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I. INTRODUCTION 

This paper summarizes the main developments in official financing for developing 
countries since the Executive Board’s last discussion of the debt situation in September 1995l 
as background to the paper (EBS/96/135 of 8/26/96) on the debt initiative for the heavily 
indebted poor countries (HIPCs) prepared jointly with World Bank staff It also provides 
information on developments in commercial bank debt restructuring of developing countries. 

Net official development finance declined in real terms by 9 percent in 1995 to the 
lowest level since 1980. The bulk of such flows is on concessional terms (ODA). Among 
major ODA contributors, Japan France, Germany and the United States provided the highest 
nominal flows, but relative to their GNP the highest contributions were made by the Nordic 
countries (0.8-0.9 percent). 

Multilateral lending rose sharply in 1995 reflecting support provided to Russia and 
Mexico, and multilateral debt rose to 25 percent of the total debt of developing countries. 

The 13 Paris Club reschedulings over the past year included exit reschedulings for 
Russia and Peru--both providing for a reprofiling of debt beyond the consolidation 
period--and four stock-of-debt operations on Naples terms (Bolivia, Burkina Faso, Guyana 
and Mali). All reschedulings with low-income countries were on Naples terms. 

Regarding relations with commercial bank creditors, since the last review of the debt 
situation, Panama has completed its debt and debt-service reduction operation, while Peru 
moved closer toward completing its agreement with banks. Vietnam has announced an 
agreement in principle with its bank creditors, while Ethiopia completed a comprehensive 
buyback of its commercial debt. Once Peru and Vietnam complete their debt and debt-service 
operations, 28 countries will have restructured a total of $179 billion of commercial bank 
debt, reducing the original claims of banks by about $81 billion at a cost of $26 billion. In 
addition, Slovenia and Croatia completed their rescheduling agreements, while Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYRM) made significant 
progress toward reaching an agreement in the future. Russia and Algeria completed their 
agreements reached in late 1995. 

‘On September 15, 1995, the Board discussed two papers: Official Financing for Developing 
Countries and their Debt Situation (SM95/224, 9/l/95 and Z&f/95/228, g/8/95) and Private 
Market Financing for Developing Countries (SM95/197). See Summing Up by the 
Chairman, Official and Private Market Financing for Developing Countries and the Debt 
Situation (Buff 95/101), September 21, 1995. An interim update through mid-March can be 
found in EBS/96/47 (3/19/96). 
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Most HIPCs remained heavily dependent on official flows for their external finance. 
Around one half of net ODA in 19942 went to feast developed and low-income countries, with 
over 30 percent to Sub-Saharan Africa (the largest regional recipient); most HIPCs, with 
some notable exceptions, were not major recipients of finance supported by official export 
credit agencies. HIPCs as a group have continued to receive significant net flows from 
multilateral institutions on increasingly concessional terms, with most HIPCs receiving 
positive net transfers from multilaterals. In consequence, the share of multilateral debt in total 
HIPC debt has risen to nearly one third at end-1995, with nearly three quarters of multilateral 
debt on concessional terms. Nine of the 10 HIPCs that have rescheduled over the past year 
with official creditors have benefitted from concessional Naples terms from the Paris Club. 
Since the approval of Naples terms at end-1994, five HlPCs have received stock-of-debt 
operations (all with 67 percent NPV reduction). Some of the HIPCs with significant debt 
remaining to commercial banks made progress towards reaching agreement with these banks 
on buyback operations. 

IL NEWOFFICULFLOWSFROMOFFICIALBILATERALSOURCES 

Based on OECD, Development Assistance Committee @AC) data, between 1990 and 
1995, total net disbursements of offkial development finance (ODF) remained relatively 
unchanged in nominal terms at around $70 billion p.a. (Table 1).3 Over the same period, 
however, these disbursements of ODF declined by almost 17 percent in real terms to the 
lowest level since 1980 (Chart l), with a decline of about 9 percent during 1995. 

In 1995, net disbursements of ODF from bilateral sources fell by 7 percent in 
nominal terms, reflecting primarily lower disbursements of non-concessional loans. The main 
reason for this decline was the continuing effort of members of the OECD’s DAC toward 
overall fiscal consolidation and the weakened domestic constituency for external aid. In 
addition, a reduction in peacekeeping expenditures that qualify as Official Development 
Assistance (ODA) and delays in approving replenishments of the capital of multilateral 
development banks also played a part. In contrast, net disbursements from multilateral 
institutions rose by 14 percent in 1995, largely because of a net increase in concessional 
ODA disbursements. As a result, the share in total net disbursements of ODF from 

21994 is the latest year for which a breakdown of net ODA disbursements by region and by 
income groups is available. 

3Net ODF comprises total official flows (excluding officially supported export credits) from 
bilateral and multilateral institutions. The OECD records flows in real U.S. dollar terms by 
adjusting for inflation and changes in the exchange rate between the currency concerned and 
the U.S. dollar. The latest available series is based on 1994 prices and exchange rates. 
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multilateral institutions reached a high of 36’% percent, and that of bilateral creditors fell to the 
lowest point since 1980 (63% percent).’ 

As the bulk of ODF is in the form of concessional flows, or Offkial Development 
Assistance (ODA)5 6 (85-90 percent), developments in both showed the same tendencies in 
1995. Total net ODA f?om all sources rose slightly by 3 percent in nominal terms from the 
previous year, but disbursements from DAC member countries remained unchanged. Within 
total bilateral disbursements from DAC member countries, direct flows to recipient countries 
declined slightly, but this was compensated by increased contributions from DAC member 
countries to multilateral institutions (Table 2). In real terms, net ODA contributions from 
DAC member countries fell by 8.9 percent (Chart 2). There were large differences in the 
development of ODA disbursements among the major DAC countries, with a sharp drop in 

“ODF excludes IMF financing from the General Resources Account while financing from the 
Trust Fund, SAF or ESAF is included (see Box 1 of SM/95/228, g/8/95). Therefore, the TMF 
lending to Russia and Mexico in 1995 (SDR 12.4 billion) referred to under Section IV is 
excluded f)om ODF. 

‘ODA is defined by the OECD as grants or loans to developing countries on Part 1 of the 
DAC list of aid recipients that are undertaken by the official sector with promotion of 
economic development and welfare as the main objective and have a grant element (calculated 
at a discount rate of 10 percent) of at least 25 percent. The bulk of ODA to developing 
countries is provided by members of the OECD’s DAC. Two measures of total net ODA are 
available. The first measure records the receipt of resources by developing countries, that is, 
the sum of the disbursements of concessional development finance by multilateral institutions 
and bilateral donors, as shown in Table 1 (and the memorandum items in Table 2). The second 
measure sums the disbursements by DAC countries directly to aid recipients (bilateral ODA) 
and DAC countries’ contributions to multilateral institutions, as presented in Table 2. The 
latter measure is the most commonly used for assessment of the aid performance of DAC 
members and analysis of trends, as it provides a measure of resources available to multilateral 
institutions for future disbursements. The measures generally differ because of delays between 
contributions to multilateral institutions by bilateral donors and disbursements by multilateral 
institutions to aid recipients, and because developing countries receive resources fi-om non- 
DAC donors (including intra-developing country flows; see Chart 2 in &I/95/228, g/8/96). 

6The non-ODA component of ODF consists largely of non-concessional flows. 
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disbursements by Italy and the United States7 and a significant increase by the Netherlands 
(Table 3). As a result, there was a major shift in the ranking of individual OECD member 
countries: the United States, which had recently been the second largest contributor in 
nominal terms, fell to the fourth place behind Japan France, and Germany, while Italy 
dropped to the tenth position (Chart 3). 

In relation to their combined GNP, net ODA contributions from DAC members in 
1995 fell to 0.27 percent, the lowest ratio recorded since 1970 when the United Nations 
adopted the target of 0.70 percent. The highest relative contributions were made by Denmark 
(0.97 percent), Sweden and the Netherlands (0.85 percent and 0.80 percent, respectively) 
(Chart 3 and Table 3). The lowest relative contributions were from the United States 
(0.1 percent), and Italy (0.14 percent). Of the 21 DAC member countries, only four 
countries (Belgium, Finland, Ireland, and the Netherlands) increased their contributions 
relative to GNP in 1995; Canada’s proportion remained unchanged, and for the remaining 
16 DAC member countries the ratio of disbursements to GNP fell. 

The distribution of net ODA disbursements by region and by income group 
remained largely unchanged during 1994, the latest year for which such information is 
available (Table 2’). Sub-Saharan Africa, with little market access, continued to receive the 
largest share of net ODA disbursements (3 1 percent), followed closely by Asia (27 percent).g 
For countries in transition (on part II of the DAC list of recipients), available data through 
end-1994 show a 14 percent increase in net official aid compared to 1993, although total net 
official financing, which includes non-concessional flows, rose more slowly (Table 1). The 
distribution of net ODA by income group in 1994 followed closely that of 1993. About a 
quarter each of net ODA went to the least developed countries, low-income countries and 
lower middle-income countries (Table 2). 

7For the United States, the delay in approving the budget for fiscal year 1996 held up 
contributions of $1.0 billion in payments to Israel and $0.7 billion in capital subscriptions to 
multilateral development banks. However, there was also a significant reduction in 
expenditures on food assistance and in those peacekeeping expenditures that qualify as aid. In 
the case of Italy, strict new expenditure controls in the wake of corruption investigations, and 
sharply reduced allocations for new projects, contributed to the sharp overall reduction in its 
ODA contributions. 

‘Table 4 shows the distribution of gross official bilateral financing flows. 

‘About 70 percent of assistance to Asia went to a few major recipients: Bangladesh, China, 
India, Indonesia, Pakistan and the Philippines. 
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Chart 3. Net ODA Disbursements by Major DAC Donors, 1995 
(In billions of U.S. dollars) 
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III. RECENTDEVELOPMENTSINEXPORTCREDITS 

. Total export credit exposure to developing countries and economies in 
transition increased to $475 billion in 1995; the share of exposure represented by arrears and 
unrecovered claims continued to deteriorate, reaching about one third (Chart 4). 

. Agencies’ commitments again increased in 1995 but at a slower rate than in 
1994. Most of the new commitments continued to be to agencies’ major markets, including 
China, Indonesia, Thailand, and Turkey (Chart 5). 

b The financial performance-measured by net cash flow-of most export credit 
agencies improved considerably in 1995 with aggregate net cash flow almost in balance 
(Chart 6). 

Iv. FINANCING FXOMMULTILATERALINSTITUTIONS'~ 

. Multilateral lending to developing countries (gross $60 billion; and net 
$30 billion)” recorded a sharp increase in 1995 primarily reflecting a surge in IMP lending to 
Mexico and Russia in support of their comprehensive economic programs (Table 5).” 
Excluding IMP lending to Mexico and Russia, however, gross and net disbursements 
increased only modestly from 1994 by $4 billion and $1 billion, respectively. In terms of the 
regional allocation of disbursements, net disbursements to the Western Hemisphere and 

?In line with the definition used in the World Bank Debtor Reporting System (DRS), 
multilateral lending in this chapter refers to lending by international organizations, including 
the World Bank, regional development banks, and other multilateral and intergovernmental 
agencies. Lending by the IMF is also included. Lending by funds administered by an 
international organization on behalf of a single donor government is excluded. The statistical 
information used in this section is derived mostly from the World Bank Debtor Reporting 
System supplemented by IMP staff estimates. The data for 1995 are provisional estimates. 

“A group of 136 countries reporting to the World Bank Debtor Reporting System. Portugal, 
which was previously included in the group of 137 countries, is now classified as a 
high-income country. The data are not consistent with that derived from OECD @AC) 
sources used in Chapter II. 

%exico and Russia drew SDR 8.8 billion and SDR 3.6 billion, respectively. 
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Chart 4. Export Ctiedit Exposure, 1988-95 
(In billions of U.S. dollars) 
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globally or to entities in a specific country, excluding amounts that are in arrears or on which claims have been paid. 
Usually includes principal and con&actual interest payable by the importing country on disbursed and undisbursed 
credits, and sometimes includes not only liabilities of the agency but also uninsured parts of the loan. 
31 Short-term commitments - commitments which provide repayment within a short period., usually six months. 
Some agencies define short--term credits as those with repayment terms of up to one or two years. 

Note: The 1994 and 1995 figures reflect an enhanced debtor countq coverage by the Beme Union of 19 countries with 
total exposure that amounted to 39.2 billion in 1994 and $35.4 billion in 1995. See Chart 5. 
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Chart 5. OfXcially Supported Export Credits: New Commitments, 1988-95 
(In billions of U.S. dollars) 
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“other” countries were up sharply, while net flows to Asia fell by $1 billion, to North Africa 
and the Middle East fell modestly, and to Sub-Saharan Africa remained unchanged.i3 

. Gross disbursements by multilaterals to heavily indebted poor countries 
@PCs) increased by 24 percent in 1995 (to $8 billion), while net disbursements fell 
somewhat (to $3.5 billion) (Table 6).14 Most HlPCs continued to receive positive net flows 
from multilaterals in 1995 (Table 7); small negative net flows were experienced mostly by 
countries not undertaking adjustment policies supported by multilateral institutions (e.g., 
Sudan and Zake). 

. The share of multilateral debt in the total debt of developing countries 
increased modestly during the first half of the 1990s to reach 25 percent at end-1995 (Chart 7 
and Table 8). For IIIPCs, it reached 32 percent at end-1995, up from 26 percent at end-1990, 
reflecting in part continued support from multilaterals, bilateral debt forgiveness, particularly 
of ODA claims, and a withdrawal by private creditors. 

. The share of concessional debt in total multilateral debt has risen over the last 
decade (Table 9) to 35 percent at end-1995; for HIPCs it increased by about 25 percentage 
points to 74 percent at end-1995. IMF loans outstanding to low-income countries (SAF and 
ESAF) reached a new record of $8% billion at end-1995, with about $6 billion of such loans 
to HIPCS. 

. Multilateral debt service paid by developing countries remained broadly 
unchanged at around 4 percent of exports of goods and services since 1990 (Chart 8 and 
Table lo).” For HIPCs, the ratio of multilateral debt service paid increased to 11 percent in 
1995, reflecting Zambia’s arrears clearance. Excluding Zambia, it remained broadly 
unchanged at 8 percent. The ratios differ considerably among countries. 

. The World Bank remained the largest multilateral creditor (52 percent of the 
total at end-1995) with an increasing relative share of debt to the International Development 
Association (IDA); IDA loans constituted 40 percent of total World Bank lending outstanding 

131ncluding the clearance of Zambia’s arrears to the IMF involving SDR 830 million, followed 
by credits under the SAF (SDR 182 million) and the ESAF (SDR 702 million). 

“Similar developments in multilateral flows occurred for the group of low-income 
rescheduling countries, most of which are included in the group of heavily indebted poor 
countries. 

“Exports of g oods and services of the countries for which data for 1995 are not available are 
estimated on the basis of a stylized nominal export growth rate of 6 percent per annum. 
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Chart 7. Developing Countries: Public External Debt by Creditor, 1980-95 UY 
(In billions of U.S. dollars) 
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Chart 8. Developing Countries: Debt-Service Payments on Multilateral Debt, 1985-95 11 
(In percult of exports of goods and scnkes) 
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at end-1995 (Table 11). The share of the IMF increased by nearly 4 percentage points to 
17 percent at end-1995, mainly as a result of its lending to Mexico and Russia in 1995. 

. The structure of multilateral debt of HlPCs is shown in Table 12, and the 
average lending terms of major multilateral creditors in Table 13. 

V. DEBT RESTRU CTURING BY OFFICIAL BILATERAL CREDITORS 

A. Recent Paris Club Debt Restructurings 

. 13 reschedulings took place since the last review in August 1995 (Table 14), 
9 of which were for low-income countries. Seven agreements were considered “exit” 
reschedulings, among which the agreements with Bolivia, Burkina Faso, Guyana, and Mali 
were stock-of-debt operations under Naples terms (Table 15). 

. All of the 9 rescheduling agreements with low-income countries during the 
past year were on Naples terms (Table 16 and Box 1).i6 All four stock-of-debt operations 
provided for a 67 percent net present value (NPV) reduction, with comprehensive topping-up 
of amounts previously rescheduled on Toronto or London termsi Flow rescheduling 
agreements were reached with Cameroon and Honduras with a 50 percent NPV reductions 
and limited coverage, while Congo,i8 Sierra Leone, and iambial received a 67 percent NPV 
reduction, Sierra Leone with a nonconcessional deferral of London terms debt and Zambia 
with full topping-up of Toronto and London terms debt (Box 2). All agreements except that 
with Honduras covered principal and interest on pre-cutoff date debt not previously 
rescheduled and debt previously rescheduled on nonconcessional terms. 

16Ghana obtained a limited deferral of longstanding arrears to a small number of creditors on 
nonconcessional terms and hence is classified in Table 15, like Kenya, as a Iower middfe- 
income country (since it did not receive a concessional rescheduling). 

17Except for small amounts of interest deferred under the 1993 agreement (London terms) for 
Guyana. 

“The agreement with Congo contains an entry-into-force clause linked to certain payments on 
post-cutoff date arrears by end-December 1996. 

‘The agreement with Zambia provided for the rescheduling of arrears, but excluding late 
interest. It is subject to an entry-into-force clause that has not yet become effective. 
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Box 1. Paris Club Naples Terms 

Key elements of Naples terms, which at 
end-1994 replaced the previous concessional (Toronto 
or London) terms, for low-income countries are 

. Eligibility. Decided by creditors on a 
caseby-case basis, based primarily on a country’s 
income level. Guntries that have previously received 
concessional reschedulings (on Toronto or London 
terms) are eligible for Naples terms. 

. Concessionality. Must camtrjes receive 
a reduction in eligible non-ODA debt of 67 percent in 
net present value (NW) terms. Some countries with 
a per capita income of more than $500 and a ratio of 
debt to exports in present value terms of less than 
350 percent-decided on a case-by-case basis--receive 
a 50 percent NPV reduction. 

. Coverage. The coverage (inclusion in the 
rescheduling agreement) of non-ODA pre-cutoff date 
debt is decided on a case-by-case basis in the light of 
balance of payments needs. Debt previously 
rescheduled on concessional (either Toronto or 
London) terms is potentially subject to further 
rescheduling, to top up the amount of concessionality 
given.’ 

. Choice of options. Creditors have a 
choice of two concessional options for achieving a 
67 (or 50) percent NPV reduction,’ namely 

a debt reduction (DR) option (repayment 
over 23 years with 6 years’ grace), or 

a debt-service reduction (DSR) option, 
under which the NPV reduction is achieved by 
concessional interest rates (with repayment over 
33 years).’ 4 

There is also a commercial or long maturities (LM) 
option, providing for no NPV reduction (repayment 
over 40 years with 20 years’ grace) .’ 

. ODA credits. F’re-cutoff date credits are 
rescheduled on interest rates at least as concessional as 
the original interest rates over 40 years with 16 years’ 
grace (30 years’ maturity with 12 years’ grace for 
50 percent NPV reduction).6 

Flow reschedulings provide for the 
rescheduling of debt service on eligible debt falling due 
during the consolidation period (generally in line with 
the period of the Fund arrangement). 

Stock4f-debt operations, under which the 
entire stock of eligible pre-cutoff date debt is 
rescheduled concessionally, are reserved for countries 
with a satisfactory track record for a minimum of three 
years with respect to both payments under rescheduling 
agreements and performance under IMF arrangements. 
Creditors must be confident that the country will be 
able to respect the debt agreement as an exit 
rescheduling (with no further reschedulings required) 
and there must be a consensus among creditors to 
choose concessional options. 

‘Under such topping up, the NPV reduction is 
increased from the original level given under Toronto or 
London terms to the new level agreed under Naples terms, 
namely 67 or 50 percent. 

%or a 50 percent NPV reduction, the DSR option 
provides for repayment over 23 years with 6 years’ grace and 
the LM option for repayment over 25 years with 16 years’ 
grace. 

‘For flow reschedulings, there is no grace period, 
amI for stock-of-debt operations the grace period is three years. 

mere is, in addition, a capitaliition of 
moratorium interest (CM0 option, which also achieves the 
NPV reduction by a lower intexest rate over the same 
repayment (and grace) peliods as the DSR option. 

‘Credilors choosing this option undertake best 
efforts to change to a concessional option at a later date when 
feasible. 

6creditors can also choose an option reducing the 
NPV of ODA debt by 67 (or 50) percent. 
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/ Box 2. Naples Terms Flow Rescheduling Agreements Since August 1995 

I The five flow rescheduling agreements under Naples terms generally covered principal and interest on 
~ pre-cutoff date debt not previously rescheduled and debt previously rescheduled on nonconcessional terms. The 

coverage of debt previously rescheduled on concessional terms, and of arrears, reflected the circumstances of the 
particular country. 

Regarding debt previously rescheduled on Toronto terms, only Zambia had such debt and the 
latest rescheduling agreement also covered arrears (excluding late interest) and current maturities on Toronto- 
terms debt falling due during the consolidation period and topped up the concessions previously granted to a 

1 67 percent NPV reduction. 

Regarding debt previously rescheduled on London terms, four countries had such debt. The latest 
agreements with Cameroon and Sierra Leone only provided for a nonconcessional deferral of London terms 
arrears and current maturities falling due during the consolidation period’, while such arrears and maturities 
were not covered under the latest agreement with Honduras, but were topped-up to a 67 percent NPV reduction 
under the agreement with Zambia.’ 

Regarding debt previously rescheduled on Houston terms, payments due in 1996 under the 1990 
agreement for Honduras were rescheduled nonconcessionally over 10 years with 5 years’ grace. 

Certain short-term payments falling due under the 1992 agreement (London terms) for Sierra Leone 
were deferred nonconcessionally. Moratorium interest previously deferred in the 1990 agreement (Toronto 
terms) for Zambia was deferred again over 10 years with 5 years’ grace. Arrears on post-cutoff date debt 
were deferred for Cameroon with monthly repayments over one year; for Congo, such arrears, including amounts 
that were deferred under the 1994 rescheduling agreement, were deferred non-concessionally over the 
consolidation period; entry-into-force of the agreement is linked to the payment of 25 percent of such arrears by 
end-19%. 

All agreements during the past year featured a goodwill clause stating that creditors agreed in principle 
to consider the matter of a debtor country’s stock of debt at the end of the consolidation period, provided the 
debtor country implements the agreement in full and continues to have an appropriate arrangement with the 
IMF.’ In the cases of Congo and Cameroon, a significant number of creditors chose the non-concessional long 
maturities’ option, including several creditors of Cameroon who had chosen concessional options under the 
1994 agreement (London terms). 

‘For Camexoon, arrears and current maturities on debt previously rescheduled under the 1993 agreement (London terms) 
were rescheduled nonconccssionally with a graduated repayment schedule over 16 years with 3 years’ grace, and for Sierra 
Leone, those under the 1992 and 1994 agreements (London terms) over 15 years with 3 years’ grace. In both cases, 
rescheduled arrears included late interest. 
%schedulcd arrears excluded late interest. 
‘The clauses for Cameroon and Congo were weaker, with creditors agreeing in principle to consider holding a meeting on the 
matter of the stock of debt. 
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. The largest of the four rescheduling agreements for middle-income countries 
was the multiyear exit rescheduling for Russia in April 1996 (see Box 3). Peru also obtained a 
multiyear exit rescheduling in July 1996 (see Box 4), Gabon” obtained a nonconcessional 
flow rescheduling, while Ghana received a limited nonconcessional deferral of long-standing 
arrears to a small number of creditors. The agreements with both Russia and Peru included a 
reprofiling of the stock of certain debts at the end of the consolidation period. All cases save 
that of Ghana involved graduated payments schedules. 

. Regarding debt swaps for the low-income and lower middle-income countries, 
Paris Club creditors agreed in June 1996 to double the amount of commercial debt that can be 
converted on a voluntary and bilateral basis in the framework of debt-for-nature, debt-for-aid, 
debt-for-equity, or other local-currency-debt swaps to the greater of 20 percent of 
consolidated commercial credits outstanding or SDR 15-30 million (the exact figure within 
this range is decided on a case-by-case basis) per creditor.*’ There are no limits on debt swaps 
of official development assistance (ODA) loans. 

. Table 17 provides a compendium of amounts rescheduled since 1976. 

B. Recent Restructurings with Non-Paris Club Bilateral Creditors 

. In April 1996 a preliminary agreement was reached between Nicaragua and the 
Russian Federation on a debt reduction operation. The final details and ratification by the two 
parties are still pending, but the main elements of the agreement include: (i) a discount of 
about 90 percent of the face value of the agreed level of the debt ($3.45 billion) valued at the 
official exchange rate of Rub 0.5854/$1; and (ii) the remaining debt is to be repaid over 
15 years carrying an interest rate of LIBOR plus 0.4 percentage points, with a cap on 
debt-service payments by Nicaragua during the first five years. 

*“The rescheduling for Gabon covered all pre-cutoff date debt except for that rescheduled in 
1994. It entered into force at end-1995 after the receipt of certain payments. 

21For more details on debt conversions under the Paris Club provisions, see SIW95/228 
(9/8/95), page 53. 
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Box 3. Rescheduling Agreement with the Russian Federation in April 1996 

An agreement was reached on April 29,1996 between official bilateral creditors meeting as the Group 
of Participating Creditor Countries and Russia on an exit rescheduling covering about $40 billion. The 
agreement consists of a multi-year rescheduling (MYRA) for the period from January 1996 to March 1999 and a 
subsequent stock treatment (reprofiling) of previously rescheduled debt. 

The MYRA covered (i) 100 percent of principal and interest (excluding late interest) falling due from 
January 1,19% to December 3 1, 1998 on non-previously rescheduled pre-cutoff date debt,’ (ii) 40 percent of 
such payments falling due in the first quarter of 1999, and (in) 100 percent of principal falling due from 
January 1,1996 to March 3 1,1999 on amounts consolidated under the previous rescheduling agreements (1993, 
1994, and 1995). Payment of the rescheduled amounts is to be made in 38 semiannual graduated payments 
starting on February 20,2002 and ending in 2020. 

In addition, the agreement provides for a deferral of (i) 100 percent of principal and interest (excluding 
late interest) falling due fiorn January I,1996 to December 3 I,1998 on debts contracted in 199 1, 
(ii) 100 percent of deferred principal payments falling due from January 1, 1996 to March 3 I,1999 on 
short-term debt, debts contracted in 199 1, and moratorium interest capital&d under the 1994 and 1995 
rescheduling agreements, and (iii) 100 percent of deferred principal payments falling due Tom January 1,1996 
to December 3 1,1996 on moratorium interest capitalized under the 1993 rescheduling agreement. Deferred 
amounts are to be paid in 30 semiannual graduated payments starting on February 20,2002 and ending in 20 16. 

Provided that the EFF arrangement is on track (with completion of the final quarterly review scheduled 
under the arrangement) and all payments under the agreement have been made, (i) outstanding amounts as of 
April 1,1999 of principal on pre-cutoff date debt consolidated under the previous rescheduling agreements 
(1993,1994, and 1995) will be reprofiled and are to be repaid in 38 semi-annual graduated payments starting on 
February 20,2002 and ending in 2020, and (ii) outstanding amounts of deferred principal payments on short- 
term debt, debts contracted in 199 1, and moratorium interest capitalized under the previous rescheduling 
agreements (1993,1994, and 1995)* will be reprofiled and are to be repaid in 30 semiannual graduated 
payments starting on February 20,2002 and ending in 2016. 

Unlike the previous rescheduling agreements, there is no capitalization of moratorium interest. All 
other amounts due and not covered by the agreement are to be paid on their due dates, while arrears outstanding 
as at the date of the present agreement, if any, were to be paid as soon as possible and not later than June 30, 
1996. 

A termination clause linked to the EFF arrangement would allow creditors, after consultation with the 
Russian authorities, to terminate the agreement if the scheduled I996 quarterly reviews under the extended 
arrangement are not completed. A trigger clause links the continued application of the agreement to approval of 
the annual arrangements under the extended arrangement for 1997 and 1998 as well as the completion of the 
final quarterly review scheduled under the extended arrangement. 

‘The cutoff date is January 1,199l. 
sxcept for moratorium interest capitalized under the 1993 rescheduling agreement. 
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Box 4. Rescheduling Agreement with Peru in July 1996 

The agreement constitutes an exit rescheduling for Peru. It consists of(i) a multi-year rescheduling 
(MYRA) through the end of 1988, and (ii) a subsequent reprofiling of the stock of debt due under the 199 1 
rescheduling agreement with Paris Club creditors; both elements were on non-concessional terms. Under the 
MYRA, some % 1.1 billion were covered. Current maturities on pre-cutoff date commercial debt (not previously 
rescheduled) falling due from April 1,1996 through December 3 1,199s were rescheduled with declining 
coverage (100 percent in 1996,85 percent in 1997,60 percent in 1998) over 18 years, including 1 year grace, 
on a graduated payment schedule.’ Current maturities on pre-cutoff date commercial debt consolidated under 
previous reschedulings (199 1 and 1993) and falling due during the consolidation period were rescheduled on the 
same terms, but with somewhat lower coverage in 1998 (50 percent). Pre-cutoff date ODA debt was 
rescheduled with the same coverage, but over 20 years with 10 years’ grace, and with equal semi-annual 
repayments. Unlike previous reschedulings, there was no capitalization of moratorium interest. 

Provided the EIT arrangement is on track (with completion of the last scheduled review), and all 
payments under the agreement have been made, maturities due on or after January 1,1999 that were 
consolidated under the 1991 Paris Club agreement would be reprofiled, these total some $5.6 billion. 
Commercial credits would be repaid over 17 years, on a repayment schedule tailored to limit Peru’s payments on 
currently outstanding Paris Club debt to around $1 billion a year through 2009, rapidly declining thereafter. 
ODA loans would be repaid over 20 years including 1% years’ grace with equal semi-annual payments. The 
agreement contains an acceleration clause under which repayments on reprofiled debt would be increased by 
20 percent (and thus accelerated) if cumulative real GDP growth over any of the three 5-year periods spanning 
1996-2002 exceeds the assumptions in the authorities’ medium-term program by more than 3 percentage points. 

All other amounts due and not covered by the agreement are to be paid on their due dates, while arrears 
outstanding as at the date of the present agreement, if any, are to be paid as soon as possible and not later than 
October 3 1,1996. 

A trigger clause links the continued application of the agreement to approval of the annual 
arrangements for 1997 and 1998 under Peru’s extended arrangement with the IMP. Also, the Government of 
Peru for 3 years following the present extended arrangement agreed to maintain a close relationship with the 
IMP that would include enhanced surveillance and reporting of Peru’s economic policies and performance. 

‘Annual payments rising gradually through year 16, markedly declining thereafter. 
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VI. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN COMMERCIAL BANK DEBT RESTRUCTURING 

Additional progress has been achieved in restructuring the commercial bank debts of 
heavily indebted developing countries in the first seven months of 1996. The debt- and debt- 
service reduction (DDSR) operation with Panama was completed, Peru moved toward an 
expected completion of its DDSR in October 1996, and Vietnam announced an agreement in 
principle on May 17, 1996. In addition, Ethiopia received support from IDA to fund a full 
buyback of its commercial bank debt in early January 1996 (Table 18). 

Peru is the only middle-income country remaining to complete a DDSR. The agenda 
in this area now shifts to the heavily indebted low-income countries. The stocks of debt and 
the limited financing available in some of these cases precludes full buybacks at a discount, 
and complicates the task of reaching agreement on typical DDSR operations. Creditors will 
need to show considerable flexibility in reaching agreements to resolve the debts of 
low-income countries, possibly entailing steeper discounts on debt buybacks and/or higher 
debt- and debt-service reduction than those creditors have accepted in the past. 

Significant progress also has been made by some countries in restructuring their debts 
with commercial banks. Despite legal challenges by the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
(Serbia and Montenegro), negotiations between banks and the other former Socialist Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia successor states are moving quickly to resolve their commercial debt 
situation. Slovenia and Croatia exchanged instruments with their bank creditors on June 11 
and July 3 1, 1996, respectively. Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Former Yugoslav Republic 
of Macedonia (FYRM) have obtained waivers to the joint and several liability clause that 
binds them as former members of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. This is the 
first step towards negotiating a full restructuring of their commercial obligations. In addition, 
Algeria completed, and Russia is expected to complete soon, the details on the rescheduling 
agreements reached in late 1995. 

Panama and Peru 

On April 17, 1996, Panama signed a Brady agreement with commercial bank 
creditors to restructure almost $1.9 billion of eligible debt and $1.45 billion in past due 
interest (PDI). t2 The operation was closed in July 1996. The selection of options by creditors 
resulted in 8 1.9 percent of the principal allocated to the interest reduction bond (FLIRB), 
13.6 percent to the par bond, and 4.5 percent to the discount bond. The cost of $192 million 
was fmanced with about $102 million of Panama’s own resources, with the rest of the funding 
provided roughly equally by the World Bank, the IDB, and the Fund. 

Wnder the financing plan, PDI was recalculated from an original contractual value of 
$1.9 billion. 
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Following the agreement in principle reached with Peru on October 27, 1995, banks 
completed the selection of options on July 31, 1996 and Peru agreed to the proposed package 
on August 12, 1996. Of $4.2 billion of principal restructured, $1.6 billion will be eliminated 
through a buyback, and the remainder will be allocated to a discount bond (14 percent), a par 
bond (5 percent), and a front-loaded interest reduction bond (43 percent)..= Peru has been 
making partial interest payments and will make an additional down payment of $225 million at 
the time of the closing of the operation. The remaining stock of PDI, amounting to 
$3.7 billion, would be exchanged for a 20-year graduated repayment bond, including a 5-year 
grace period, which would bear a below-market interest rate for the first 10 years; the PDI 
bond would not be supported by collateral. 

The Peruvian authorities expect the whole operation to be completed by October 15, 
1996. The cost of about $1.6 billion will be covered in part by Peru’s own resources 
($600 million) and Japan’s Eximbank ($100 million). The remainder is expected to be 
financed equally by the World Bank, the IDB, and the Fund. About half of the Fund financing 
of $300 million will come from set asides accumulated by Peru under its previous arrangement 
and carried over into the present arrangement, and the rest is expected to be covered by 
augmentation of the current arrangement. 

Lower-income countries (IDA-eligible) 

In January and July 1996, bank creditors made debt restructuring proposals to 
C&e d’Ivoire containing the basic options available under other Brady operations. The 
Ivoirien authorities are working on a counter proposal to the latest bank offer aimed 
principally at lowering the up-front cost implicit in the banks’ proposal, increasing the amount 
of debt reduction affected by the operation, and lowering debt servicing on the new 
instruments. Negotiations are continuing, and it may be possible to reach an agreement in 
principle in early 1997. 

On May 17, 1996, the Vietnamese authorities announced an agreement in principle 
with commercial bank creditors on a DDSR operation. This operation would restructure 

“The allocation among the options was determined through a Dutch auction, an innovation in 
Brady deals. In the first iteration, each bank indicated the amount of debt it would be willing 
to offer for a buyback and the (minimum) price, as well as how it would assign the debt 
among the other options in case the price offered by Peru was lower than its (minimum) 
selling price. In subsequent iterations, the government adjusted the price until a menu that 
cleared all the debt within the up-front cash financing constraint of $1.55 billion was obtained. 
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about $900 million of debt in arrears, of which $509 million is PDI.24 The menu of options in 
the agreement consists of a par bond, a discount bond, a PDI bond, and a cash buyback. The 
principal innovation of the deal is that principal payments of the par bond are only partially (as 
opposed to fully) collateralized. In addition, interest rates on the par bond are fixed 
significantly below market for the 30-year maturity of the bond. These features are likely to 
increase the amount of debt reduction and lower the up-front cost of the operation compared 
with other packages. Depending on the final allocation to the buyback option, the up-front 
cost could range from $60 million (with no cash buyback) to $90 million (if 10 percent is 
allocated to the cash buyback). The World Bank is expected to contribute $40 million out of 
ordinary IDA resources to the financing of the operation. The remainder will be financed 
from Vietnam’s own reserves and, possibly, bilateral support. 

On January 12, 1996, Ethiopia completed a buyback of about $230 million of debt at 
8 cents on the dollar. This operation was financed through the IDA Debt Reduction Facility. 
Negotiations are advanced for buyback operations by Senegal ($74 million) and Mauritania 
($55 million). 

In addition to the low-income countries noted above, Cameroon, Congo, Guinea, 
Guyana, Tanzania, and Togo, which have relatively large debts to commercial banks, are 
expected to restructure these debts in the near future. Prices for the debt of some of these and 
other low-income countries have remained significantly above their levels in the early 199Os, 
and might be out of line with the ability of these countries to service debt over the medium 
term. Creditors will need to continue showing considerable flexibility in reaching agreements 
to resolve the debts of these and other low-income countries. 

Key parameters in debt- and debt-service reduction operations continue to be a 
country’s medium-term capacity to pay and resource availability to fund the up-front costs of 
the operations. The menu of options in deals for low-income countries may entail, in addition 
to steep discounts on debt buybacks, deep discount bonds, par bonds with interest rates 
substantially below market levels, the write-off or significant discounting of PDI, and the 
provision of less than till collateralization of principal on bonds issued as part of the package. 
Many of these elements are already present in the package agreed by Vietnam, and in the 
proposals being discussed by C8te d’Ivoire and its bank creditors. 

Former Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia successor states 

The negotiations between commercial bank creditors and the successor states 
continue to be complicated by legal issues resulting from the division of assets and liabilities of 
the former Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. In March 1996, the Federal Republic of 

*‘& part of the package, Vietnam negotiated a reduction in past due interest from 
$509 million to $370 million. 
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Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) filed suit in a London court aimed at blocking the 
agreement reached between Slovenia and its commercial bank creditors. The action was 
based on the question of whether the 1988 New Financing Agreement precluded a 
restructuring of Slovenia’s debt without the consent of the National Bank of Yugoslavia. 
Although the legal case has not been resolved, Slovenia finalized the deal -with its commercial 
bank creditors (including the release from the “joint and several liability clause”) on June 11, 
1996, as planned.25 

On April 26, 1996, Croatia signed an agreement in principle with its commercial bank 
creditors, and on July 3 1, 1996 exchanged at par new debt instruments for recognized debt 
under the 1988 NFA and the Trade and Deposit Facility Agreement (TDFA).26 The 
agreement releases Croatia Tom the joint and several liability clause, and involves an exchange 
of recognized debt for new bonds. n Under the agreement Croatia issued two series of bonds: 
Series A bonds were exchanged for 29.5 percent of unmatured principal on the NFA** 
payable in 22 equal semiannual installments beginning 3 l/2 years from the date of the 
exchange, and carrying an annual interest rate of LIBOR plus 13/16. Series B bonds were 
exchanged for 29.5 percent of past due amounts of principal and interest accrued on the NFA 
until the date of the exchange, and 19.7 percent of the principal and accrued interest arrears 
related to the Trade and Deposit Facility. They will be repaid in 20 semiannual installments,29 
beginning on the first interest payment date after the date of the exchange, and bear an interest 
rate of LIBOR plus 13/16. Interest payments will be made semiannually on both series. 

*?The deal exchanged bonds at par for the recognized debt of $810 million. This agreement 
excluded the so-called Alternative Participation Instruments, which were claims held mainly 
by nonbank creditors. Slovenia has stated that it is prepared to negotiate an agreement on 
these claims. For a detailed description of Slovenia’s agreement, see Private Market 
Financing for Develoning Countries @M/95/197, 8/14/95) and Recent Develonments in 
Official Bilateral and Commercial Bank Debt Restructuring (EBS/96/47, 3/19/96). 

26The NFA with the former Yugoslavia Republic amounts to about $4.4 billion in principal 
and $1.4 biion in PDI. The TDFA is estimated at $0.3 billion. 

n Creditors connected with the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro), 
entitled “connected persons,” are excluded from participation in the final exchange of 
instruments. A list of such creditors was prepared based on data provided by the Office of 
Foreign Assets Control of the U.S. Department of Treasury, and on a list of “Controlled 
Yugoslav Persons” as ruled by an independent arbitrator selected by the Croatian authorities. 

?lhis percentage is a sharing proportion of the original Yugoslav debt rather than a discount. 

?The agreement allows for a graduated repayment schedule, rising from 2 percent for the first 
seven payments to 7 percent from payment 13 onwards. 
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In late May, the FYRM requested a waiver of the joint and several liability clause 
under the NFA from the International Coordinating Committee (ICC); the waiver was 
obtained on June 11, 1996.30 The commercial banks are reportedly willing to accept 
5.4 percent as a sharing proportion of the NFA debt, which also appears acceptable to the 
FYRM. 

On June 11, 1996, Bosnia and Herzegovina obtained a waiver of the joint and 
several liability under the NFA. The ICC agreed to recommend the waiver on the basis of 
Bosnia’s designation of a permanent negotiating team; commitment to discussions on debt 
data in the near future; and agreement to an end-June 1997 deadline for agreeing on terms of 
the restructuring, with finalization by end-December 1997. Following the consent of their 
creditors, both Bosnia and Herzegovina and the FYRM are now in a position to begin their 
London Club debt restructuring negotiations in earnest. 

In June and July 1996, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro) began talks with the bank committee and appointed a financial adviser to 
develop a concrete rescheduling proposal. Apparently there is no disagreement on the need 
for a rescheduling, and the talks have focussed on the share of Yugoslav debt that the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) would be assuming. Commercial banks 
have been trying to allocate a larger share of the NFA to the least distressed of the successor 
states. 

Algeria and Russia 

Russia concluded an agreement in principle for restructuring about $35 billion in debt 
to commercial banks on November 16, 1995. Eligible restructured principal will have a 
maturity of 25 years, including 7 years’ grace period; PDI will be repaid over 20 years, 
including 6 years’ grace; both will carry an interest rate of LIBOR plus 13/l 6, except for U.S. 
dollar-denominated debt, which will include a cap of 8 percent. The agreement also includes 
the provision to settle commercial banks’ claims denominated in other currencies. Completion 

The exchange by Slovenia on June 11, 1996 and the agreement in principle with Croatia 
raised the share of the remaining NFA debt held by Serbian creditors, and thereby raised the 
possibility that these creditors could have a de facto veto over waivers of the joint and several 
liability clause. In the event, all of the successor states, other than the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro), obtained the waiver ahead of the deadline. Each of the 
successor states expects to resolve the issue of claims by the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
(Serbia and Montenegro) creditors in the context of negotiations regarding the division of 
assets of the former Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. 
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of the details and exchange of instruments is expected soon.31 This summer, Algeria 
completed the restructuring agreement reached in principle on October 18, 1 995.32 The 
rescheduling covers three categories of debt. The repayment terms on the instruments range 
from 15 years with 5 years’ grace, to 10 l/2 years and a grace period of 3 years, depending 
upon the category of debt. 

31The details of the rescheduling agreement with Russia were reported in EBS/96/47 
(3/19/96). 

32See SIW95/197 (8/14/95) for details on the Algerian rescheduling. 
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Table 1. Total Net Official Financing Flows to Developing Countries, 1988-95 

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 l! 

Official Development Finance (ODF) 21 
Official Development Assistance (ODA) 21 
Other 

Bilateral 
ODA 21 
Other 

Multilateral g 
ODA 
Other 

Bilateral 
ODA 21 
Other 

Multilateral 
ODA 
Other 

Memorandum items: 
ODF (at constant 1994 
prices and exchange rates) 
Total net flows j-1 
Net official financing to countries 
in transition &I 
Of which: Net official aid 

ODA share of respective ODF (m percent) 
Total 
Bilateral 
Multilateral 

61.4 
47.9 
13.5 

43.8 
36.8 

7.0 

17.6 
11.1 
6.5 

71.3 
59.9 
11.4 

28.7 
18.1 
10.6 

75.9 
98.3 

0.0 
0.0 

78.0 
84.0 
63.1 

(In billions of US dollars) 

61.1 69.8 69.7 69.8 
49.0 52.9 58.6 58.9 
12.1 16.9 11.1 10.9 

41.9 46.1 46.8 48.8 
36.6 39.4 42.4 41.4 

5.3 6.7 4.4 7;4 

19.2 23.7 22.9 21.0 
12.4 13.5 16.2 17.5 
6.8 10.2 6.7 3.5 

fi nercent of total ODF) 

68.6 66.0 67.1 69.9 
59.9 56.4 60.8 59.3 

8.7 9.6 6.3 10.6 

31.4 34.0 32.9 30.1 
20.3 19.3 23.2 25.1 
11.1 14.6 9.6 5.0 

(In billions of US dollars) 

76.3 78.1 75.4 71.2 
116.0 126.3 122.3 147.8 

0.0 8.7 14.1 10.8 
0.0 2.3 6.8 6.4 

80.2 75.8 84.1 84.4 
87.4 85.5 90.6 84.8 
64.6 57.0 70.7 83.3 

70.1 71.6 71.4 
56.4 60.5 62.4 
13.7 11.1 9.0 

46.0 48.8 45.4 
39.6 41.3 40.4 

6.4 7.5 5.0 

24.1 22.8 26.0 
16.8 19.2 22.0 
7.3 3.6 4.0 

65.6 68.2 63.6 
56.5 57.7 56.6 

9.1 10.5 7.0 

34.4 31.8 36.4 
24.0 26.8 30.8 
10.4 5.0 5.6 

73.1 71.6 65.2 
155.8 213.2 252.4 

14.2 14.9 . . . 
6.5 7.4 . . . 

80.5 84.5 87.4 
86.1 84.6 89.0 
69.7 84.2 84.6 

Source: OECD. 

11 Provisional. 
21 See Box 1 (SM/95/228,9/8/95) for definitions of ODA,ODF and the list of aid recipients. Based on resource receipts of 
developing countries on part 1 of the OECD’s DAC list of aid recipients. 
21 See Box 1 (&f/95/228, 9/S/95) for definitions of ODA. Excluding debt forgiveness of nor&DA claims (mcludmg 
military debt) in 1990 (USSl.5 billion), 1991 (US$1.9 billion), and 1992 (USS1.9 billion). Differs from bilateral 
ODA in Table 2 because of the inclusion of non-DAC industrial donors (see memorandum items in Table 2). 
4/ Disbursements by multilateral institutions (see Table 2 for contributions to multilateral institutions). Includes 
concessional flows from the IMF. 
21 Includes ODF, export credits, foreign direct investments, international bank and bond lending, grants by 
nongovernmental organixations, and other private flows. 
61 Comprises countries in transition on part II of the OECD’s DAC list of aid recipients, i.e., Belarus, Bulgaria, 
the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Romania, the Russian Federation, the 
Slovak Republic, and Ukraine. Includes official aid, officially supported export credits and other official financing. 
Intra~ountry-in-transition flows are excluded. Receipts reported by some country authorities suggest that the 
OECD figures may understate the flows. 
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Table 2. Net ODA Disbursements from DAC Countries, 1988-95 

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 199511 

Total Net ODA 
Bilateral ODA 2/ 
Contributions to multilakcal 

inatitutiom 3/ 

Total Net ODA (at 1994 prices 
and exchange rates) 

Bilateral ODA 
Contribution13 to multilateral 

institutions 

Total net ODA 
Bilateral ODA 
Contcibutio~ to multilateral 
institutions 

Di&ibution 21 
Net ODA by income group 

Least developed countlies 
Low income countries 
Lower-middle income countries 
Upper-middle income countries 
High income c0untrie.a 
Unallocated 

Net ODA by region 
Sub-Saharan Africa 
North Africa and Middle East 
Asia 
Waatan Hemisphere 
Europe51 
OthXg/ 

Memorandum items: 
Total net ODA to developing countries 21 
DACcountriea 2/ 
Multilateral institutions 
Ohs/ 

Total intwdeveloping countries 
flowa (net ODA) 21 

47.1 
31.9 

15.1 12.8 15.8 15.4 19.6 17.1 

58.2 57.1 59.3 61.3 62.0 5.8.9 
39.4 41.1 41.6 44.7 42.0 41.1 

18.7 

0.34 
0.23 

0.11 

29.9 29.1 27.6 25.9 27.0 26.6 
25.6 26.4 27.6 28.9 27.7 25.0 
17.6 17.8 22.1 22.2 22.1 24.6 
3.5 3.8 4.2 3.7 3.0 4.2 
3.7 3.6 3.1 3.5 3.9 3.0 

19.7 19.2 15.4 15.8 16.3 16.6 

32.1 
10.9 
26.6 

9.5 
1.2 

19.6 

47.9 49.0 52.9 58.6 58.9 
31.9 32.9 37.2 41.3 413 
11.1 12.4 13.5 16.2 17.5 
4.9 3.7 2.2 1.1 0.2 

2.2 1.7 6.0 2.6 1.0 

@I billions of US dollars] 

45.7 53.0 56.7 
32.9 37.2 41.3 

16.0 17.7 16.6 

&I Dercent of donors’ GNP) 

032 0.33 0.33 
0.23 0.24 0.23 

0.09 0.09 0.10 

g.n Dercent of total) 

32.8 30.9 28.6 
10.3 19.9 19.5 
27.3 22.7 24.1 
10.3 92 9.7 
0.8 2.5 3.6 

18.6 14.8 14.5 

fi billions of US dollars~ 

60.8 56.5 
41.2 39.4 

59.2 59.2 
41.3 40.8 

17.9 18.4 

20.0 17.8 

59.2 53.9 
41.3 37.2 

17.9 16.7 

0.33 0.31 030 0.27 
0.24 0.21 0.21 0.18 

0.09 0.10 0.09 0.09 

26.7 . . . 
26.2 . . . 
24.6 :.. 

3.8 . . . 
2.8 . . . 

16.0 . . . 

31.1 30.6 
14.8 12.1 
25.7 25.1 

9.1 9.9 
3.7 5.6 

15.6 16.8 

31.0 . . . 
13.6 ._. 
26.7 . . . 
10.1 . . . 
3.6 . . . 

15.0 . . . 

56.4 
39.4 
16.8 
0.2 

12 

60.5 . . . 
413 . . . 
19.2 . . . 
0.0 . . . 

1.2 . . . 

sourceS: OECD sod Fund staff estimates. 
11 F%wiaional 
2/ Excluder debt forgivmers of non-ODA claims (including military debt) in 1990 (USSl.5 billion), 1991 
(W&l .9 billion), and 1992 (USfl.9 billion). 
2/ Inch&a cmtributio~ to the IMF Trust Fund, Ih4F here& Subsidy Account, JMF SAF and ESAF, and IhiF 
Adminietaed A-t. 
A/ Diahibution of total ti ODA from DAC and other nourcea, ilrluding unspecified. Tk data ir not coaaistent 
with the aggregate data bccauae the country level detail of rev&d aggregate data is not yet available-bowever, the 
revisions to the aggregate data were not large. 
21 ExchJea countries in transition not on part I of the OECD’s DAC list of aid recipients. 
61 Oceania and unqecitied. 
21 Exoludes intradeveloping country resource flow; bawd on remurce receipts of developing countries, 
consistent with Table 1. 
s/ Otk industrial countries and unallocated. 
s/ Includes flows from Arab countries nnd other developing country donors (including China, India, 
South Korea, and Taiwan Province of China). 



Table 3. Net ODA Disbursements by Major DAC Donors, 1989-95 

1989 1990 

At constant Change 1994195 Share of 
At current prices 1994 Prices y At Current At constant donor’s GNP 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1995 ptiU% 1994 Prices J/ 1995 
Y 2/ 21 Prov . Prov. Prov . 

Canada 2.3 2.5 2.6 
Denmark 0.9 1.2 1.2 
France 5.8 7.2 7.4 

Germany 4.9 6.3 6.9 
Italy 3.6 3.4 3.3 
Japan 9.0 9.1 11.0 

Netherlands 2.1 2.5 2.5 
Sweden 1.8 2.0 2.1 
United Kingdom 2.6 2.6 3.2 
united states 7.7 11.4 11.3 

Ten major donors above 21 40.7 46.6 49.6 

Other DAC donors 51 5.0 6.3 7.1 

Total DAC / 45.7 53.0 56.7 
(in percent of GNP) 0.32 0.34 0.34 

(In billions of U.S. dollarsl (In nercent) 

2.5 2.4 
1.4 1.3 
8.3 7.9 

7.6 7.0 
4.1 3.0 

11.2 11.3 

2.8 2.5 
2.5 1.8 
3.2 2.9 

11.7 10.1 

53.3 50.2 

7.5 6.2 

60.8 56.5 
0.34 0.31 

2.3 
1.4 
8.5 

6.8 
2.7 

13.2 

2.5 
1.8 
3.2 
9.9 

52.4 

6.8 

59.2 
0.30 

2.3 2.3 
1.6 1.4 
8.4 7.4 

7.5 6.5 
1.5 1.5 

14.5 13.4 

3.3 2.9 
2.0 1.8 
3.2 3.0 
7.3 7.1 

51.7 47.2 

7.5 6.6 

59.2 53.9 
0.27 . . . 

2.7 1.5 0.39 
12.6 -2.2 0.97 
-0.3 -12.2 0.55 

9.7 -5.1 0.31 
-43.8 -46.2 0.14 

9.4 1.1 0.28 

31.9 14.1 
9.0 -3.3 

-0.4 -5.6 
-26.4 -28.2 

-1.4 

11.5 -1.8 . . . 

0.1 
. . . 

-9.9 

-8.9 0.27 
*.. . . . 

0.80 
0.85 

I 

0.29 s: 
0.10 I 

Source: OECD . 

11 At 1994 prices and exchange rates. 
2/ Includes debt forgiveness of no&IDA claims. 
2/ Excludes debt forgiveness of non-GDA claims. 
41 Includes Australia, Austria, Belgium, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain and Switzerland. 
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Table 4. Gross Disbursements of Official Bilateral Fiicing Flows 
from DAC Countries by Region and Income Group, 1989-1994 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 19941/ 

Gross bilateral offkial disbursements 21 
By region 
sub-saharan Africa 
North Africa and Middle East 
A&i 
Western Hemisphere 
Europe 
other (Gceania and unellocated) 

20.1 21.5 17.2 16.7 14.2 
21.3 22.2 28.4 18.9 17.6 
25.9 25.3 23.7 29.1 34.2 
18.1 18.0 17.0 22.3 19.3 
4.0 3.4 3.7 3.6 3.7 

10.7 9.7 10.1 9.5 10.9 

13.9 
22.3 
36.2 
15.0 

3.5 
9.1 

By income group 
Least developed countries 
Low income countries 
Lower- middle income countries 
Upper-middle income countries 
High income countries 
Unallocated 

12.8 14.6 12.8 12.3 11.2 10.5 
29.0 26.4 30.2 24.9 27.5 26.3 
30.8 30.9 28.7 28.8 29.2 31.4 
13.2 14.2 12.6 17.5 15.1 13.1 
4.6 4.0 5.2 6.4 ,7.8 9.8 
9.7 9.9 10.6 10.2 9.3 9.0 

Gross bilateral ODA disbursements 21 
By region 
sub-saharan Africa 
North Africa and Middle East 
Asia 
Western Hemisphere 
Europe 
other (Oceania and unallccated) 

27.8 31.1 22.4 25.0 24.0 24.8 
12.1 16.1 26.1 16.6 14.1 15.1 
29.1 24.9 22.0 27.7 26.6 29.4 
10.6 9.5 12.4 10.5 12.8 10.7 
2.0 2.7 3.3 3.7 4.3 3.1 

18.3 15.7 13.7 16.6 18.2 17.0 

By income group 
Least developed countries 
Low income countries 
Lower-middle income countries 
Upper-middle income countries 
High income countries 
UllalllY.Xkd 

22.9 22.8 18.3 19.8 19.6 20.9 
28.3 28.7 36.1 28.3 28.0 27.7 
20.8 23.1 22.9 24.9 27.1 25.2 

5.1 5.6 4.6 5.4 6.0 5.6 
5.6 4.3 4.1 5.4 3.9 3.9 

17.5 15.5 13.9 16.3 15.5 16.7 

(In billions of U.S. dolls@ 
Memorandum items: 
Gross bilateral ODA disbursements 3/ 
By region 

36.3 44.7 55.7 49.2 48.6 47.7 

sub-saharan Africa 10.1 13.9 12.5 12.3 11.7 11.8 
North Africa and Middle East 4.4 7.2 14.6 8.2 6.8 7.2 
Asia 10.6 11.1 12.3 13.6 12.9 14.0 
Western Hemisphere 3.9 4.3 6.9 5.2 6.2 5.1 
Europt 0.7 1.2 1.8 1.8 2.1 1.5 
Oceania 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.7 
Unallocated 5.4 5.8 6.4 6.8 7.3 6.4 

fin mxcent of aroun total) 

Source: OECD, Geographical Distribution of Financial Flows to Aid Recipients. 

11 Provisional 
21 Total official flows defined ss grants, gross ODA loans, and other gross contractural lending 
including official export credits). 
31 The data is not consistent with the aggregate data for net ODA in Tables 1 and 2 because the country level detail for 
the gross ODA equivalent of the revised data in Tables 1 and 2 is not yet available-however, the revisions 
to the aggregate data were not large. 
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Table 5. Gross and Net Disbursements from Multilateral Institutions by Region, 1980-95 11 

(Tn millions of U.S. dollars) 

Annual average Prov. 
1980-84 1985-89 1990-94 1993 1994 1995 

All CountTies _u Gross 20,926 25,476 36,694 37208 37,419 60,256 
Net 16,536 9,630 14,664 15,330 11,651 29,892 

su-Africa Gr0S.S 3,395 4,315 5291 4,911 5,819 
Net 2,751 2,368 3,146 2,938 3,446 

7,731 
3,394 

1257 2,190 3,073 2,792 3,745 3,900 
873 986 1,056 699 1,560 1,315 

North Attica and the Middle East 
Net 

Asia Gross 7,439 8,378 11,881 11,723 11,947 11,000 
Net 6,130 3s4 5,778 6,282 4,185 3,413 

Western Hemisphere GrOS.5 6,640 8,530 10,466 11,693 7,780 25,519 
Net 5,139 3,167 1,036 1,508 -1,731 15,232 

other Gross 2,194 2,063 5,982 6,088 8,128 12,107 
Net 1,642 -175 3,648 3,903 4,191 6,538 

II Disburwments ofmedium snd long-term public and publicly gum&d debt including to the IMF. Differences in coverage 
aaddefinitionmakc~WorldBankdatapresaUedinthistableincompatiblewiththeOECDdatnprcccntedinTable1. See 
Box 1, SUl95/228,9lgf95 for an explanation of the differences. 
2r’Agroupof136countriesqmtingtotheDRS. 



Table 6. Gross and Net Disbursements from Multilateral Institutions by Analytical Group, 1980-95 11 
(In millions of U.S. dollars) 

All countries g/ 

By debt-servicing record 

GrOSS 20,926 25,476 36,694 37,208 37,419 60,256 
Net 16,536 9,630 14,664 15,330 11,651 29,892 

Non-rescheduling countries 

Rescheduling countries 2/ 

Of which: how-income 41 

Bv debt indicators 

Gross 8,334 10,650 16,409 15,678 15,735 17,087 
Net 6,864 4,594 8,278 8,211 4,412 6,050 

Gross 12,592 14,826 20,285 21,529 21,684 43,169 
Net 9,672 5,036 6,386 7,119 7,239 23,841 

Gross 2,554 2,665 3,511 2,963 3,991 5,608 
Net 2,036 1,459 2,135 1,761 2,549 2,322 

Heavily indebted poor countries j/ Gross 3,673 4,508 5,594 4,918 6,400 7,955 
Net 2,956 2,511 3,238 2,680 3,847 3,464 

Sources: World Bank Debtor Reporting System (DRS); and MP staff estimates. 

l/ Disbursements of medium and long-term public and publicly guaranteed debt, including to the lMP. 
2/ A group of 136 countries reporting to the DRS. 
31 A group of 65 countries that have obtained Paris Club rescheduling as of end-1995. 
4/ A group of 30 unmtries that have received concessional treatment from the Paris Club and had not graduated from rescheduling as of end-l 995. 
5/ A group of 41 Heavily Indebted Poor Countries; for countries covered, see Table 7. 

I 

w 
h, 

I 
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Table 7. Heavily Indebted Poor Countries: Net Dishrsements 
from Multilateral Institutions, 1980-95 l/_u 

Annual average PIOV. Annual average FYOV. 

1980-84 1985-89 1990-94 1993 1994 1995 1980-84 1985-89 1990-94 1995 

Angola 
Benin 
Bolivia 
BurkinaFaso 
BWUlldi 
Cameroon 
Central Atiican Republic 
Chad 
(hi?0 
CBte dlvoire 
Equatorial Guinea y 
Ethiopia 
Ghana 
Guinea 
Guinea-Bissau 2/ 

1 
26 
96 
27 
32 
56 
20 

4 
40 

305 

19 
78 

133 
85 
57 
68 
46 
76 
26 

165 

33 
102 
218 
100 
28 

183 
47 
66 

151 
429 

0.6 1.7 
14.6 6.5 
13.5 12.1 
16.0 18.0 
50.7 6.5 

2.8 0.4 
23.5 14.2 
35.3 28.0 
2.5 12.9 
5.0 5.6 

Honduras 
-ya 
Lao P.D.R. 21 
Liberia 

uadagascar 
Mali 
Mauritania 
Mozambique 
MySnmar 
Nicaragua 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Rwanda 
S&o Torn6 & Ftincipe 

se=@ 
Sierra Leone 
Somalia 
SUdlUl 
Tanzania 

6 
52 

137 
25 
16 
46 

130 
203 

9 
74 
88 
59 
53 

3 
87 
52 
42 

118 
25 

3 
118 
24 
82 

237 
104 

7 
39 

147 
41 
68 
76 
40 
29 
35 
16 
8 

72 
190 
59 
25 
19 
25 
90 
20 
16 

108 
60 
40 
55 
50 
14 
64 

285 
50 
7 

109 
6 

54 
95 

121 
35 
71 

0 
52 

139 
74 

9 
200 
182 
136 
23 
53 

107 
63 
66 
-2 
71 
90 
47 

167 
13 
71 
29 

218 
44 
20 
85 
35 
11 
96 

169 

Togo 42 
Uganaa 123 
Vietnam 15 
Yemen, Republic of 85 
Zaire 152 
Zambia 141 

28 
207 

53 
37 
72 
86 

11 
76 

101 
113 

54 
-83 
27 
52 

0 
-133 

I6 
374 
206 
220 

16 
48 

158 
68 
82 
20 
62 
49 
34 

155 
1 

33 
19 

200 
38 
12 
69 
53 

0 
91 

104 

-1 
153 
-37 
48 
53 

118 

6 
240 

71 
132 

11 
2 

21 
25 
63 

-15 
37 

109 
84 

240 
-10 
160 
56 

168 
16 
13 
77 

112 
0 
8 

125 
40 

227 
300 

70 
-3 

105 

56 
33 

158 
125 

15 
11 
30 
60 

169 
178 

1 
151 
135 
146 

19 
13 
-7 
18 
85 

0 
4 

115 
85 

220 
29 
80 
29 

162 
89 
15 

143 
105 

0 
40 
97 

60 
232 
132 
35 

-15 
503 

0.0 
9.2 
9.8 
8.8 

31.9 
2.6 

11.3 
3.8 
3.4 

10.6 

1.7 
8.6 

23.7 
4.5 

62.1 
14.1 
15.2 
11.2 

8.1 
14.4 
21.3 
23.2 
16.8 

1.2 
18.3 
9.9 
9.2 
0.9 

15.2 
22.9 
11.9 
13.1 
37.1 
21.4 
16.5 

9.6 
35.8 

0.3 
9.0 

19.8 
10.3 
53.5 

3.2 
22.5 
15.1 

3.7 
0.4 

17.1 
8.7 

23.0 
8.7 

117.5 
7.5 
2.6 
4.9 

24.2 
3.4 

25.7 
17.0 

8.3 
22.8 
12.6 
4.9 

16.8 
3.6 

27.9 
70.9 

9.4 
4.3 

61.2 
8.8 

25.4 
6.8 

20.3 
0.0 
2.7 
6.6 
8.2 

15.5 
25.8 
16.1 
18.2 
54.9 
17.4 

9.7 
2.8 

37.8 
-0.4 
13.5 
17.7 
9.9 

45.8 
2.1 

18.4 
9.5 
1.7 

37.2 
187.8 

5.7 
22.9 
12.1 
17.4 
28.4 

6.0 
87.3 

1.0 
1.4 
3.8 
7.3 

1.0 
16.9 
8.5 

18.7 
31.5 
2.3 

-0.5 
0.6 
. . 

0.0 
-0.5 
21.6 
17.8 

. . . 
2.1 

23.0 
11.0 

1.7 
131.0 
88.4 

9.2 
48.7 

0.0 
-6.6 
10.4 
15.3 
49.9 

. . . 
2.8 
8.0 

12.4 

. . . 
1.0 

-0.8 
41.6 

Total 2,956 2,511 3,238 2,680 3,847 3,464 6.6 6.7 6.6 7.4 

(In millions of U.S. dollars) 
(In percent of exports 
of goods & services) 



Table 8. Developing Countries: Public External Debt by Creditors, 1980-1995 11 

(In billions of US. dollars. and in nercent) 

Prov. 
1980 1985 1990 1993 1994 1995 

All mmtries y 
Total public external debt 

Of which (in percent): 
Multilateral 

lMF 
other 

Offtcial bilateral 
Private 

Low-income rescheduling countries 21 
Total public external debt 

Of which (in percent): 
Multilateral 

mm 
other 

Offkial bilateral 
private 

Heavily indebted poor countries 41 
Total public external debt 

Of which (in percent): 
Multilateral 

IMP 
other 

O!lkial bilateral 
Private 

367 733 1,084 1,220 1,325 1,405 

16.4 19.7 22.1 23.6 24.0 24.8 
3.2 5.2 3.0 3.2 3.2 4.3 

13.2 14.5 19.1 20.4 20.7 20.5 
29.5 25.8 32.4 34.9 35.1 35.3 
54.1 54.5 45.5 41.5 40.9 39.9 

33 60 102 107 113 117 

26.1 29.1 30.2 33.6 35.5 36.6 
7.5 8.1 4.8 4.2 4.6 5.0 

18.6 21.0 25.4 29.3 30.9 31.6 
42.5 48.1 52.8 51.3 50.2 50.5 
31.4 22.8 17.0 15.1 14.3 12.9 

I 

W  
CI 

I 

49 92 184 189 200 205 

25.1 28.2 25.8 29.4 31.0 32.1 
6.8 7.3 3.7 3.4 3.6 3.9 

18.2 20.9 22.2 26.0 27.4 28.2 
39.8 41.2 53.6 54.6 54.1 54.1 
35.1 30.7 20.6 16.0 14.8 13.8 

Sourcea: World Bank Debtor Reporting System (DRS); and IMP staffestimates. 

I/ Medium and long-term public and publicly guaranteed dew, includiigto the IMP. 
2/ A group of 136 countries reporting to the DRS. 
3/ A group of 30 count&a that have received concessional treatment h thi Paris Club and had not graduated from rescheduling as of end-1995 
41 A pup of41 Heavily Indebted Poor Countries; for country composition, see Table 7. 



Table 9. Developing Countries: Multilateral Debt on Concessional Terms, 1980-1995 11 

Prov. 
1980 1985 1990 1993 1994 1995 

Total multilateral debt 
All countries 21 
Low-income rescheduling countries 21 
Heavily indebted poor countries 41 

Of which: 
Multilateral concessional debt 

All countries 21 
Low-income rescheduling countries 31 
Heavily indebted poor countries 41 

Multilateral concessional debt 
All countries 21 
Low-income rescheduling countries 3/ 
Heavily indebted poor countries j/ 

Memorandum items: 
SAFlESAF~rust Fund 

All countries 21 
Low-income rescheduling countries 21 
Heavily indebted poor countries g/ 

SAFA&4F/Trust Fund 
All countries 21 
Low-income rescheduling countries 
Heavily indebted poor countries 

60,183 144,408 239,421 287.63 1 317,676 348,297 
8,739 17,518 30,763 35,938 40,147 42,763 

12,296 25,868 47,600 55,524 62,158 65,876 

24,399 
4,616 
6,477 

40.5 
52.8 
52.7 

3,346 2,713 3,659 5,442 6,788 8,484 
843 589 1,247 1,742 2,325 3,986 

1,228 888 2,474 3,336 4,130 5,823 

13.7 6.4 4.9 5.6 6.1 7.0 
18.3 6.7 6.6 7.0 .8.0 12.1 
19.0 7.0 8.6 8.8 9.4 11.9 

[In millions of U.S. dollars] 

42,505 75,155 96,80 1 
8,838 18,970 24,841 

12,649 28,915 37,73 1 

/In oercent of total multilateral debt) 

29.4 31.4 33.7 
50.5 61.7 69.1 
48.9 60.7 68.0 

(In millions of U.S. dollars) 

111,637 121,009 
28,978 32,968 
43,769 48,980 

35.1 34.7 
72.2 77.1 
70.4 74.4 

(In nercent of multilateral concessional debt) 

Sources: World Bank Debtor Reporting System (DRS); and IMF staff estimates. 

l/ Medium and long-term public and publicly guaranteed debt; including to the lh4F. 
2/ A group of 136 countries reporting to the DRS. 
3/ A group of 30 countries that have received concessional treatment Corn the Paris Club and had not graduated from rescheduling as of end-l 995. 
4/ A group of 4 1 Heavily Indebted Poor Countries; for country composition, see Table 7. 



Table 10. Developing Countries: Multilateral Debt Service, 1980- 199511 

Annual average Prov. 
1980-84 1985-89 1990-94 1993 1994 1995 

Multilateral debt service 
All unmtries 21 
Low-income rescheduling countries 31 
Heavily indebted poor countries 41 

Multilateral debt-service ratio 51 
All countries 21 
Low-income rescheduling countries 31 
Heavily indebted poor countries 41 

Jvlemorandum items: 5/ 
Multilateral debt 

All camtries 21 
Low-income rescheduling countries 31 
Heavily indebted poor countries 41 

9,627 
1,002 
1,412 

1.8 
4.8 
3.2 

16.8 31.6 30.6 30.5 29.6 28.0 
59.4 105.5 145.0 160.1 168.5 166.4 
39.8 93.6 109.9 119.0 126.4 124.6 

(In millions of U.S. dollars) 

27,380 36,846 37,092 41,196 
1,913 2,326 2,039 2,347 
3,227 3,971 3,696 4,221 

[In nercent of exnorts of eoods and services) 

4.5 4.1 3.9 3.8 
8.7 9.6 9.1 9.9 
8.6 8.1 7.9 8.6 

[In oercent of exnorts of eoods and services) 

47,976 
4,118 
6,019 

3.9 
16.0 
11.4 

Sources: World Bank Debtor Reporting System (DRS); and IMP staff estimates. 

l/ Medium and long-term public and publicly guaranteed debt; including to the IMP. 
2/ A group of 136 countries reporting to the DRS. 
3/ A group of 30 countries that have received concessional treatment from the Paris Club and had not graduated 
from rescheduling as of end-l 995. 
4/ A group of 41 Heavily Indebted Poor Countries; for country composition, see Table 7. 
5/ Exports of goods and services of the countries for which data for 1995 is not available are estimated on the basis 
of a stylized nominal export growth of 6 percent per anntmr. 
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Table 11. Developing Countries: Multilateral Debt by Institution, 1980-1995 

ProV. 

1980 1985 1990 1993 1994 1995 

World Bank 34.2 74.5 140.7 161.2 176.8 181.4 
lBRD 22.3 50.2 95.6 102.9 110.3 108.1 
IDA 11.9 24.3 45.1 58.3 66.5 73.3 

Regional Development Banks II 8.3 20.1 45.5 62.5 71.4 76.7 
AtDBIAfDF 0.7 2.1 8.3 13.4 15.6 17.1 
ASDB 2.4 5.9 15.5 22.9 27.7 30.4 
IDB 5.2 12.1 21.7 26.2 28.1 29.2 

Europeau Institutions _u 2.0 3.5 8.8 12.6 13.7 12.8 

others 

IM!? 

Total 60.2 144.4 239.4 287.6 

World Bank 56.7 51.6 
IBRD 37.0 34.8 
IDA 19.8 16.8 

Regional Development Banks 11 13.8 13.9 
AfDBIAtDF 1.2 1.4 
ASDB 4.1 4.1 
IDB 8.6 8.4 

European Institutions _u 3.4 2.4 

others 6.7 6.0 

mm 19.3 26.2 

4.0 

11.6 37.8 32.7 38.9 

100.0 

8.6 11.8 12.5 12.9 16.7 

42.9 

317.7 

60.7 

348.3 

gn uercent of total) 

100.0 

58.8 56.0 
39.9 35.8 
18.8 20.3 

19.0 21.7 
3.4 4.7 
6.5 8.0 
9.1 9.1 

3.7 4.4 

4.9 4.3 

13.7 13.5 

100.0 100.0 

55.6 52.1 
34.7 31.0 
20.9 21.1 

22.5 22.0 
4.9 4.9 
8.7 8.7 
8.9 8.4 

4.3 

4.1 

13.5 

100.0 

3.7 

4.8 

17.4 

loo.0 

Qn billions of U.S. dollars) 

Sources: World Bank Debtor Reporting System (DRS); and IMF statTestimates. 

11 Including development funds and other associated concessional facilities. 
21 Council of Europe, European Development Fund, European Community (EC), and European Investment Bank. 



Table 12. Heavily Indebted Poor Countries: Structure of Multilateral Debt, 1980-95 11 

Multiat0m.l 
debt 

OUhtMdin8 
1985 1995 

TO&J 
-ional 

1985 1595 

Sham in total multilstd debt cutstan* 
otbcr 

World Bank Rc$ionel development bda multilnte-ml~ IMF 
IBRD IDA NCWWXCW. ConosuioMl 1985 1995 o/w 

1985 1995 1985 1995 1985 199s 1985 1995 1985 1995 COtI- 
Row Pmv. Pmv. Rw. Pmv. Row Rw. 8iomlZl 

AngOh 
Bmitt 
BoGa 
Butkina FISO 
BUNlldi 

Gun- 
Central Afiicm Republic 

EO 
C6tc d’Iwim 
EqurtiGuitt~ 
Ethiopia 
Gh 
GUitNa 
Guinea-Biuau 

auylna 
Honduran 
Ktnya 
Lao P.D.R. 
mcria 

ii?== 
h4atuitatda 
h4ombiquc 
MY- 
Nicaragua 
Nie- 
Niiuia 
Rwanda 
S& Tom6 and Ptincipe 

SW 
siaraLeon0 
SOtttA 
St&h 
Trnunir 
TWJ 
Urn& 
Viet Nun 
Ycmm, Rcpub!ic of 
arm 
Zambia 

Total (USS million) 

Shau of total debt @I pacent) 

216 
2:: 8% 
806 2.640 
282 1,055 
261 957 
708 1,683 
162 665 
101 695 
342 891 

1,872 3,879 

6;; 2::; 
1,228 3:520 

288 1,524 
106 388 
360 804 

1,193 2,167 
1,840 3,186 

5:: 
663 
775 

658 1,683 
498 1.494 
376 1,003 

77 1,486 
811 1,436 
742 1.444 
352 922 

1,431 4,987 
242 853 

22 182 
848 2,234 
225 602 
564 941 

1,700 2,997 
1,167 2.970 

369 825 
806 2,640 
159 648 
742 1.257 

1,410 2,798 
1,523 3,403 

12 

!7 
91 
88 
50 
76 
90 
38 
10 
49 
86 

?z 
83 

1: 

2 
27 
71 
82 
60 
49 
91 
48 
67 

8 

1E 
52 
58 
73 

:: 
69 
49 
80 
88 
41 
18 

64 

E 
38 
96 

z 
35 
97 

ii 
92 
95 
82 
51 
83 

100 
31 
% 
99 
89 

1:: 
58 
% 

9 
98 
95 
84 

100 

z: 
94 
98 
98 

2 
68 
89 

0 
0 

26 
0 
0 

41 
0 
0 

:I 
0 
7 

10 
19 
0 

18 
31 
41 

1: 

d 
14 
0 
0 

22 

9; 
0 
0 

11 

d 
3 

23 
7 
5 
0 
0 
3 

24 

0 

s 

8 
38 

0 
0 

12 
41 

0 
0 

0’ 
0 

2: 
14 
0 

21 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
5 
0 

65 

8 

02 

8 
3 
0 
0 
0 

3” 
5 

502 

:32 
53 
32 
39 
39 
19 
0 

12 
65 
21 
40 
42 

8 

2: 
35 
14 
48 
45 
17 

5: 
8 

42 
2 

63 
0 

27 
26 
33 
30 
49 

31: 

:; 
26 

7 

37 
56 
29 
58 
62 
26 

4: 
20 
21 
44 
62 
67 

:: 
25 

ii! 
43 
14 
66 
58 
34 
60 
54 
19 
65 

6; 
29 
50 
38 
46 
42 
73 

fs 

2 

l:: 

10 

1: 

1: 
6 
3 
0 

15 
2 

22 
2 

6’ 
8 

19 
1 
0 

11 
1 
2 
3 

42 
I 
3 
5 
0 
1 
0 
5 
3 
1 
0 
4 
4 

10 
0 

40 
3 

28 
0 

28 

32 
20 

1 

19 
24 

3 
7 
6 

10 
2 

10 
16 
4 
0 
2 
3 
0 
7 
3 
0 

11 
0 

28 
0 
0 
8 
0 
0 
2 
0 

: 

i 
13 
6 

2 
14 
33 

:: 
0 

22 
26 

A 
9 

10 
3 
3 

18 
23 
26 

1 
35 

3 
6 

14 

3: 
30 
31 
10 
0 

18 
38 

62 
6 
1 
6 
8 

A 
0 
1 
1 

ii 
23 

: 
2 

22 
28 
14 

1 
31 
25 

5 
15 
28 
22 
27 

5 
46 

7 
20 
22 
14 

:: 
31 
11 

1 
22 
59 
11 
18 
13 
8 
9 

I 
11 
0 
9 
5 

88 
25 

9 
32 
16 
18 

:: 
45 
10 
10 

5 
7 

ii4 

:; 
7 

14 
8 

:i 
50 
17 
4 

37 
21 

3 
15 
62 
24 
16 
33 
22 
13 
17 
11 
5 

47 
8 

12 

16 
12 
6 

15 
9 

11 

17 
41 

3 

f 

1: 
14 
17 
14 
3 

13 
5 

10 
34 

6 
10 
32 
18 

1: 
11 

:: 
23 
15 
8 

11 
5 

3: 

0 
5 

10 
4 
6 
4 

24 
12 

3; 
47 
11 
57 
11 
3 

25 
12 
28 
16 
46 
28 
20 
11 

1: 

28 
0 
4 
0 

32 
45 
27 
43 

5 
20 
38 
61 

6 
57 
53 

0 
9 

10 
7 
5 
3 
5 
7 
2 

11 
16 
3 

18 
6 
2 

21 
5 

12 
10 
43 

4 
10 
10 
14 
0 
3 
6 
0 

i 

:“7 
18 
32 

7 
13 

:: 
0 

17 
36 

10 
7 
5 
0 

: 
0 
9 

16 
3 

15 
6 
2 

18 
2 

12 
10 

5 
4 

10 
10 
14 
0 
2 
4 

!l 
0 

13 
27 

32 
7 

13 
16 
28 

0 

3: 

25,868 65,876 12,649 48.980 5,510 7,238 6,688 29,560 992 5,904 1,940 8,550 4,043 6,582 6.695 8,041 5,823 

100 100 49 74 21 11 26 45 4 9 7 13 16 10 26 12 9 

I 

W 
00 

I 

Sotnu,: Wodd Bank D&ta Rqatin~ Syhm @X.3); and IMP mtaff&immta 
Il~&~l~~~DRSuaptfath*&honlndiryby~IMF. 
YsAF,EsAFdTlwtFtuld. 

. 
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Table 13. Composition and Average Terms of Multilateral Debt by Major Institution, 1985-95 1121 

Average terms of new commitments in 1994 
Debt outstanding Grant element using 

AlttOtM Share oftotal discount rate ofy 
(USS million) (rcl percmt) Interest Maturity orace 10% CIRRs4/ 

1985 1994 1985 1994 (In pemnt) (In y-1 (In pment) 

Soutcu: World Bank Debtor Repotting System (DRS), OECD Rcss Releaua; Annul Repoti of the World Bat& AfDB/AfDF. AaDB. and IDB; and Ih4F staff estimates. 

I/ Multilatd debt @t&ding hat to the IMF) of 8 group of 136 countria repor@ to the World Bank Debtor Reporting System. 

Z/Major inatitutim ia defmcd as one with USSO. billion or mom ootstaodioS at end-1594. The interest rata, maturities, and graze peri& are averages weighted by the amounts ofthe loam or amqements. 

3/Far the purpose of &&ting the gmnt element, loans arc assumed to be mpaid in equal semianoual installments of priocipal sod the grsa period is defined u the interval to fmt repayment minur ooe payment period. 

4/ Commcrcid Intereat Reference Rates. Fn rha World Bank and the main mgional development banks (AfDB/AfDF, AsDB. md IDB) the CIRR-be.4 discount rate is derived lium the weighted avenge of avaSe CIRRa either over the last tat 

years or six months, depending on the loan maturity. for the top five currencies in which the outstanding loans an repayable. For other institutions average CIRRS for either U.S. dollar. ECU. or SDR NIX used. The c&uI.+tion method follow6 

he one cumcntly used in detmnining oonccssiooality for the pqose of settir@ borrowing limils in IMF arr~gements 

51 Single-cumncy loau outrtandins. 

C4mceasional debt 42.505 111,637 100.0 100.0 1.38 31.2 

IDA 24,267 66,505 57.1 59.6 
AaDB 2,321 14,017 5.5 12.6 
Aflx 903 5,871 2.1 5.3 
IDB 3,317 5,143 7.8 4.6 
International Fund for Agricultural lkvelopnent 722 2,058 1.7 1.8 
Arab Fund for Economic and Social Development 809 2,047 1.9 1.8 
European Inveaiment Bank 536 1,913 1.3 1.7 
EC 452 1,230 1.1 1.1 
European Development Fund 656 1,110 1.5 1.0 
OPEC Special Fund 1,186 893 2.8 0.8 
IBRD 51 1,727 849 4.1 0.8 
Council of Europe 71 712 0.2 0.6 
Islamic Development Bank 333 687 0.8 0.6 
other 2,493 1,815 LT.9 1.6 

0.75 37.3 
0.75 37.1 
0.75 31.6 
1.85 40.1 
1.24 42.2 
4.45 21.0 
2.71 17.9 
4.50 12.7 
1.00 39.3 
2.70 15.9 
5.22 15.2 

. . . 
0.80 
3.39 

. . . 
16.6 
21.7 

IMF (s.hFfisatFmNSt Fund) 2,713 6,788 6.4 6.1 0.50 10.0 

Nonconcesional debt 101,903 206,040 100.0 100.0 6.69 16.1 

IBRD 48,482 109,425 47.6 53.1 7.25 17.5 
IDB 8,747 22,987 8.6 11.2 6.72 20.6 
AsDB 3,620 13,678 3.6 6.6 6.53 22.3 
AtDB 1,105 9,316 1.1 4.5 7.98 22.9 
EC 2 3,670 0.0 1.8 7.37 4.4 
Europenn Inv-t Bank 997 2,764 1.0 1.3 7.24 17.0 
Council of Europe 744 2,309 0.7 1.1 8.64 10.2 
Central American Bank for Economic Integration 369 1,139 0.4 0.6 7.08 8.3 
Islamic Developent Bank 115 606 0.1 0.3 7.43 5.9 
Corpracion Andii de Foment0 121 574 0.1 0.3 7.63 9.6 
Olha 2,536 3,455 2.5 1.7 7.42 17.7 

IMF (General Resources Account) 35,065 36,119 34.4 17.5 4.99 7.85 

8.8 70.4 

10.1 79.6 
9.6 79.0 

10.2 71.6 
10.4 71.0 
9.3 75.6 
5.5 37.2 
5.3 46.8 
6.3 32.7 
9.8 77.9 
4.6 42.7 
6.1 29.0 

. . . . . . 
4.8 53.4 
5.4 42.0 

5.5 49.1 

4.9 19.3 

5.4 16.5 
5.4 21.2 
4.8 22.7 
5.5 12.7 
3.4 7.2 
5.9 16.6 
6.0 6.2 
2.4 9.6 
2.0 4.7 
3.4 9.6 
3.0 11.5 

3.96 20.8 

67.6 

74.5 
71.9 
74.1 
70.8 
75.8 
36.4 
45.9 
22.8 
78.0 
42.1 
19.2 

.*. 
55.5 
41.1 I 

38.4 z 
. . . I 

5.2 
10.5 

5.3 
1.7 
2.1 

15.6 
. . . 

2.3 
0.7 
0.0 

10.2 

9.8 
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Table 14. Reschedulings of Offkial Bilateral Debt, 1995-96 
(In Chronological Order) 

Debtor 

countries 

Amount Type of Debt consdi- 
NUlIlber Date of Consolidated 3 Consolidated y 11 dation T-Y 

of Agreement (In millions Non-previously Pmiously Period Grace Maturity 
Reschedulings 11 Mo.lDay/Yr of U.S. dollars) rescheduled resche.duled (InmonW @yeus) 

1995 
Guinea 
Cambodia 
Chad 
Uganda 
Togo 
Guinea-Bissau 
cmatia 
Nicaxagua 
Bolivia 

Senegal 
Haiti 
Russian Federation 8/ 
Mauritania 
FYR Macedonia 
Algeria 
Cameroon 
Gabon 
Bolivia 

1996 
Zambia 121 
Honduras 
Sierra Leone 

Russian Federation &! 
Mali 

Guyana 
Burkina Faso 
Congo 
Pal23 

IV 
I 

II 
VI 
X 

III 
I 

II 
V 

xl 
I 

III 
VI 

I 
II 

IV 
VII 
VI 

VI 
III 

VII 
I 

IV 
IV 
IV 
III 
IV 
VI 

01n5/95 156 PIAL FWti.3iPLU. 
0106195 249 PIAL PL4L 
02f28l95 24 PL4L PIAL. 
o2nof95 110 Stock 
02n3l95 237 - PartiatPIm 
02n3f95 195 PIAL PIAL. 
03nm5 861 AL PAL 
03ml95 848 PIAL Pal?ial PI 
03/24/95 482 PIAL P8rtial PIAL 
04not95 169 PIAL Partial PIAL 
05/30/95 117 PL4L 
06103f95 6,400 PI Partial I 
06mu95 66 PI Pallid PI 
07117195 288 PIAL. PL4L 
07nu95 7,320 PI 
1 l/16/95 1,129 PIAL PLC. 
12i12f95 1,030 PIAL. Partial PIAL 
12l14f95 881 Stuck stodc 

2f28l96 566 PIA 
311196 112 PL4 

3128196 39 PI 
41151’96 93 PUtktA 
4i29l96 40.200 w PI 
S/20/96 33 stock 
S/23/96 793 stock 
6l2Ol96 33 stock 
7116196 1,552 PIAL 
7120196 6,724 14/ PI 

PIA 
PsrtialP 

PIAL 

P 
stock 
stuck 
stock 
PIAL 

PI 

12 
30 
12 

33 
36 
12 
27 
36 
29 
13 
12 
36 
12 
3621 
12 
36 

36 
13 
24 

39 

36 
33 

Naples tanrp y 
Naph - 
Napleaterms 
Naples tams 
Naples - 
Naples tercm 

2 14 
Naples taux 6/I/ 
Nd=tcma6/ 
Naples tama 
Naples terms 

3 15 
NapIes tams 11 

3 15 
3 15 

NW= - Y 6’ui’ 
2 15u/ 

Naples tams 

Naples teams 111 
N@s terms NY 
Naplcswms 1pI 

0 3 
4 23 

Naples tams 
Naples tmns 
Naples tesms 
Naples tams g fi/ 

1 18 

Sources: Agreed Minutes of debt reschedulings; and IMP staff estimates. 

11 Roman numerals indicate, for each country, the number of debt reschedulings in the period beginning 1976. 
2/ Includes debt service formally rescheduled as well as deferred. 
31 Key P -Principal; I - Interest, A - Arrears on principal and interest; L - Late interest P, I, and A are on medium- and long-term debt. 
41 Calculated from the midpoint of the consolidation period (plus 6 months). 
5/ Naples terms with a 50 percent NPV reduction. 
6/ Some creditors chose the nonconcesional long-maturities option. 
71 Current maturities falling due under London terms were consolidated and defend nonconcessionally. 
81 Creditors met under the chairmanship of the Croup of Participating Creditor Countries. 
91 Principal payments were consolidated over 36 months and interest due over 12 months. 
101 Amars and current maturities falling due under London terms were rescheduled on nonconcessional terms. 
111 Arrears were rescheduled with a shorter grace and maturity. 
l2/ Agreement subject to an entry-into-force clause. 
13/ Principal payments falling due under Houston terms were deferred nonconcessionally. 
141 Including a reprofiling of the stock of certain debts at the end of the consolidation period. 

c 
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Table 15. Status of Paris Club Rescheduling countries (as of July 20,1996) 1/ 
(Dates refer to end of current or last consolidation period) 2/ 

Low-income 21 Lower middle-income 4/ Other middle-income Total 

l * m 

. . 111*inrF 

G&i&.. 

::z 

lddmi 

.L m 

l * unurdr  

l Vietnam 

” CIllrbodia 6l97 
l * cameroocl 9B6 
l * coaso mlz 
l c3tedwoire 3l97 

l + GuinwBinau 12Q7 
l * Hoadlrnr l/97 
l * Mauriti n97 
l * Nicangur 6l9-l 
l * Senegal 8l97 
l * Sian Lconc 12f97 
l * Togo 9f97 
l * Zambia 1248 U 

. B-&l 
l CAR 

l ’ cbd 

‘lzqu~Guina 

l EthiopL 

.* w 

Liberia 
wb== 

l Mozambique 
l Nigez 

sonub 
SUdUl 

l Tanmuir 
zaii 

Toul 

Allcvtanhk 

2 

12 

Countries that graduated hm rescheciulings 51 

DomillicanRcpublic 
Ecuador 
lh?l 
El Salvador 
Glum 
Guatunala 
Jamaica 
&Ya 

Pidippincr 
&.& 

3l93 M 
12‘94 me 
-g B&l 
9191 Chile 
4/96lIsl thtaRic.a 
3/93 chatia 
9f95 11 FYRlkhcdoh 
l/94 I/e/ Mexico 

12192 . Palulna 
7/941p/ Roauaia 
4&U Trinidad and Tobago 

TW 

ll 

Countries with rescheduling agreements in effect 

Gabon lllp8 a+ 
Jo&II St97 &n&n Federation 
pcnr 12m l.l/ 

3 

Countries with previous rescheduling agreements, but without current 
rescheduling agreements. which have not graduated Tom reschedulings 

1% Nik 3B2 YlIgahia m 

4&s 
a!93 

W88 
6l93 11 

w95 
6196 
592 
3r92 

1283 
3/91 
6l83 

12 

St98 
3f99 u/ 

6l89 

32 

3l95 
3l95 lfY 
296 

10195 
n/95 

6l85 
6191 ly 
6l95W 
3l95 w 

w88 
1m4 

6l94 
6/90 IY 

II 1 1 ll 

M  Is u 4 

sorncc: Parischb. 
l/ h&da rgmanmts of the Russian Federation and Turkey with ofti&1 biitenl crediton. 
u Intbc~ofa.rtock~f~opcntion,uncelcdr~ent5orurrur only racludulia& da shown is that ofr&vmt qwmalt. 
31 “*“damtamchedulingonLomiontama,~d ‘“-“denotes reschcduiiig on Napla tanu (stock tnxtmcnt mdaikd). 
4 Definedbereucountriatlutobtaiilowamiddloinuanebutnot conceniaulrCnnrtithPafisClubrrrcbed~,rtock~lndaliDcd 
51 For aomc cmmbia, this inevitably rcprrrcnts an clanent of judgnmt: in certain cm for example if hit by an extcnul shock, fmtkr 
reschedulings may be rqukd some oftbe low-incoute eolmhicrrmybccligiblefacnhroccd~mlndcrtbcpmpaedHIpcinitltive. 
6/ ?hctrtofthc~h~ofdcbtrcduction~athc1991agrccmcnthulrotybbccnimplcmmccd. 
71 Racluduliagof-only. 
8J Limittddcfarrlof~ing-to~crrditnron~ioarl~ 
91 Noacomewioml rachcduling at the wttmritia’ requat 
101 The 1994 rachaluling agrccmcnt was canceled at the l utlmiti~ qwt. 
111 ~irrluda8~~ofthcdodrof~indcbtratthccldofthcconaolidrtioapcriod. 
12 Agreumtsubj&toaltry-iatn-f-claw. 
13/ Fama So&Ii& Fed-1 Republic of Yugashti. 
14n’Fundmogana1~iaphcc,cu1arhichrrachedulingisPrpcctcd. 
151 L&rachcduliagonTomnto~ 



Table 16. Evolution of Paris Club Rescheduling Terms 
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Naples terms - 67 wrcent NPV debt reduction qg Options 

- 
hwmem&jle ~:.ili:il.iiii’~~~~~~~~~:~ ;, ,,, ,,,,,,, : 

Middle- income 
Income countries DSR 

Countries (Houston Toronto Terms Options Londond Terms y Options Maturing 
Terms) 11 DR DSR LM DR DSR CMI LM DR Flows Stocks CMI LM 

Grace 

Maturity 

Repayment schedule 

5-6 11 up to 8 11 8 8 14 6 - 5 166/ 6 - 3 8 20 

9 11 15 y 14 14 25 23 23 23 25 23 33 33 33 40 

Flat/ Flatf _ _ _ _ - - - - Flat mmmIwmmm ~~~--~~~~- G&u&d m m e m _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _s________-____ (-&&a~ _______________ 
graduated graduated 

Interest rate 21 

Reduction iu net 
present value 

Memorandum items; 
ODA credits 

Maturity 

Source: Paris Club. 

Market 

56 

10 

Market Market Market Reduced Market Reduced Reduced Market Market Reduced Reduced Reduced Market 
Y 21 21 la w w 

33 20-30~/ - - 50 50 50 67 67 67 67 - 
I 

;f 
up to 10 14 14 14 12 12 12 16 16 16 16 16 20 I 

20 25 25 25 30 30 30 25 40 40 40 40 40 

I/ Since the 1992 agreements with Argentina and Brazil, creditors have made increasing use of graduatul payments schedules (up to I5 years maturity and 2-3 years grace for middle income 
countries; up to 18 years maturity for lower middle-income countries. 
2/ DR mfers to the debt mduction option; DRS to the debt-se&a reduction option; CM1 denotes the capitalization of moratorium intenet; LM denotes the nonconccssional option providing 
longer maturities. Under both London and Naples terms there is a provision for a stock-ofdebt operation. but no such operation took place under London terms. 
31 These have also been called “Enhanced Toronto” and “Enhanced Concessions” terms. 
41 For a 50 percent level of concessionality, terms am equal to London terms, except for the debt-service reduction option under a stock+fdebt operation which includes a three-year gracd period. 
5/ Most countries am exp&ed to secure a 67 percent level of concessionality; countries with a per capita income of mom than USSSOO, and an overall indebtedness ratio on net pmscnt value loans 
of lass than 350 percent of exports may receive a 50 percent level of conccssionality decided on a cast-by casa baais. 
6/ Before June 1992, I4 years. 
7/ Intcmst rates am based on market rates and am determined in the bilateral agreements implementing tho Paris Club Agreed Minub. 
8/ The intern& rata was 3.5 percentage points below tho market rate or half of the market rate if the market rate was below 7 percent. 
9/ Reduced to achieve a 50 percent net pmscnt value reduction. 
1 O/ Reduced to achieve a 67 percent net present value reduction; under the DSR option for the stock operation the intcmst rate is slightly higher reflecting tho three year grace period. 
1 I/ The reduction of net present value depends on the reduction in interest rates and therefore varies. See footnote 8. 

. . 
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Table 17. Reschedulings of Official Bilateral Debt: Amounts Consolidated in Successive Rescheduliqp, 1976-July 1996 

NUUlk 
Amouut under successive agreements (In millions of U.S. dollars) of&=- 

cwntryi- I II III Iv v vl WVIII Ix x XI Total11 mentr 

cmstia 
Elsahadar 
EmiopL . 
m- 
Gpnbir,* 
GlUlU 

xaili 

v ikmsm 

w 
clud 
a& . . DommaRepubbc 
Egypt 
N- 
P- 
Rc0uaia 
SOXdb 
TrioidadaadTobqa 
B&ll 
Bulgnir 
Burkina Faso 
GUiOCdii 

Jo&U 
hhlawi 
Mexica 
NW 
TeV 
Bud 

Libah 
Mali 
Monmbiquc 
RlLkXlFcdartioa 
SUdSll 
TMU%IiS 
YUgOSlSh 

&!-b 
E 

Bolih 
C. h R 
Ecuda 

Pen, 
Pohod 
USm& 
Zambia 
cotcdlvoire 
Gab00 
hnuiu 

SiiLmnc 

NkF 
Togo 
zairc 

446 
249 
861 
us 
441 
288 

17 
93 ZJ 

440 
117 
535 
791 

5.345 
38 

146 

4z 
722 

19 
234 
127 
209 
193 
640 

63 
25 

280 
5n 
25 

1.199 
4251 
1t@J 
z337 

535 
7% 

38 
1% 
195 
35 
63 

283 
14,363 

487 
1,046 

500 
zo@J 

136 
757 
449 

72 
142 
68 

1.152 
420 

LllO 
30 

375 
230 

63 
105 
140 
39 
36 

260 
270 

7,320 12$X5 
24 62 

157 303 
850 1,140 

27,864 2.’ 34,214 
848 1,570 
200 219 
736 970 
153 280 
110 319 
129 
251 

36 
21 

180 
603 
26 

1,912 
5.600 
1,200 
4,178 
1,080 
1.052 

10 
123 
123 
25 
44 

361 
7,100 

203 
377 
812 

25 
200 

33 g 
195 
112 

1,147 

z: 
3,300 
3,000 
4.992 
1,259 
1.175 

32 
203 

39 
17 
20 

719 
woo 

518 
199 
901 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

1,260 2450 
166 182 
862 1.850 
226 300 

13 14 
450 438 

27 90 
1,124 1,008 

466 704 
10,930 1,400 

19 170 
253 371 

WOO 
1,129 
1.552 

51 
156 
793 g 

17 
33 g 

440 
4ww Y 

249 
691 

1,291 
1,476 

139 
U-= 

65 
28 

397 
52 

969 
5,910 
gm7 

89 
963 

2701 
58 

586 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 

213 
387 

62 
107 
37 
26 

232 
170 
74 

370 
326 
124 
89 
25 

567 
545 
147 
128 
86 
34 

482 881 g 
4 32 

339 293 
218 66 

1,390 1,303 
1,527 6724 Y 

10,400 29,871 y 
39 110 y 

917 566 
934 806 
498 1.364 
179 127 
212 254 
164 42 
37 48 
27 139 

500 1.497 

1,849 
U-0 

291 
139 
39 

347 
1,091 

132 
241 

Z::: 
78 

5,511 
15,151 
5m 

=m 
4,003 
4,535 

131 
678 

1,150 
94 

160 
1,803 

em 
1,457 
z3l3 
3** 
g,m 

681 
5,151 
z- 

2:: 
521 

6% 
15,751 
63,738 

457 
3A45 
4,969 
4.209 
1,035 
LO@ 

432 
38 

300 
40 

116 160 
75 

J,M 
76 88 

408 429 

495 
52 237 

671 1,530 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
8 
10 
10 

SCllCgfLl 75 72 122 65 79 143 107 114 237 169 1,257 11 
TOtd 58,259 80.812 37,274 80,057 2l.m 44,198 4.091 784 837 2,004 169 329,762 257 

446 I 
249 1 
861 1 
135 1 
441 1 
288 1 

17 1 
93 1 

440 1 
117 1 
535 1 
791 1 

sapca:AgnxdMin~0fdebt~~lMFstaffathnrtcr. 
lIlucluda~~h~*~ rcskduwdebtlusban- 
2/Ihitcdtcnnsof~--of-long-- 
Y Totalvahscofdcbtrcam&mi 
U Stock~fdebtop&ionundaNaplumms. 



Table 18 . Commercial Bank Debt and Debt-Setvice Reduction Operations, 1987-August 1996 I/ 

Debt and Debt-Service Reduction (DDSR) 21 
Debt Debt-Service Reduction Pr ayments 

8-k 
Tg&y;! 

Restructured Debt Reduction Principal wa 
Under DDSR Dmmnt Collateralized Other Collaterali- 

Red$ml 
cost of 

Operation It Buy-back Exchange 4/ Par Bond 41 Par Bond 41 zation Total Restructured Reduction s/ 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)=(2)+..+(6) (8)=(7)/Q ) 

(1987) 

(1993) 

Total 174,090 15,665 21,797 

371 
193;: 

473 
170 

42@$ 

‘439 
1 P-g; 

4,522 
230 

7:: 
5;9;: 

48:23 1 
124 

1 m; 

5,811 
1,914 

:%f 
4’473 
91989 

2:: 
152 

1,608 
19,700 

200 

146 

33-i 
253 

78 

i&j 

991 
272 

23; 
69 
__ 

124 
1,099 

111 
3,390 

2,602 
1,339 
1,263 
2,424 

2:: 
152 
633 

1 i4do’ 

2,356 
232 
182 

177 
1,180 

-- 

7,9:! 
1,115 
6,838 

__ 
-- 

38 
_- 
-- 

2,42: 
-- 
__ 
-- 
__ 

511 
__ 

225 
4,291 

29 

3,9E 

826 
- 

iii 
6,484 

6,484 
__ 

516 
796 

160 
2,012 

20,195 1,873 18,927 78,457 45.1 25,540 

(Concluded agreements) 

-- 
__ 

337 
421 

ioi 

353 
116 

1;: 

47-i 

2,739 

2; 

3,8;: 
443 

ii! 
596 

-- 

117 
7.;;; 

7,222 
-- 

3j-j 

467 

47 

-- 
-- 
mm 

1,6;; 

371 
9,386 

612 
442 
170 

‘:A;; 

‘439 
1 yy 

2,;;; 

69 
312 

22,214 
1,670 

20,;;4 

*m; 

4,;;; 

3,701 
1,339 
2,362 
6,332 

2:: 
152 
888 

6,043 
200 

‘ZE 
95:2 
93.5 

100.0 
32.5 
57.0 

100.0 
77.5 
65.8 
57.5 

100.0 

* :i*t 
42:8 
45.5 
42.6 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
75.6 
30.0 
63.7 

100.0 
52.8 
63.4 

Et 
1;;:; 

30:7 
100.0 

3,oz; 
61 

:z 
3,;;; 

248 

E 
583 

E! 
118 

7,677 
555 

7,‘:; 

ii 
*,7;; 

1,795 
670 

1,125 
1,933 

3: 

4:: 
2,585 

22 

I 

fi: 

I 

. . 



Table 18. Commercial Bank Debt and Debt-Service Reduction Operations, 1987-August 1996 11 (Concluded) 

Debt 
Restructured 

Debt and Debt-Service Reduction (DDSR) 21 
Debt-Service Reduction 

Debt Reduction Pri . I 
Discount CollaZzed 

Buy-back Exchange 4/ Par Bond 4_1 Pat%% 4/ 

Pr o?;‘” -FE 
Collaterali- 

zation 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Total 
(7)=(2)+..+(6) 

Restructured 
(8)=(7)/(l) 

cost of 
Reduction 51 

Memorandum items: 
Peru (1995) 21 
Vietnam (1996)&I 

4,157 1,608 247 
399 40 87 

(Pending agreements) 

467 138 2,554 798 
29 234 

%:4 
46 

Source: lMF staff estimates. 

I/ Debt and debt-service reduction are estimated by comparin 
made b the debtor. The methodolog 

the present value of the old debt with the present value of the new claim, and adjusting for prepayments 

62 ii 
is described in detail in !Ll ex I of Private Market Financing for Develouina Countries 

1992). The amounts of de t reductton contamed m this table exclude debt extinguished through debt conversions. G 
Washington: International Monetary Fund, 

Decem r ear 
eement in prmci le. 

in parenthesis refers to the date of the 
a 
F i -/ The figure for ebt-service reduction represents the expected present value of the reduction in hmue interest payments arising from the below-market fixed interest rate 

path on the new instruments relative to expected future market rates. 
time of agreement in principle. 

The calculation is based on the estimated term structure of interest rates for U.S. treasury bond at the 

31 Excludes past due interest and includes debt restructured under new money options for Mexico (1989), Uruguay (1991). Venezuela 
6 Poland (1994), Panama (1995),. and Pent (1995); the Philippines’ (1989) new money option was not tied to a specific value of existing de 
1989), the Philippines (1992), 
t. 

4/ Excludes prepayment of prmcipal and interest through guarantees. 
s/ Cost at the time of 0 ration’s closin 

bonds issued prior to 19 r B 0. Excludes cas 
Includes principal and interest guarantees, buy-back costs, and for Venezuela, resources used to provide comparable collateral for 
downpayments related to past due interest. 

6/ Includes estimated value recovery clauses. 
‘il The illustrative scenario assumes an allocation of 40 percent to the par bond, and 30 percent to the discount and FLIRB bond, respectively, excluding a buyback of 

m%l.5 billion. 
8/ The illustrative scenario assumes an allocatioan of IO percent to the buyback option, and 45 percent to the par and discount bond options, respectively. 




