council 2017) and the European Global Strategy (EUGS) (European Union 2016), both as countries challenges
that need to be addressed to realise the SDGs and as capable and essential partners for the sustainability of the
international order, including the fight against climate change.

The debate has been ongoing for some years. But divergences among European member states and within the EU
institutions on how to cooperate with MICs, particularly beyond the EU Neighbourhood, while upholding
commitments towards least developed countries (LDCs) hindered the emergence of a shared approach. Differential
geographical interests of member states, for example geared towards Latin America or the Eastern Neighbourhood
or Africa, and the different status of the debate on MICs in these regions has also made policy change and clarity on
priorities hard to achieve. The striking diversity of MICs, a category that includes upper-middle-income countries
along with fragile contexts and LDCs, has added ambiguity to the discussion on what a new approach could look like
and the tools that would support equal, interest-driven and innovative cooperation relationships (Di Ciommo and
Sayos Monras 2018).

The rapidly changing geopolitical context, the imperative to build back ‘better and greener’ from the COVID-19 crisis,
and the initiation of a programming cycle for the Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation
Instrument (NDICI)—Global Europe have heightened the need for further policy direction from the EU. A global
instrument such as the NDICI-Global Europe requires direction on EU international collaboration with MICs that is
of an equally global scope.

The recently adopted EU Council conclusions ‘EU partnerships with middle-income countries: Opportunities for the
development in transition agenda’, prepared under the Portuguese Presidency of the Council of the European Union,
are a good start to fill this policy gap. But further thinking is needed on how to operationalise its policy orientations
and shape a truly forward-looking cooperation with these countries (Council of the European Union 2021c). This
paper presents the findings of research into this topic and offers suggestions on how this can be achieved in the
context of the political priorities of the EU and its new financing landscape offered by the NDICI-Global Europe. It is
based on desk research and 17 interviews with experts from the EU institutions, delegations, member states and
partner countries actors. Section 1 provides key facts on MICs. Sections 2 to 6 present the new EU policy framework
and the implications for cooperation with MICs. Sections 7 and 8 outline how the EU has engaged with MICs across
regions and present examples of EU member state cooperation with MICs with a view to drawing on experiences
and lessons for future engagement.

Now is the time for revamped and more strategic engagement between Europe and MICs. While new policy direction
in the Council conclusions is welcomed, it needs to be accompanied by a set of steps, at both the technical level of
programming and implementing EU external action and the political level for managing transitions towards a
partnership based on shared goals. Some of these steps will take a lot of political and bureaucratic energy if they are
to be realised. But the EU profile as a global player and with key partners is on the line. Not acting will have higher
costs in terms of development results and the EU’s influence in a changing world.



2. What are middle-income countries?

MICs is a large set of diverse countries. According to the latest World Bank classification, most of the countries in
the world are middle income: in July 2020, 48% (106) of the 218 countries in the world were either upper or lower
middle income (World Bank 2020a). Since 1990, the number of MICs has increased from 85 to 106 as many countries
moved from low- to middle-income status. Building on the World Bank list and the UN’s list of LDCs, the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) regularly updates
the list of official development assistance (ODA) recipients. In its latest iteration from 2021, this OECD DAC list has
95 MICs (OECD 2020c). Differences between the World Bank and the OECD DAC lists arise from a different review
schedule and from the fact that some LDCs are also MICs, with the former category prevailing over the latter for the
sake of the OECD DAC listing (Box 1). According to DAC rules, countries that remain in the World Bank’s high-income
category for three consecutive years become ineligible for ODA.

Box 1: Country categorisations

The World Bank list and income categories

Categorising countries based on income for analytical purposes originates from the World Bank. It categorises them into low-
income (LIC), lower-middle-income (LMIC), upper-middle-income (UMIC) and high-income countries, based on income per capita.
Categorisation is updated on a yearly basis. This analytical categorisation differs from the operational classification that uses a
more complex assessment to define lending categories. When a country transitions from LIC to MIC categorisation, it moves away
from concessional lending from multilateral development banks. However, while the transition to MIC status triggers the process,
lending decisions are based on much broader institutional and economic factors (Fantom and Serajuddin 2016).

UN list of least developed countries

The LDC list is maintained and updated by the UN. Currently, 46 countries are classified as LDCs. Classification is based on three
indicators: gross national income (GNI) per capita, human assets and environmental vulnerability (UN n.d.). To graduate from the
LDC status, a country needs to reach thresholds in two of the three indicators. Graduation from LDC status is rare — it has been
achieved by only Botswana (1994), Cabo Verde (2007), Maldives (2011), Samoa (2014) and Equatorial Guinea (2017) (OECD
2018a, UN n.d.). Difficulty leaving the LDC classification compared with graduating to MIC status suggests that social outcomes
are harder for countries to reach compared with income growth. However, once reached, the social outcomes tend to be more
permanent, as the return to LDC status is rare (OECD 2018a).

Despite being aggregated under a common category, MICs face diverse challenges

Fragility is a significant challenge for many MICs, in part due to the effect of conflicts in their neighbouring countries
(OECD 2015, OECD 20204, Desai and Forsberg 2020). Over half of extremely poor people now live in MICs, whereas
in 1987 this was roughly 10% (Pande et al. 2019). This is partly due to the rise in the number of MICs, but also
because persistent inequalities play a major role in countries that have seen the average income per capita grow
(Sumner 2010; Rahman and Baranyi 2018; Braathen et al. 2016). For instance, South Africa has one of the highest
levels of inequality in the world, and its unequal distribution of income is manifested in high levels of poverty (World
Bank 2020b). Similarly in India, although there has been remarkable success in poverty reduction, the levels of
poverty and inequality have remained high (World Bank, 2019). In fact, evidence shows that transition to middle-
income status does not necessarily entail a sudden, sustained and consistent change in the development challenges
a country encounters.




Africa is a prime example of both the variety and the scale of these challenges

There are 29 MICs in Africa according to the World Bank (the OECD DAC list counts 21 MICs in Africa). This includes
upper-middle-income countries (UMICS) such as Botswana and South Africa and small island states such as Cabo
Verde. Of the African MICs, nine are also LDCs and sixteen are considered fragile or extremely fragile (some countries
are both least developed and fragile). For instance, Tanzania, Zambia and Benin are both LDCs and LMICs. Mauritania
and Angola, although categorised as an LMIC, are also LDCs and fragile according to the latest edition of the OECD
States of Fragility report (2020a). Nigeria, a MIC, has the highest number of people living in extreme poverty of all
countries in the world, having surpassed India in 2018, while also being a key regional player due to its large
population, as well as economic and military strength (Ogunnubi et al. 2016). Globally, MICs include major
economies such as China or India, most of the countries in South and Central America, and the Pacific islands. While
overlaps across categories are less common in other regions than in Africa, Bangladesh and Cambodia are examples
of countries that are both MICs and LDCs. Guatemala and Venezuela are both MICs and fragile.

Figure 1: Overlaps between MIC category and others
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ALSO FRAGILE AND LDC

Source: ECDPM. Notes: MIC country classification is based on the World Bank country income historical classification of 2020 (last
historical classification available), DAC recipient list 2020 classifications, and OECD States of Fragility report (2020a) country
classification of fragile and extremely fragile states.?

COVID-19 has worsened socioeconomic conditions in MICs

Along with past natural hazards and economic crises, the COVID-19 pandemic illustrates how short-lived
achievements of the MICs can be and how crises can compromise graduation processes, poverty eradication and

1 The map includes countries that are classified as LMIC or UMIC by the World Bank. The ‘Also LDC’ category includes countries
that are both LDCs and MICs. The ‘Also fragile’ and ‘Also extremely fragile’ categories include countries that are classified as
MIC and, at the same time, fragile or extremely fragile according to the OECD States of Fragility report (OECD 2020a).
Countries in the category ‘Also fragile and LDC’ include those that are MICs, LDCs and fragile. At the time of the data analysis,
no country was an MIC, LDC and extremely fragile.



sustainable transitions (Sumner et al. 2020). COVID-19 will likely cause a vast increase in poverty levels in MICs.
Estimates of the number of people pushed into extreme poverty due to COVID-19 in MICs vary greatly, ranging from
88 million according to the World Bank baseline scenario to almost 300 million in the worst-case scenario by Sumner
et al. (2020) (Lakner et al. 2021). People who have only recently moved above the poverty line risk being pushed
back into poverty in particular in countries that already host large numbers of people living in poverty (India, Nigeria,
Ethiopia, Bangladesh, Kenya, Tanzania and Pakistan) (Sumner et al. 2020).

Debt levels are high in MICs but many were excluded from debt relief initiatives

Many LICs and MICs entered the pandemic with high debt burdens absorbing a large share of their domestic
revenues (Veron and Sergejeff 2021). Yet, some MICs have struggled to access appropriate debt restructuring
initiatives, for example the G20 Debt Service Suspension Initiative (DSSI) and the Common Framework for Debt
Treatments Beyond the DSSI, which was introduced at the end of 2020. The DSSI suspends debt from official bilateral
creditors for a definite period of time and it is available to International Development Association (IDA)-eligible
countries and Angola (Nye and Rhee 2020). This includes all LDCs and 13 small island developing states, some of
which are MICs, but many MICs with high debt vulnerability are left out (Jensen 2021, World Bank 2021b; Spiegel et
al. 2020). still, MICs hold by far the largest share of official bilateral debt.

The benefit of the DSSI for many MICs is limited unless private sector creditors and non-Paris Club creditors such as
China participate in the initiative (Fabricius 2020). In fact, private creditors hold most of the debt of MICs and are
currently not part of the DSSI (International Monetary Fund (IMF) 2021). A United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) report found that the 72 LICs and MICs vulnerable to debt challenges will owe at least US$598 billion in debt
repayments between 2021 and 2025 to both public and private creditors. From the total of US$598 billion in debt
repayments, LICs owe only 6%, while the rest is held by MICs (Jensen 2021). The G20 encouraged private creditors
to join the initiative on comparable terms and support developing countries including MICs to deal with the
pandemic, but the call resulted in limited action from the private creditors (International Monetary Fund 2021).
Some MICs that are currently eligible to DSSI (e.g. Kenya, Nigeria and Ghana) have chosen to not participate in it.
Beyond the limited benefits for them, they chose to continue paying their debt to ensure their creditworthiness in
financial markets beyond the G20 (Ssuuna 2020, Fabricius 2020).

Public finances are under incredible strain and countries face additional spending needs to sustain their economies
and avoid social backlash due to the pandemic; worsening conditions to access financing and the lack of concerted
and wide-ranging efforts for debt sustainability puts global financial stability at risk and jeopardises efforts to end
the pandemic. Acknowledging the vulnerable position of several MICs, experts and organisations, including the UN,
have repeatedly called for expanding debt relief initiatives to cover all MICs (Jensen 2021, UN 2021, Munevar 2020).
Following this discussion, the joint IMF-World Bank Development Committee communication pledged to “identify
lessons learned and continue working closely with other organisations and policymakers to address the debt
challenges facing middle-income countries, on a case-by-case basis” (World Bank 2021a).

3. The EU’s approach to MICs has been varied but not strategic

In the last decade, the EU has approached MICs in a differentiated manner under the policies outlined in Agenda for
Change (European Commission 2011) and 2014-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework. However, a varied
approach was often not based on strategic reflection on EU objectives specific to a given context and how to achieve
them. Rather, the fragmented EU external financing architecture up to 2021 contributed to a situation in which
cooperation with MICs was largely dictated by EU financing instruments and sometimes artificially differentiated
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based on geographical belonging, rather than based on strategic assessment of EU objectives or added value, or
responding to country needs and demands (Di Ciommo and Sayds Monras 2018).

The Agenda for Change put an end to EU bilateral grants to UMICs and countries representing 1% of global GDP
under the Development Cooperation Instrument, with a few exceptions. EU Neighbourhood countries and UMICs
covered by the European Development Fund (EDF) were excluded from this policy because the graduation principle
was deemed not in line with the European Neighbourhood Policy and the spirit of the Cotonou Agreement.
Graduation led to financial constraints, only partially compensated by the regional and thematic envelopes of the
Development Cooperation Instrument and the Partnership Instrument. Notably, the EU also struggled to frame
alternative engagement based on mutual interests and shared values at bilateral level and/or equip the EU
institutions to put them in place.

Other MICs were subjected to some form of differentiation, meaning an adaptation of policies and tools of
intervention to different contexts and/or a modulation of aid allocations based on country needs, capacity,
commitment and performance, with a focus on countries most in need (Keijzer et al. 2012). While a context-specific,
country-tailored approach was in line with partner countries' demands, the EU differentiation policy was limited by
being based on aid alone, not taking transition processes into account, applied with limited transparency and not
driven by a strategic approach to external action.

In countries far from Europe, the end of bilateral cooperation and a diminished priority for the EU of some of those
countries led to a perception of a drop in the channels of cooperation and engagement with the EU and a diminished
profile for the EU as a development partner. In Latin America, a region heavily affected by graduation, regional
cooperation helped in many ways but was not an adequate substitute for bilateral engagement (Caputo et al. 2019).
All in all, the EU suffered from a lack of a coherent yet flexible approach to external action to MICs and a missed
opportunity of tailoring EU action based on country needs, shared objectives with partner countries and on the
relevance that they have for the EU.

The debate in the EU has focused primarily on how to deal with the later stages of transition, namely upper-middle
income status and graduation out of aid, while evidence shows that changes occur along a continuum and transitions
need to be prepared carefully, by both partner countries and donors to preserve development results and prepare
the ground for other forms of international engagement. Although a thorough assessment still has to come, the
widespread perception is that graduation under the Agenda for Change has led to a loss of communication channels
and relevance in some contexts, including at a high level of partner country governments. With the loss of country
programmes, the EU also lost some relevance as a development actor without a clear strategy for replacing these
relationships based on other forms of international cooperation that would be desirable both to the EU and to the
partner country.

4. A narrative for future collaboration with MICs

One of the reasons for the above situation has been the absence of a consistent narrative within the EU around
which a convincing approach to cooperation with MICs could be built (Di Ciommo and Sayds Monras 2018, Keijzer
et al. 2013, Alonso et al. 2014, Koch 2013). Some discussions occurred in the round of debates on Development in
Transition held by the European Commission in collaboration with the Economic Commission for Latin America and
the Caribbean and the OECD Development Centre starting from 2017. However, the impact on policy has been
limited and debates at the Council of the European Union stalled due to concerns about maintaining LDCs high on
the agenda, differential geographic interests of member states and different views on the adequate forums to
discuss the matter in the Council. The national geostrategic and economic interests of member states in specific



countries or regions add another dimension of complexity to finding a joint and well articulated discourse on how
the EU engages with some strategic partners.

While being a major break that could enable a more strategic approach, the new EU financing framework for external
action underpinned by the NDICI-Global Europe will achieve this only if accompanied by a strong, EU-wide
commitment to more cohesive external action.

The EU international partnerships approach offers a push for better engagement with
MICs

A major push for renewed engagement with MICs stems from wider shifts in the EU’s international cooperation and
external relations, rather than from an articulated rationale around cooperation with these countries. The EU’s new
international partnerships approach frames EU cooperation as a mutually beneficial endeavour between Europe and
its international partners based on common interests and values much more clearly than in the past. Such
partnerships would include new forms of cooperation along with, or in substitution for, development assistance.
The turmoil caused by COVID-19 has heightened the EU ambitions for global leadership, including on the issues of
green transition, digital development, multilateralism, the defence of a rules-based international order and
regulatory matters.

Certain MICs are of significant strategic relevance to the EU’s international objectives as set in the EUGS (European
Union 2016) and in line with the geopolitical approach and ambitions of the European Commission. The EUGS
referred to “like-minded and strategic partners” for the realisation of peace and security, prosperity, climate change,
migration and sustainable development objectives and the preservation of a rules-based multilateral order
(European Union 2016). Emphasis in the EUGS on the EU Neighbourhood remains of relevance due to proximity and
history. This has consistently been demonstrated throughout the EU’s COVID-19 response where MICs in the EU
Neighbourhood benefitted from support from the EU not available to other countries. The geopolitical commission
of Ursula von der Leyen builds on the EUGS to endorse a more global approach and a stronger defence of EU interests
and values. In the words of the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy Joseph
Borrell, Europe has the urgency to “find its way in a world increasingly characterized by raw power politics. We
Europeans must adjust our mental maps to deal with the world as it is, not as we hoped it would be” (Borrell 2020).

The COVID-19 crisis and the SDGs have strengthened arguments for collaboration

The turmoil caused by the COVID-19 crisis added a layer of realism to the way the EU approaches globalisation and
focused the debate on the need for the EU to sharpen its own toolkit to be better able to act and compete in an
interdependent and volatile global context. This is where new concepts gain strength: open strategic autonomy and
re- and nearshoring (i.e. moving key industries within or closer to Europe out of countries that are perceived as
unreliable or otherwise problematic as in the case of China). If anything, the crisis has heightened EU ambitions to
global leadership, including on green transition, multilateralism and regulatory matters (Michel 2020).

EU allies are not necessarily MICs and the argument for engagement is often made on a regional or individual country
basis rather than as an MIC category in itself (von der Leyen 2019). Still, arguably these countries have better
capacities and resources to engage with the EU on global agendas and in multilateral forums, as well as providing
investment opportunities for Europe. MICs can also serve as champions and anchors at the regional level. This is
particularly important as the EU is moving away from regional organisations as the sole partners in the EU’s funding
for regional cooperation. This means that the EU will increasingly seek flexible alliances with influential and strategic
countries on specific regional issues such as security or trade.



Box 2: MICs and MADCs

Strongly pushed by the European Commission, the concept of a ‘more advanced developing country’ (MADC) made its way in the
New European Consensus on Development (2017) but has lost some of its original appeal (see also European Commission 2020b).
The EU has used the concept to refer to UMICs or large LMICs “for which traditional external bilateral assistance is no longer the
most important (nor necessarily preferred) form of international cooperation” (O’Riordan 2018: 18). Some EU actors would also
include countries that recently graduated out of aid (O’Riordan 2018, Di Ciommo and Sayés Monras 2018). MADCs also refer to
MICs that have some strategic relevance for the EU; a group that overlaps with those with whom new forms of cooperation would
be needed. The OECD uses ‘more advanced developing countries and territories’ (MADCTSs) to refer to countries that have left
the OECD DAC list of recipients (e.g. Chile, Israel, Uruguay, Oman), which includes high-income countries. All in all, the concept
lacks definition and remains ambiguous, making it of limited use in guiding EU or international policy.

The SDGs provided new impetus for collaboration with MICs, due to their universal nature and applicability to all
countries and the emphasis on global challenges. The 2017 European Consensus on Development recognises the
global nature of the SDGs and the role of MICs and more advanced developing countries (MADCs, see Box 2 for MICs
and MADCs) in implementing Agenda 2030, both as global and regional actors and because of the scale of the
domestic challenges they face. The Consensus mentions persistent inequalities, acknowledging the need to address
these issues and engage with MICs alongside LDCs “to ensure that no-one is left behind” (European Commission
2017, Di Ciommo and Sayds Monras 2018).

5. Institutional improvements can add value to cooperation with
MICs

While most of the reasons why the debate on MICs has stalled in the EU are genuinely political, some of the barriers
are strengthened by the EU institutional architecture itself. A stronger integration between the working groups of
the EU Council could facilitate this debate, easing some of the existing polarisation and fostering the sharing of
information and learnings and building common views across the domains of EU external action. The governance of
the NDICI-Global Europe will be crucial to exploit the opportunities for synergies that the instrument offers.

The governance of the NDICI-Global Europe will impact how the EU engages with MICs

Formally, the Working Party on Development Cooperation (CODEV) deals with EU development cooperation. While
this is a broad mandate, overlaps with other working parties of the EU Council have caused uneasiness in the debate
on MICs. Some countries have argued that relationships with EU neighbouring countries, all of which are MICs, are
remits of other forums such as the Working Party on Eastern and Central Asia (COEST) and the Mashreq/Maghreb
Working Party. Political cooperation is dealt with in regional working groups, and the Political and Security
Committee is responsible for the Common Security and Defence Policy and the Common Foreign and Security Policy.
Supporters of a debate on an updated engagement with MICs have raised the point that MICs exist well beyond the
EU Neighbourhood, and therefore CODEV should discuss this matter too, and that the discussion should go beyond
development. Discussions on a revised CODEV mandate that could broaden its mandate to the scope of the NDICI—
Global Europe and international partnerships could also help to address this issue more consistently and strategically
across the council’s working parties.




Some institutional improvements beyond the EU Council are underway already

In this spirit, the von der Leyen Commission established the Group for External Coordination (EXCO). Chaired by the
High Representative, EXCO coordinates external action responses across the whole European Commission. Its major
contribution to the EU’s engagement with MICs is to instil consistency of EU action across European Commission
Directorates-Generals (DGs), better aligning the internal and external aspects of the Commission’s work and helping
to overcome the bottlenecks that arise from the different priorities and ways of working within the EU institutions.
This would be in line with a better integration of the EU domestic and international action, signalling more strongly
that, on the one hand, EU domestic policies have a large impact beyond EU borders and, on the other, that Europe
could offer solutions to solve shared societal problems to other countries on the basis of its domestic
experience. Despite a tendency to work in silos, our interviews suggest that line DGs are now engaging earlier and
more effectively to bring international and domestic dimensions into dialogue, for example under the European
Green Deal (Di Ciommo and Ahairwe 2021, Teevan et al. 2021). The NDICI-Global Europe programming process,
including the EU institutions inter-service country team meetings and the Multiannual Indicative Programme, offers
an opportunity to build this from the bottom up.

6. Key changes in the NDICI-Global Europe that can influence
cooperation with MICs

Programming and implementing the NDICI-Global Europe and external resources through the European financing
institutions for development bring changes that can, directly or indirectly, impact cooperation with MICs and offer
a key moment to innovate how the EU works with these countries. Making the most of the opportunities available
through the NDICI-Global Europe and beyond can support the EU to be not only a development actor but also a
strategic partner to these countries (Di Ciommo and Jones 2019).

Differing from past fragmented financing architecture, the NDICI-Global Europe covers partner countries
irrespective of where they are in the world, with the exception of accession countries. With some variations for the
EU Neighbourhood, the same programming principles apply to all countries and, jointly with dedicated policy
direction for MICs, could help to frame a better approach to cooperation.

The space to increase financial resources to MICs is limited

The NDICI-Global Europe allows for cooperation with all countries, irrespective of their income status, reversing
previous policy directions under the Agenda for Change (European Commission 2011). Past assessments suggest
that “rather than involving the provision of large sums of bilateral assistance, a review of graduation would be based
on the notion of facilitating mutually agreed initiatives based on policy dialogue, common interests and shared
values” (Di Ciommo and Sayds Monras 2018: 18, Bossuyt et al. 2017). Those in favour of such an approach say that
these resources can be a game changer in facilitating more political cooperation with strategic allies or to finance
specific actions, for example public sector expertise (PSE) or policy dialogue, or better link different realms of EU
actions (e.g. across European Commission DGs or between bilateral and regional action). Other EU policymakers and
stakeholders in UMICs have expressed concerns that small envelopes will not suffice to position the EU well enough
to tackle some of the most pressing social issues in UMICs, notably inequality and poverty. Moreover, they fear that
small sums risk to further marginalise the EU in its cooperation with MICs at a time when other global players are
increasing their footprint.



It is likely that LMICs and even some UMICs will still receive relatively large amounts of aid compared with other
recipients of EU assistance. This is certainly the case for neighbouring countries and many countries in Africa, based
on their strategic relevance for the EU and the policy choices made in the NDICI-Global Europe negotiation in terms
of the geographic focus of resources. When looking at the programming of the DG for International Partnerships
and country allocations, roughly half of the beneficiary countries are MICs. Of the €79.5 billion instrument, at least
37% will go to sub-Saharan African countries. The case in favour of larger sums for most UMICs is harder to make,
primarily due to choices that need to be made in the context of limited resources, especially in the midst of the
COVID-19 pandemic where pressure on public finances will be hard felt for many years in donor countries.

OECD DAC data shows that the EU institutions are a relatively large funder of MICs. In total, EU institutions’ aid in
2019 was €15.8 billion, of which €7.7 billion went to MICs (€4.36 billion to LMICs and €3.36 billion to UMICs). This
equates to 49% of total bilateral aid, a relatively high share compared with the 34% allocated to MICs by the member
states and 43% by other donors (excluding member states and the EU institutions). Within the EU institutions, the
European Investment Bank allocated the largest share of their ODA resources to MICs (85%) in 2019. These findings
are consistent with past EU performance starting in 2011. This situation is largely due to the priority given to the EU
Neighbourhood countries under the European Neighbourhood Policy. These countries received €3.3 billion of ODA
from the EU institutions in 2019, which is a little more than a fifth of their total ODA that year. Among the top 10
recipients, 6 are EU Neighbourhood countries (Egypt, Morocco, Syria, Ukraine, West Bank and Gaza strip, and
Tunisia) and 2 (Turkey and Serbia) are pre-accession countries.

Figure 2: EU aid by region and country income category
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‘Regional’ includes regional funding, and ‘Other’ includes unspecified funding. SSA is Sub-Saharan Africa, EU is Europe, MENA is
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and South America, OCE is Oceania. Regions are according to the OECD DAC distribution.



Additional resources to most UMICs need to be found beyond aid, for example through blending and guarantees
under the European Fund for Sustainable Development Plus (EFSD+). This will avoid depletion of already low
resources going to other countries and further distancing from reaching the commitment of 0.15% to 0.20% of ODA
as a share of GNI to LDCs (Castillejo et al. 2018). The EU has been pushing the use of blending and guarantees to
leverage additional resources for development purposes, including from the private sector. These operations can
bring much needed resources to developing countries and public backing to cover risks in unstable contexts.
However, most global blended finance goes to MICs. From the transactions between 2017 and 2019, 59% targeted
LMICs and 18% UMICs (Convergence 2020). In addition, sustainability of further lending and rising debt levels remain
an issue (see section 1).

A shift from grants towards loans, either concessional or at market rates, and harder conditions for borrowing can
worsen the macroeconomic position of some MICs. Debt sustainability can become an issue, especially since not all
lenders abide by similar standards. In addition, recent research suggests that social sectors, previously supported by
ODA and normally better financed through public spending, may experience funding gaps when grants dry up (Engen
and Prizzon 2019, Dercon and Lea 2015, Kharas et al. 2014). Conversely, productive sectors may experience no
funding gap or even an increase in resources as several MICs offer relatively favourable conditions for profitable
investments. However, the quality of investments in terms of social and environmental standards can worsen due
to a diminished push towards sustainability in certain contexts (Cattaneo and Piemonte 2021).

The ‘policy first” principle allows for cooperation based on shared goals with EU partners

The ‘policy first’ principle signals a shift towards the achievement of certain policy objectives, rather than having an
external policy driven by instruments. The NDICI-Global Europe as an instrument and the ‘policy first’ principle seem
to offer an opportunity to end the instrument-driven cooperation of the past.

The ‘policy first’ principle implies flexibility to follow and adapt to the policy priorities of both the EU and partners.
It relates to the use of forms of collaboration beyond financial transfers to encompass political and policy dialogue,
exchange of expertise and innovative financing mechanisms. While all these are already part of the EU cooperation
toolbox, the ambition is that their use will be aligned behind shared priorities with the partner country and
engagement widened to matters such as trade, digital governance, the fight against climate change, security and
global threats and others, depending on the context. Interviews revealed that some MICs offer a fertile ground and
would welcome this approach. Cooperation with countries such as South Africa and Colombia seems to already be
advanced. Others, such as Kenya and Chile (a recently graduated country) are presented as candidates for a shift in
their relationship with the EU.

Finally, the envisaged ‘cooperation facilities’ under the NDICI-Global Europe could offer a new way to provide
technical support to MICs at the country level and give flexibility to take actions, for example in response to emerging
policy priorities in the EU’s as well as mutual interests, that were harder to support in the past. Some expect that
these facilities could also encourage dialogue with the partner countries and are considered a channel through which
the EU could promote its policies and standards abroad, including through strategic public diplomacy. Conversely,
the cooperation facilities could enable partners in MICs to more easily gain access to knowledge and insight from
how the EU itself has sought to address their own policy challenges that may be relevant for them. The extent to
which the cooperation facilities could go beyond technical support and offer space for political coordination and
direction remains to be seen. In MICs, a mechanism should be in place for better alignment with the policy objectives
of the European Commission DGs, especially in countries where different interests exist or where the potential for
synergies is great.
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7. Stepping up joint programming and ‘Team Europe’ in MICs

Joint programming is the EU’s preferred way of cooperation in partner countries under the NDICI-Global Europe
(Council of the European Union 2021a, article 12). Greater collaboration between the EU and member states,
including on strategic approaches to cooperation with MICs, could strengthen the European profile with
international partners and in an increasingly competitive geopolitical landscape. The EU and its member states have
been able to better position themselves in the context of joint programming in MICs, emphasising the added value
of cooperation with the EU on policy development, governance or access to EU markets in countries as diverse as
Egypt, Ghana, Kenya, Moldova, Namibia and Palestine (O’Riordan 2018). More collaboration could help ease some
of the concerns of member states about protecting funds for their priority areas (Serrano Caballero 2018). Demands
from MICs for differentiated and innovative forms of cooperation (e.g. triangular cooperation, the deployment of
European PSE and scientific exchange and/or knowledge diplomacy) that would greatly benefit from a deeper
involvement of member states and their institutions have grown. Still, their use remains limited (O’Riordan 2018).

Despite some positive experiences, joint programming remains a complex endeavour

There are many incentives and disincentives at play in joint programming. Many larger and economically strategic
MICs have the benefit of a high presence of member states and wide interests, but significant competition on the
ground has hampered collaboration in certain instances. For example, member states might have a strong interest
in maintaining their visibility and a separate programming process in their key partner countries, rather than favour
joint programming. These interests are at play in the current NDICI-Global Europe programming phase.

The ‘Team Europe’ approach, developed in the context of the EU’s global response to COVID-19, is a valuable step
towards greater collaboration. Team Europe initiatives are high-profile actions that aim to bring together EU
institutions, EU member states and European financial institutions for development around shared objectives. They
have the potential to place the EU collectively as a partner of reference in partner countries, including MICs, and to
achieve a higher impact in key areas by building on a wider toolbox and combined resources (Council of the European
Union 2021b). However, it is unclear whether Team Europe will overcome the institutional and political stumbling
blocks that arise from divergences between EU and member states’ interests, different working methods and
programming cycles, and the different circumstances prevailing in partner countries to deepen Europe-wide
collaboration (Jones and Teevan 2021). One of the key goals of some member states is to foster inclusiveness in
Team Europe initiatives and beyond (Jones 2021).

The EU member states’ experiences are of great value to MICs

The diversity and complementarity of member states’ experience (e.g. transition experience, experience in specific
regions, and thematic expertise such as digital, green projects) could allow MIC partners to access a wider set of EU
competencies and funding, for example through the use of PSE and European financial institutions for development.
Particular attention could be paid to inclusive partnerships with EU member states that do not have an embassy or
cooperation activities in the country but that bring an added value to cooperation in a given context. Smaller
member states could also prove very useful and complementary to traditional modalities and actors, building on
their own transition experience and experience of cooperating with MICs, for example in the EU Neighbourhood or
in Central Asia (Jones 2021). This could ease pressure on the EU institutions themselves, who are often considered
as ‘donor of last resort’ to fill the funding gaps and sustain the political dialogue with partner countries after the
departure of other international partners (Di Ciommo and Sayds Monras 2018).
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8. Lessons from EU cooperation with MICs in different regions

A review of past EU cooperation with MICs in different regions (Africa, the EU Neighbourhood and Latin America)
gives a sense of how scattered EU cooperation with MICs has been so far. Approaches vary not only from region to
region, but also among countries in the same region. While this could be partially justified by diversity across and
within MICs, existing evidence tells a story of missed opportunities to better support countries along their transitions
and for the EU to exploit partnerships fully for mutual benefit. Some recurring elements and lessons for the future
emerge from the review.

Integrating better bilateral and regional cooperation would improve engagement

Firstly, there is a tendency to favour bilateral relations at the expense of regional approaches. This is particularly
evident in the EU Neighbourhood but is also present in Latin America, where the regional partnership has been
relatively solid and the EU engagement at bilateral level rather limited. The EU Neighbourhood approach was based
on building a wider circle of stability by pursuing close political and economic relations with states to the EU’s east
and south. This largely failed, and the 2015 review of the European Neighbourhood Policy moved towards a more
differentiated approach based on deeper bilateral cooperation with selected countries and the ‘more for more’
principle. The EU thus stipulated that it would move forward at a faster pace in cooperation with those countries
that were most willing to reform and deepen relations with the EU (European Commission and High Representative
of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy 2015). The initial multilateral dimension of the policy is today
extremely weak (Blockmans 2017).

The new EU—-Latin America Strategy speaks of “a modernised partnership focused on trade, investment and sectoral
cooperation” that “should concentrate on four mutually reinforcing priorities” — namely prosperity, democracy,
resilience and effective global governance — open regionalism and win-win solutions (European Commission 2019:
2-3). The EU has been a strong supporter of the peace process in Colombia, and in 2016 it signed the first ever
cooperation agreement with Cuba. The long-awaited EU-Mercosur agreement received the political green light from
the EU in 2019, although its future remains uncertain. In a context of a declining EU influence in the region, coming
to terms with the trade-offs between the desire to preserve a regional outlook and the reality of growing bilateral
ties has been a challenge for Europe (Tvevad 2020). On a more positive note, the continuity of EU programmes of a
continental scale transformed some EU-funded activities into “well-established structures to foster exchanges and
provide funding on policy issues of common interest for countries of the region” (Caputo et al. 2019: 23) and allowed
for the continuation of cooperation with countries graduating out of EU aid, giving them a role to play, for example
through peer-to-peer learning and triangular cooperation (Caputo et al. 2019: 18).

The regional dimension seems to be one in which the EU has clear added value but that is quite disconnected from
bilateral engagements. How to better integrate the regional and bilateral dimensions along with the thematic
cooperation, especially when engaging with countries that the EU sees as strong regional players, will deserve some
reflection. For example, the EU could work with frontrunners to progressively bring up to speed their neighbours
and limit intra-regional competition, including through South—South and triangular cooperation. This could be an
area for mutual collaboration with countries that graduate out of the DAC list of recipients, for example, as some
experiences in Latin America suggest already.

Partnerships among equals have been hard to achieve, especially in Africa...

Secondly, the difficulty to articulate a partnership among equals based on mutual interests is especially strong in the
case of Africa, despite the numerous references to such an outcome as part of the EU-Africa partnership and the
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new agreement between the EU and the Organisation of African, Caribbean and Pacific States (OACPS) (Medinilla
2021a). The Joint Communication Towards a Comprehensive Strategy with Africa, for example, refers to a
partnership based on “a clear understanding of our respective and mutual interests and responsibilities, reflecting
the comprehensiveness and maturity of our relationship” (European Commission 2020a: 1). It goes on
acknowledging Africa’s attractiveness to many players and that Europe” must adapt the way it engages with Africa,
ensuring its positioning is in line with our mutual interests, and giving more prominence to values, key principles,
and good regulatory practice [...]. This reliable, longterm, multi-faceted partnership should now also translate into
a strong political alliance” (European Commission 2020a: 2).

Despite these high ambitions and the evolutions that occur on the African continent, equal partnerships are difficult
to achieve in an unequal world, and the EU should reflect on the countries with which this is a realistic expectation.
While many African countries are MICs, their diversity and the scale of the challenges that the continent still faces
mean that a narrative around middle-income status on the continent has not evolved. Only some African MICs fit a
European political understanding of what an MIC is, which has less to do with income per capita and hints at the
capacities and resources available to the country, the strategic opportunities they offer to Europe and the country’s
interest in a stronger partnership with Europe. At the same time, this view maintains a development outlook,
especially due to the unequal character of the societies that these countries host. In the EU Neighbourhood, such a
partnership may be in the making in the EU-Morocco relations, but this is very much in its infancy. In June 2019, a
joint declaration from the EU and Morocco identified a set of shared priorities for moving the partnership forward
around addressing the impact of free trade agreements or the potential Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area
on local livelihoods, and with a very strong focus on youth, jobs and innovation (Council of the EU 2019). Negotiations
to put the partnership into practice involved shared priorities under the EU Green Deal and the Moroccan interest
to join the European data market.

...But some countries offer lessons and examples for their realisation

Thirdly, more political and integrated relations may be an option for some countries. The core elements of the EU—
South Africa relations — a dialogue facility and structured partnership with engagement at the political level — have
attracted interest in other contexts for their ability to step up political and policy dialogue and build on the diverse
set of EU competencies and resources. Other examples include the Regional Facility for Development in Transition

in Latin America and the Caribbean. The EU established the facility after a series of high-level debates in 2018 with

the support of the OECD’s Development Centre and the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean.
This is a facility aimed at changing the narrative on international cooperation, including the assessment that
development has dimensions beyond income, and that it is a continuous, non-linear and sometimes reversible
process. Initially for Latin America, the initiative spurred interest in other contexts. For instance, South Africa
requested a ‘development in transition’ seminar to learn about the collaboration between the EU and Latin America.

The experience of mesas pais under Eurosocial+ and other regional EU programmes in Latin America seems to offer
an interesting methodology for cooperation and dialogue (Di Ciommo and Sergejeff 2021). These are inter-
institutional high-level dialogues at the country level that involve partner countries’ authorities, the EU, and EU
member states involved in the EU programme. Through an innovative methodology, these country tables (mesas
pais) help to identify and then agree a work programme around shared priorities in a horizontal, multisectoral,
multidimensional and participatory way. Mesas pais have been instrumental to the success of regional programmes
and especially tailoring them to country contexts.
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Aid and a political relationship should not be an ‘either-or’ situation

Fourthly, a political partnership does not need to come at the expense of aid and should be thought of along a
continuum of approaches and strategies for cooperation. The support offered by aid is considered of great
importance to many countries, either in the form of budget support or through project-type interventions in
strategic sectors and in support of the most vulnerable. This is the case in African countries in particular due to the
unique challenges they face and the uneven development of the continent. At the same time, more political
engagement can facilitate progress, for example where bottlenecks require high-level, sustained engagement such
as in the case of conflict or for wide reforms.

Cooperation between the EU and African MICs is diverse — ranging from a longstanding and articulated strategic
partnership with South Africa that involves a dialogue facility and the cross-institutional collaboration of different
European Commission DGs, to a traditional approach to cooperation as in the case of Ghana. Countries such as Kenya
or Cabo Verde sit somehow in the middle. Cabo Verde is closely aligned with the EU’s values and interests and has
a special partnership with the EU. Although the country graduated from LDC status, economic growth has been
limited and severely hampered by the pandemic. Debt sustainability is an issue and geopolitical competition has
been high. These conditions offer a rationale for continued EU support. Kenya, for example, is a country with a clear
strategic interest to Europe for its regional role, for example on security and migration, trade, and its economic
potential that could benefit European enterprises. Aid is still a major component of the relations between the EU,
its member states and Kenya. But there seems to be space for a change in the relationship with the country to slowly
move towards a more comprehensive partnership based on mutual interests, potentially on the model of South
Africa, and in closer collaboration with the member states based on the European Joint Strategy with Kenya 2018—
2022 (Delegation of the European Union to the Republic of Kenya n.d.).

If the assessment is that aid and a more political relationship do represent an alternative, the shift should look more
like a marathon than a sprint. The evolution beyond aid relations needs to be gradual, well communicated and
managed (Calleja and Prizzon 2019, Jalles d'Orey and Prizzon 2019, Engen and Prizzon 2019, Cattaneo and Piemonte
2021).? Transitioning from low-income to middle-income status and from the latter to high-income status carries
changes in the mix of financial resources available and in the way donors engage with these countries. An additional
point is that, especially in UMICs or countries graduating out of aid, international funding to civil society
organisations can dry up, depriving them of essential support, especially in countries where domestic sources of
finance are still limited.

Other forms of financial and policy engagement should be considered

Fifthly, despite rising debt levels, different forms of concessional financing from the EU are attractive to sustain
economic recovery and, ideally, transformation. In the ongoing programming of 2021-2027 resources, the EU
intends to link investments under the EFSD+ and its facilities more strongly to the NDICI-Global Europe

The UK’s exit from aid relationships in some countries, managed by the now extinct UK Department for International
Development (DFID), is well documented and offers some interesting lessons that may be useful to European donors.
Although with some exceptions, DFID attempted to exit responsibly by handing over its activities to governments or other
development partners, whenever feasible, and retaining cooperation in strategic areas (Independent Commission for Aid
Impact 2016). Vietnam is an example of good practice, where DFID explicitly analysed the development risks associated with
its exit and put in place measures to manage them. It identified areas that it believed were critical to Vietnam'’s continuing
development (such as anti-corruption, dialogue between government and the private sector, and civil society development)
and concentrated part of its remaining funding in those areas. More broadly, the impact of DFID's support reportedly depends
less on the volume of financial support and more on its ability to help the country identify innovative solutions to local
economic and social challenges. Engagement has moved towards knowledge partnerships rather than retaining a focus on
funding (UK Parliament 2015; see also OECD 2020b).
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programming. This is certainly a welcomed move that can enhance the alignment of all EU financing under common
objectives, but EU delegations are still in the process of grappling with the operationalisation of the push towards
the use of blending and guarantees, not least because these instruments were managed elsewhere in the past. MICs
offer the most opportunities for investments, so balancing their attractiveness with a continuous commitment to
the poorer countries will be a challenge.

Finally, the EU’s aim for regulatory approximation may be interesting for some countries, especially if it facilitates
access to the EU single market. However, the added value of EU policies and expertise is if they are used to help
devise locally owned solutions to context-specific problems in partner countries, not to impose EU standards. The
experience in the EU Neighbourhood also suggests that requirements to comply with complex EU standards and
regulations to access the single market can lead to more inequalities, for example among small and large agricultural
producers since the former struggle to implement such complex arrangements (Kourtelis 2015). Despite a growing
focus on redressing inequalities in EU rhetoric towards the region, there is still much work to be done to ensure that
alignment with the single market does not increase inequalities. This is a major preoccupation in MICs where
inequality is structural and more equality a game-changer for sustainable development and the SDGs.

9. Inspiration from EU member states’ cooperation with MICs

European member states have diverse experiences of cooperation with MICs and have approached the issue of
transition in different ways. While not exhaustive, the below review of member states’ practices offers inputs for
the EU-wide discussion. We hope that this can be useful to think through two elements: first, what elements of these
practices could be of inspiration in shaping an EU approach to MICs; secondly, as an information base that could
feed into discussions about working better together and inclusiveness in the contexts offered by MICs.

Overall, experiences from member states seem to suggest that a combination of funding and knowledge
partnerships/technical cooperation leads to the best results — although this of course depends on the context and
needs to take the country’s specific situation as a starting point. Transitions need to be managed carefully, offering
a continuum of options to countries and closely involving government authorities through a structured dialogue and
endorsing a whole-of-government approach. Promoting ownership and responding to local demand is paramount,
where ownership is understood as a meaningful and regular process of consultation and genuine attempts to
respond to local demand that involve different governmental and non-governmental actors, including local civil
society and businesses.

France offers a continuum of differentiated financing terms, with terms and conditions based on a country’s specific
situation rather than on broad income categories (Jalles d'Orey and Prizzon 2019). The French Development Agency
(AFD —Agence Francaise de Développement) has established a Fund for Technical Expertise and Experience Transfers
(FEXTE) to finance technical cooperation programmes in MICs. Loans are a major component of France’s
international cooperation in MICs, and the country has used these to mobilise other forms of financing, for example
national resources, to fund infrastructure, urban development, environmental projects and to support the
productive sectors. ODA loans have been used in complementarity with financing from other partners with larger
funding capabilities (e.g. European Investment Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the
German development bank (KfW), the World Bank, and the African Development Bank) or to supplement national
resources. Technical assistance is often used in conjunction with these funding streams.

In Germany’s development cooperation, countries promoted to MIC status start moving from a grant-only
relationship to being able to access non-concessional loans. While Germany’s Federal Ministry for Economic
Cooperation and Development (BMZ) and KfW do not have a specific transition strategy for countries that are
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promoted to MIC status, a BMZ country-specific strategy is revisited every six years. Moreover, the concept of Global
Development Partners gives guidance especially for cooperation with strategic partners and UMICs. The use of the
triangular cooperation modality in German development cooperation was found to have fulfilled the main objectives
and expectations of donors, Southern providers and beneficiaries involved, although there is still work to be done
to explore the high potential of the modality (Kaplan et al. 2020).

Portugal has been championing triangular cooperation through structured policy dialogue. Together with the OECD,
Portugal has been hosting a series of international conferences on triangular cooperation, the latest of which
brought together over 150 representatives from national governments, international organisations, municipalities,
the private sector, civil society, academia, trade unions and private philanthropy to discuss ‘Implementing BAPA +40

—What is next for Triangular Co-operation?’. Portugal’s role is underpinned by several memoranda of understanding

and projects, with increased activity globally, most of which involving Latin American and African partner countries.
Also focused on PSE, Portugal has engaged with the EU through the fourth EU-Brazil Sector Dialogues Support

Facility, in view of the significant enlargement of themes considered of mutual interest embracing the bilateral and
regional dimensions and global challenges.

Spain has partnerships with “countries of advanced cooperation”, and PSE is a major part of these partnerships.
Spanish cooperation focuses on an advanced dialogue on sectoral policies and technical and institutional
cooperation. It has also developed a strategy for extending MICs’ efforts in regional and global public goods. Many
programmes are run in consortia with other EU member states and regional and national actors, providing good
examples of collaboration. This is the case of EU-funded regional programmes such as Euroclima+ and Eurosocial+,

Interconnecta (which focuses on knowledge management, exchange, peer-to-peer learning, capacity-building) as
well as bilateral programmes in the southern EU Neighbourhood, focusing on governance, migration, and
institutional strengthening/building. Spain also has extensive experience in financial cooperation and triangular
cooperation with MICs.

MICs are well suited for PSE cooperation because they have developed administrative capacities and similar
challenges to those of European countries (Schneider and lllan 2020). PSE is also a modality for cooperation that
supports the EU agendas on ‘inclusiveness’ and ‘working better together’. Most EU member states have some form
of PSE, but it is a core element for some. One example is Lithuania, which provides PSE primarily via delegated
cooperation in EU projects. Lithuania's bilateral initiatives are usually small, but they sometimes constitute a good
starting point for participation in EU projects. The Lithuania’s experience of transition and accession to the EU is
highly requested by partner countries and Lithuanian public institutions cooperate intensively with eastern EU
Neighbourhood and accession countries (Western Balkan and Turkey) (Schneider and Illan 2020). However,
Lithuania’s expertise is wider, and the country has started to seek opportunities based on its thematic expertise (e.g.
in digitalisation, rule of law, public sector reform, state border control and anti-corruption) and in other regions of
the world, for example in Africa.

10. Conclusions

The EU is modernising and changing its development cooperation set-up ranging from better articulation of its
narrative around international cooperation and more strategic programming of its external resources under the
NDICI-Global Europe. The end of graduation out of bilateral EU aid is a major change, but the shifts required by an
updated and more strategic engagement with MICs are wider. These shifts require both managing transitions across
all development milestones of partner countries and empowering the EU to be influential in a competitive
international environment working with partners well beyond the development logic. This is of crucial importance
in a moment in which the success of the EU’s own domestic policies depends on wider dynamics, as is the case for
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democratic digital governance and the Green Deal (Di Ciommo and Ahawaire 2021, Teevan et al. 2021, Medinilla
2021b).

The finalisation of NDICI-Global Europe programming and implementation decisions to be taken in the next 18
months could steer a more agile, tailored and strategic cooperation with MICs based on policy priorities and shared
goals. Decisions taken in the coming months will set the tone for years to come. Particular attention should be paid
to how to better integrate bilateral and regional action, realistically approach the motto of equal partnership,
approach aid and political cooperation as complementary rather than alternatives, and use the opportunities offered
by the EFSD+ and regulatory approximation wisely. The EU should ensure that meaningful consultation and
adaptation and a more sophisticated understanding of country ownership are core to establish genuine partnerships
with MICs. The EU and its member states have, collectively, a richness of experiences on which to build to frame
attractive propositions for future engagement.

The recently adopted EU Council conclusions on ‘EU partnerships with middle-income countries: Opportunities for
the development in transition agenda’ make good steps forward in framing a narrative around MICs that
complements and stems from the wider story around the EU’s international partnerships (Council of the European
Union 2021c). It will be important to ensure that this document effectively orients EU action as a basis for better
cooperation. This would be a significant change of course from a situation in which MICs as a category have not
featured prominently in EU policy. In addition, building bottom-up and participatory relations to ensure context
specificity, either national or regional, and political savviness could help realise the EU potential.

Additional steps forward would be to overcome the institutional bottlenecks that exist at the EU Commission and
the EU Council to frame a more synergic and integrated external engagement — this would benefit all countries and
not only MICs. Decisions on the future governance of the NDICI-Global Europe, notably at the Council level and the
role of the respective working parties involved, will play a major role. So far, discussions on MICs and the EU have
suffered greatly due to institutional divisions and the apparently irreconcilable interests of member states. This
paper has argued that, instead, a leap forward in this debate should be based on a more sophisticated understanding
of the diversity of MICs, the challenges of transition and a strategic use of the EU toolbox for cooperation as well as
the added value of working with member states, including as Team Europe. Any remaining ambiguity on MICs will
not be helpful at a critical moment of EU policymaking and spending decisions or to realise the SDGs or EU ambitions
globally.

17



Bibliography

Alonso, J. A., Glennie, J. and Sumner, A. 2014. Recipients and contributors: Middle income countries and the future

of development cooperation. DESA Working Paper No. 135. New York: United Nations Department of Economic
and Social Affairs. July 2014.

Blockmans, S. 2017. The obsolescence of the European Neighbourhood Policy. Brussels: CEPS. 9 October 2017.

Borrell, J. 2020. Embracing Europe’s power. Project Syndicate. 8 February 2020.

Bossuyt, J., Caputo, E. and Schwarz, J. 2017. Coherence report — Insights from the external evaluation of the External

Financing Instruments. Brussels: European Commission. International Development and Cooperation. Final

Report. Brussels, July 2017.
Braathen, E., May, J., Ulriksen M., and Wright, G. 2016. Poverty and inequality in middle income countries. Policy

Achievements, Political Obstacles. CROP International Studies in Poverty Research. London: Zed Books.

Calleja, R. and Prizzon, A. 2019. Moving away from aid: Lessons from country studies. ODI research reports. 9
December 2019.

Caputo, E., Dosch, J., Garcia Femenia, A., Olding, W., Rivera, C., Smail, T., Soux, S. and Uribe, S. 2019. Evaluation of
the European Union’s Regional Development Cooperation with Latin America (2009-2017). Final report. Volume
1. May 2019. DG DEVCO (European Commission). May 2019.

Castillejo, C. M., Gavas, M., Di Ciommo, M., Sayés Monras, M. and Keijzer, N. 2018. The European Union’s next

Multiannual Financial Framework: Prospects and challenges for EU development cooperation. European Think
Tanks Group. 16 March 2018.

Cattaneo, O. and Piemonte, C. 2021. Transition Finance Compendium. Challenges and recommendations for the

Development Assistance Committee. OECD Development Co-operation Working Paper no. 94. Paris: OECD
Publishing. 16 April 2021.

Convergence. 2020. The state of blended finance 2020. 29 October 2020.

Council of the European Union. 2021a. Position of the Council at first reading with a view to the adoption of a
REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL establishing the Neighbourhood,
Development and International Cooperation Instrument — Global Europe, amending and repealing Decision No
466/2014/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council and repealing Regulation (EU) 2017/1601 of the
European Parliament and of the Council and Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 480/2009. Brussels: Council of
the European Union. 17 May 2021.

Council of the European Union. 2021b. Council conclusions on Team Europe. Brussels: Council of the European
Union. 23 April 2021.

Council of the European Union. 2021c. EU partnerships with Middle-Income Countries: Opportunities for the

development in transition agenda. Council conclusions. Brussels: Council of the European Union. 14 June 2021.

Delegation of the European Union to the Republic of Kenya. n.d. European Joint Strategy with Kenya 2018-2022.

Nairobi: Delegation of the European Union to the Republic of Kenya.

Dercon, S. and Lea, N. 2015. The missing middle - or is there an obvious resource gap for LMICs. May 2015.

Desai, H. and Forsberg, E. 2020. Multidimensional fragility in 2020. OECD Development Co-operation Working Paper
no. 79. Paris: OECD Publishing. 17 September 2020.

Di Ciommo, M. and Ahairwe, P. 2021. The EU budget and external climate financing: The state of play. ECDPM
Briefing Note 132. Maastricht: ECDPM. 21 May 2021.

Di Ciommo, M. and Jones, A. 2019. A necessary shake-up: EU programming for international cooperation. ECDPM
Discussion Paper 263. Maastricht: ECDPM. November 2019.

18


https://www.un.org/esa/desa/papers/2014/wp135_2014.pdf
https://www.un.org/esa/desa/papers/2014/wp135_2014.pdf
https://www.ceps.eu/ceps-publications/obsolescence-european-neighbourhood-policy/
https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/embracing-europe-s-power-by-josep-borrell-2020-02?barrier=accesspaylog
https://ecdpm.org/publications/coherence-report-external-evaluation-external-financing-instruments/
https://ecdpm.org/publications/coherence-report-external-evaluation-external-financing-instruments/
https://www.crop.org/Publications/CROP-Book-Series/Poverty-and-Inequality-in-Middle-Income-Countries.aspx
https://www.crop.org/Publications/CROP-Book-Series/Poverty-and-Inequality-in-Middle-Income-Countries.aspx
https://www.crop.org/Publications/CROP-Book-Series/Poverty-and-Inequality-in-Middle-Income-Countries.aspx
https://odi.org/en/publications/moving-away-from-aid-lessons-from-country-studies/
https://odi.org/en/publications/moving-away-from-aid-lessons-from-country-studies/
https://odi.org/en/publications/moving-away-from-aid-lessons-from-country-studies/
https://ec.europa.eu/international-partnerships/system/files/evaluation-latin-america-2009-2017-main-report-vol-1_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/international-partnerships/system/files/evaluation-latin-america-2009-2017-main-report-vol-1_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/international-partnerships/system/files/evaluation-latin-america-2009-2017-main-report-vol-1_en.pdf
https://ettg.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/ETTG-policy-brief-the-EUs-MFF_prospects_and_challenges_for_Development_cooperation.pdf
https://ettg.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/ETTG-policy-brief-the-EUs-MFF_prospects_and_challenges_for_Development_cooperation.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/dac/transition-finance-compendium-90f219b1-en.htm
https://www.oecd.org/dac/transition-finance-compendium-90f219b1-en.htm
https://www.convergence.finance/resource/3902657f-693e-453a-ba75-ca3bf7d2448e/view
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6879-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6879-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6879-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6879-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-6879-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-7894-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-8848-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-8848-2021-INIT/en/pdf
https://nairobi.aics.gov.it/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Joint_cooperation_strategy_2018_-2022.pdf
https://nairobi.aics.gov.it/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/Joint_cooperation_strategy_2018_-2022.pdf
https://studylib.net/doc/13003145/the-missing-middle-%E2%80%93
https://doi.org/10.1787/b4fbdd27-en
https://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/EU-Budget-External-Climate-Fnancing-State-Play-ECDPM-Briefing-Note-132-2021.pdf
https://ecdpm.org/publications/necessary-shake-up-eu-programming-international-cooperation/
https://ecdpm.org/publications/necessary-shake-up-eu-programming-international-cooperation/

Di Ciommo, M. and Sayds Monras, M. 2018. Sailing new waters in international cooperation on the way to framing

future EU engagement with more advanced developing countries. ECDPM Discussion Paper 224. Maastricht:
ECDPM. 30 March 2018.

Di Ciommo, M. and Sergejeff, K. 2021. Study on the EU and its Member States mobilizing Public Sector Expertise for
development - Phase |l - analysis paper. ECDPM Discussion Paper 299. Maastricht: ECDPM. 8 June 2021.

Engen, L. and Prizzon, A. 2019. Exit from Aid. Analysis of country experiences. ODI research reports. 8 April 2019.

EU Council. 2017. The new European consensus on development ‘our World, our Dignity, our Future’. Joint

statement by the Council and the representatives of the governments of the member states meeting within the

Council, the European Parliament, and the European Commission. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the

European Union, Brussels, 26 June 2017.

European Commission. 2011. Increasing the impact of EU development policy: an Agenda for Change — COM(2011)
637 final (endorsed by Council Conclusions in May 2012). Brussels: European Commission. 13 October 2011.

European Commission. 2019. Joint Communication to the European Parliament and The Council: European Union,

Latin America and the Caribbean: joining forces for a common future. Strasbourg: European Commission. 16 April
2019.

European Commission. 2020a. Joint Communication to the European Parliament and The Council: Towards a

comprehensive Strategy with Africa. Brussels: European Commission. 9 March 2020.

European Commission. 2020b. 2020 Annual Report On the implementation of the European Union’s instruments for
financing external actions in 2019. Brussels: European Commission. 14 December 2020.

European Commission and High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. 2015. Joint
communication to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the

Committee of the Regions. Review of the European Neighbourhood Policy. Brussels: European Commission and

High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. 18 November 2015.

European Union. 2016. Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the European

Union’s Foreign And Security Policy. June 2016.

Fabricius, P. 2020. The G20’s COVID-19 debt relief plan needs to go further. Should more creditors consider
suspending debt servicing, and for longer? ISS Today. 10 July 2020.

Fantom, N. and Serajuddin, U. 2016. The World Bank’s classification of countries by income. Policy Research Working
Paper 7528. World Bank Group. January 2016.

Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAl). 2016. When aid relationships change: DFID’s approach to managing

exit and transition in its development partnerships. A performance review. ICAl. November 2016.

International Monetary Fund. 2021. Questions and answers on sovereign debt issues. Questions and answers.
Accessed on 9 June 2021.

Jalles d'Orey, M.A. and Prizzon, A. 2019. Exit from aid: An analysis of donor experiences. ODI research reports.

London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI).

Jensen, L. 2021. Sovereign debt vulnerabilities in developing economies. New York: UNDP. 1 April 2021.

Jones, A. 2021. Fostering Inclusiveness in a Team Europe Approach. ECDPM Discussion Paper 298. Maastricht:
ECDPM. 8 June 2021.

Jones, A. and Teevan, C. 2021. Team Europe: Up to the Challenge? ECDPM Briefing Note 128. Maastricht: EDCPM.
25 January 2021.

Kaplan, M., Busemann, D. and Wirtgen K. 2020. Trilateral cooperation in German development cooperation. Bonn:

German Institute for Development Evaluation.

19


https://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/Re-DP-224-Sailing-new-waters-in-international-cooperation-ECDPM.pdf
https://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/Re-DP-224-Sailing-new-waters-in-international-cooperation-ECDPM.pdf
http://www.ecdpm.org/dp299
http://www.ecdpm.org/dp299
https://odi.org/en/publications/exit-from-aid-an-analysis-of-country-experiences/
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ca80bb57-6778-11e7-b2f2-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ca80bb57-6778-11e7-b2f2-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ca80bb57-6778-11e7-b2f2-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ca80bb57-6778-11e7-b2f2-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A52011DC0637
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019JC0006&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019JC0006&from=EN
https://africa-eu-partnership.org/sites/default/files/documents/towards_a_comprehensive_strategy.pdf
https://africa-eu-partnership.org/sites/default/files/documents/towards_a_comprehensive_strategy.pdf
https://africa-eu-partnership.org/sites/default/files/documents/towards_a_comprehensive_strategy.pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13171-2020-ADD-2/en/pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-13171-2020-ADD-2/en/pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/joint-communication_review-of-the-enp.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/joint-communication_review-of-the-enp.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/joint-communication_review-of-the-enp.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/joint-communication_review-of-the-enp.pdf
https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/files/eugs_review_web_0.pdf
https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/files/eugs_review_web_0.pdf
https://issafrica.org/iss-today/the-g20s-covid-19-debt-relief-plan-needs-to-go-further
https://issafrica.org/iss-today/the-g20s-covid-19-debt-relief-plan-needs-to-go-further
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/408581467988942234/pdf/WPS7528.pdf
https://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/ICAI-Review-When-aid-relationships-change-DFIDs-approach-to-managing-exit-and-transition-in-its-development-partnerships-1.pdf
https://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/ICAI-Review-When-aid-relationships-change-DFIDs-approach-to-managing-exit-and-transition-in-its-development-partnerships-1.pdf
https://www.imf.org/en/About/FAQ/sovereign-debt#g20q7
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/206742/1/12661.pdf
https://www.undp.org/publications/sovereign-debt-vulnerabilities-developing-economies#:%7E:text=The%20paper%20analyzes%20sovereign%20debt%20vulnerabilities%20across%20120%20developing%20economies.&text=Total%20external%20debt%20service%20at,billion%20of%20which%20in%202021.
https://www.undp.org/publications/sovereign-debt-vulnerabilities-developing-economies#:%7E:text=The%20paper%20analyzes%20sovereign%20debt%20vulnerabilities%20across%20120%20developing%20economies.&text=Total%20external%20debt%20service%20at,billion%20of%20which%20in%202021.
http://www.ecdpm.org/dp298
http://www.ecdpm.org/dp298
https://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/Team-Europe-Up-To-Challenge-ECDPM-Briefing-Note-128-January-2021.pdf
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Summary_DEval-2020-Trilateral_cooperation.pdf
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Summary_DEval-2020-Trilateral_cooperation.pdf
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Summary_DEval-2020-Trilateral_cooperation.pdf

Keijzer, N., Kratke, F., Lein, B., van Seters, J. and Montoute, A. 2012. Differentiation in ACP-EU cooperation:
Implications of the EU’s Agenda for Change for the 11th EDF and beyond. ECDPM Discussion Paper 134.
Maastricht: ECDPM. October 2012.

Keijzer, N., Krdtke, F. and van Seters, J. 2013. Meeting in the middle? Challenges and opportunities for EU
cooperation with middle-income countries. ECDPM Discussion Paper 140. Maastricht: ECDPM. February 2013.

Kharas, H., Prizzon, A. and Rogerson, A. 2014. Financing the post-2015 Sustainable Development Goals. A rough
roadmap. ODI research reports. 15 December 2014.

Koch, S. 2013. From poverty reduction to mutual interests? The debate on differentiation in EU development policy.

Briefing Paper 2/2013. Bonn: German Development Institute. February 2013.

Kourtelis, C. 2015. The political economy of Euro-Mediterranean relations: European Neighbourhood Policy in North
Africa. Basingstoke: Palgrave McMillan.

Lakner, C. Yonzan, N., Gerszon Mahler, D., Castaneda Aguilar, R.A. and Wu, H. 2021. Updated estimates of the impact
of COVID-19 on global poverty: Looking back at 2020 and the outlook for 2021. World Bank Blogs. 11 January
2021.

Medinilla, A. 2021a. New beginnings or a last hurrah? The OACPS-EU partnership in 2021-2041. ECDPM Briefing Note
130. Maastricht: ECDPM. 26 April 2021.

Medinilla, A. 2021b. AU-EU cooperation on climate and energy: In search of a common narrative. ECDPM Briefing
Note 133. Maastricht: ECDPM. 21 May 2021.

Michel, C. 2020. "L'autonomie stratégigue européenne est |'objectif de notre génération" - Discours du président

Charles Michel au groupe de réflexion Bruegel. Council of the EU. 28 September 2020.

Munevar, D. 2020. IIF Private creditor participation proposal: A cure worse than the disease. Eurodad Blog. 2 June
2020.

Nye, A. and Rhee, J. 2020. The limits of the G20's debt service suspension initiative. Yale School of Management.

OECD. 2015. States of fragility 2015. Meeting post-2015 Ambitions. Highlights. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2018a. Rethinking development strategies. Perspectives on Global Development 2019. Paris: OECD

Publishing.
OECD. 2020a. States of fragility. Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD. 2020b. OECD development co-operation peer reviews: United Kingdom 2020. OECD Development Co-
operation Peer Reviews. Paris: OECD Publishing

OECD. 2020c. DAC list of ODA recipients effective for reporting on 2020 flows. Paris: OECD Publishing

Ogunnubi, O., Onapajo, H., and Isike, C. 2017. A Failing Regional Power? Nigeria’s International Status in the Age of
Boko Haram, Politikon, 44:3, 446-465

O’Riordan, A. 2018. Joint programming in more advanced developing and middle-income countries. December 2018.

Pande, R., Mcintyre, V. and Page, L. 2019. A new home for extreme poverty: Middle-income countries. Harvard
Kennedy School. 14 March 2019.

Rahman, S.S. and Baranyi, S. 2018. Beyond binaries: constructing new _development partnerships with middle-
income countries. Canadian Journal of Development Studies, 39(2): 252-269. 7 December 2017.

Schneider, E. and Illan, C. 2020. Study on the EU and its Member States mobilizing Public Sector Expertise for
Development. Final Report. Phase 1 — Mapping Quantitative results and key findings from EU Member States.
Project funded by the European Union. p.p.17, 21, 24 & 29.

Serrano Caballero, E. 2018. The new shift in the cooperation of the European Union With middle and upper-middle-
income countries. International Relations and Diplomacy, 6(8): 456-468. December 2018.

20


http://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/DP-134-ACP-EU-Cooperation-Implications-EU-Agenda-Change-11-EDF-2012.pdf
http://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/DP-134-ACP-EU-Cooperation-Implications-EU-Agenda-Change-11-EDF-2012.pdf
https://ecdpm.org/publications/challenges-opportunities-eu-cooperation-middle-income-countries/
https://ecdpm.org/publications/challenges-opportunities-eu-cooperation-middle-income-countries/
https://odi.org/en/publications/financing-the-post-2015-sustainable-development-goals-a-rough-roadmap/
https://odi.org/en/publications/financing-the-post-2015-sustainable-development-goals-a-rough-roadmap/
https://odi.org/en/publications/financing-the-post-2015-sustainable-development-goals-a-rough-roadmap/
https://www.die-gdi.de/en/briefing-paper/article/from-poverty-reduction-to-mutual-interests-the-debate-on-differentiation-in-eu-development-policy/
https://www.die-gdi.de/en/briefing-paper/article/from-poverty-reduction-to-mutual-interests-the-debate-on-differentiation-in-eu-development-policy/
https://www.palgrave.com/gp/book/9781137449061
https://www.palgrave.com/gp/book/9781137449061
https://blogs.worldbank.org/opendata/updated-estimates-impact-covid-19-global-poverty-looking-back-2020-and-outlook-2021
https://blogs.worldbank.org/opendata/updated-estimates-impact-covid-19-global-poverty-looking-back-2020-and-outlook-2021
https://blogs.worldbank.org/opendata/updated-estimates-impact-covid-19-global-poverty-looking-back-2020-and-outlook-2021
https://ecdpm.org/wp-content/uploads/New-Beginnings-Last-Hurrah-OACPS-EU-Partnership-2021-2041-ECDPM-Briefing-Note-130-2021.pdf
https://ecdpm.org/bn133
https://ecdpm.org/bn133
https://www.bruegel.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/michel-speech.pdf
https://www.bruegel.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/michel-speech.pdf
https://www.eurodad.org/a_cure_worse_than_the_disease
https://www.eurodad.org/a_cure_worse_than_the_disease
https://www.eurodad.org/a_cure_worse_than_the_disease
https://som.yale.edu/blog/the-limits-of-the-g20s-debt-service-suspension-initiative
https://www.oecd.org/dac/conflict-fragility-resilience/docs/FINAL%20States%20of%20Fragility%20Highlights%20document.pdf
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/persp_glob_dev-2019-en/1/1/5/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/persp_glob_dev-2019-en&_csp_=819ad690751fd364f7c83d22b4600a8e&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/persp_glob_dev-2019-en/1/1/5/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/persp_glob_dev-2019-en&_csp_=819ad690751fd364f7c83d22b4600a8e&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book
http://www.oecd.org/dac/states-of-fragility-fa5a6770-en.htm#:%7E:text=States%20of%20Fragility%202020%20sets,has%20reversed%20hard%2Dfought%20gains
https://doi.org/10.1787/43b42243-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/43b42243-en
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/DAC-List-of-ODA-Recipients-for-reporting-2020-flows.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/DAC-List-of-ODA-Recipients-for-reporting-2020-flows.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02589346.2016.1266231
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/02589346.2016.1266231
https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/joint-programming/documents/report-joint-programming-more-advanced-developing-and-middle-income-countries
https://epod.cid.harvard.edu/article/new-home-extreme-poverty-middle-income-countries
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02255189.2017.1394275
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/02255189.2017.1394275
https://www.dev-practitioners.eu/media/documents/Session_2_-_PSE_Study_Phase_I_0_compressed_1.pdf
https://www.dev-practitioners.eu/media/documents/Session_2_-_PSE_Study_Phase_I_0_compressed_1.pdf
https://www.dev-practitioners.eu/media/documents/Session_2_-_PSE_Study_Phase_I_0_compressed_1.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/329703228_The_new_shift_in_the_cooperation_of_the_European_Union_with_middle_and_upper-middle_income_countries
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/329703228_The_new_shift_in_the_cooperation_of_the_European_Union_with_middle_and_upper-middle_income_countries

Spiegel, S., Schwank, O. and Obaidy, M. 2020. COVID-19 and sovereign debt. UN/DESA Policy Brief #72. United
Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs.

Sumner, A. 2010. Global poverty and the new bottom billion: What if three-quarters of the world's poor live in
middle-income countries? IDS Working Papers, 2010(349): 01-43. 24 November 2010.

Sumner, A., Ortiz-Juarez, E. and Hoy, C. 2020. Precarity and the pandemic COVID-19 and poverty incidence, intensity,
and severity in developing countries. WIDER Working Paper 2020/77. United Nations World Institute for
Development Economics Research. June 2020.

Ssuuna, R. 2020. Kenya, Covid-19 and debt. Eurodad Blog. 5 November 2020,

Teevan, C., Medinilla, A. and Sergejeff, K. 2021. The Green Deal in EU foreign and development policy. ECDPM
Briefing Note 131. Maastricht: ECDPM. 21 May 2021.

Tvevad, J. 2020. The EU and Latin America and the Caribbean: towards a stronger partnership? European Parliament.
January 2020.

UK Parliament. 2015. The Future of UK Development Co-operation: Phase 2: Beyond Aid - International Development

Committee Contents. Transition strategies in middle-income countries. Accessed on 9 June 2021.

UN. 2021. Liquidity and debt solutions to invest in the SDGs: The time to act is now. UN. March 2021.

UN. n.d. Least developed countries (LDCs). UN.

Veron, P. and Sergejeff, K. 2021. Reinvigorating human development in EU external action. ECDPM Discussion Paper
296. Maastricht: ECDPM. 12 April 2021.

Von der Leyen, U. 2019. My agenda for Europe - By candidate for President of the European Commission Ursula von

der Leyen: Political Guidelines for the Next European Commission 2019-2024. Brussels.

World Bank. 2020a. World Bank country and lending groups. Data: Country Classification. Accessed on 9 June 2021.
World Bank. 2020b. Poverty and equity brief. South Africa. April 2019.
World Bank. 2019. Poverty and equity brief. India. April 2019.

World Bank. 2021a. World Bank/IMF Spring Meetings 2021: Development Committee Communiqué. Press release.
9 April 2021.

World Bank. 2021b. COVID-19: Debt Service Suspension Initiative. Brief. 4 June 201.

21


https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/publication/un-desa-policy-brief-72-covid-19-and-sovereign-debt/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2040-0209.2010.00349_2.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2040-0209.2010.00349_2.x
https://www.wider.unu.edu/sites/default/files/Publications/Working-paper/PDF/wp2020-77.pdf
https://www.wider.unu.edu/sites/default/files/Publications/Working-paper/PDF/wp2020-77.pdf
https://www.wider.unu.edu/sites/default/files/Publications/Working-paper/PDF/wp2020-77.pdf
https://www.eurodad.org/kenya_covid_19_debt
https://www.eurodad.org/kenya_covid_19_debt
https://ecdpm.org/publications/green-deal-eu-foreign-development-policy/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2020/639314/EXPO_IDA(2020)639314_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2020/639314/EXPO_IDA(2020)639314_EN.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmintdev/663/66306.htm
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmselect/cmintdev/663/66306.htm
https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/sg_policy_brief_on_liquidity_and_debt_solutions_march_2021.pdf
https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/sg_policy_brief_on_liquidity_and_debt_solutions_march_2021.pdf
https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category.html
https://ecdpm.org/publications/reinvigorating-human-development-eu-external-action/
https://ecdpm.org/publications/reinvigorating-human-development-eu-external-action/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/resources/library/media/20190716RES57231/20190716RES57231.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/resources/library/media/20190716RES57231/20190716RES57231.pdf
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/poverty/33EF03BB-9722-4AE2-ABC7-AA2972D68AFE/Global_POVEQ_ZAF.pdf
https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/poverty/33EF03BB-9722-4AE2-ABC7-AA2972D68AFE/Archives-2019/Global_POVEQ_IND.pdf
https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/poverty/33EF03BB-9722-4AE2-ABC7-AA2972D68AFE/Archives-2019/Global_POVEQ_IND.pdf
https://databank.worldbank.org/data/download/poverty/33EF03BB-9722-4AE2-ABC7-AA2972D68AFE/Archives-2019/Global_POVEQ_IND.pdf
https://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2021/04/09/world-bank-imf-spring-meetings-2021-development-committee-communique
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/debt/brief/covid-19-debt-service-suspension-initiative




About ECDPM
The European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) is an independent ‘think and do

tank’ working on international cooperation and development policy in Europe and Africa.

Since 1986 our staff members provide research and analysis, advice and practical support to
policymakers and practitioners across Europe and Africa —to make policies work for sustainable and

inclusive global development.

Our main areas of work include:

« European external affairs

«  African institutions

«  Security and resilience

*  Migration

« Sustainable food systems

«  Finance, trade and investment
« Regional integration

«  Private sector engagement
For more information please visit www.ecdpm.org
In addition to structural support by ECDPM’s institutional partners: Austria, Belgium, Denmark,

Estonia, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg, The Netherlands and Sweden, this publication also benefits

from a contribution by the Portuguese Presidency of the Council of the European Union 2021.

2021PORTUGAL.EU

ISSN1571-7577

HEAD OFFICE BRUSSELS OFFICE info@ecdpm.org

SIEGE BUREAU DE BRUXELLES www.ecdpm.org
‘ m Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 21 Rue Archiméde 5 KvK 41077447
6211 HE Maastricht 1000 Brussels Bruxelles

The Netherlands Pays Bas Belgium Belgique

. o Tel +31(0)43 350 29 0O Tel +32 (0)2 237 43 10
l\/laklng p0||C|eS work Fax +31(0)43 350 29 02 Fax +32 (0)2 23743 19




	DP _302_cover
	DP302_EU cooperation with MICs_17 June 2021._final.pdf
	List of Boxes
	List of Figures

	Blank Page
	Blank Page

