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The following symbols have been used throughout this publication:

 . . .  to indicate that data are not available

 — to indicate that the figure is zero or less than half the final digit shown, or that the item does not exist

 – between years or months (for example, 2008–09 or January–June) to indicate the years or months covered,  
  including the beginning and ending years or months

 /  between years (for example, 2008/09) to indicate a fiscal or financial year 

“Billion” means a thousand million; “trillion” means a thousand billion.

“Basis points” refers to hundredths of 1 percentage point (for example, 25 basis points are equivalent to ¼ of 1 
percentage point).

“n.a.” means “not applicable.”

Minor discrepancies between sums of constituent figures and totals are due to rounding.

As used in this publication, the term “country” does not in all cases refer to a territorial entity that is a state as 
understood by international law and practice. As used here, the term also covers some territorial entities that are not 
states but for which statistical data are maintained on a separate and independent basis.

ASSUMPTIONS AND CONVENTIONS
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On March 11, 2020, the WHO declared 
COVID-19 a pandemic. It has now 
claimed more than 1 million lives. But 
already in March, economic activity and 

financial markets were hit in a sudden and violent 
way. Economic policy responses were prompt. They 
helped restore orderly financial market conditions, 
eased access to financing and limited the downside 
adjustment in employment, economic activity, and 
living standards. The overall size and speed of fis-
cal action was unprecedented at about $12 trillion 
globally, contributing to extending critical lifelines to 
households and firms. 

More than six months into the pandemic, the Fiscal 
Monitor emphasizes the importance of not pulling the 
plug of fiscal support too soon, in spite of the high 
levels of debt prevailing worldwide. It evaluates the 
difficult policy trade-offs that different countries face. 
Finally, it makes the case for public investment. 

Prior to the pandemic, public and private debt were 
already high and rising in most countries, reaching 
225 percent of GDP in 2019, 30 percentage points 
above the level prevailing before the global financial 
crisis. Global public debt rose faster over the period, 
standing at 83 percent of GDP in 2019. And despite 
access to financing varying sharply across countries, 
medium- to long-term fiscal strategies were needed 
virtually everywhere. On one extreme, there were 
countries—mostly advanced economies like the 
United States, participants in the euro area, and 
Japan—benefitting from exceptionally easy financ-
ing conditions. But these also faced long-term fiscal 
challenges associated with the implications from 
population aging. On the other extreme, there were 
countries—often low-income developing countries, 
many in sub-Saharan Africa—with no access to inter-
national financial markets. These countries were facing 
binding constraints on their ability to put public 
finances and state capacity at the service of growth 
and development. Those limits were particularly rel-
evant in the context of the 2030 SDGs.

In 2020, global general government debt is esti-
mated to make an unprecedented jump up to almost 

100 percent of GDP. The major increase in the 
primary deficit and the sharp contraction in economic 
activity of 4.7 percent projected in the latest World 
Economic Outlook, are the main drivers of this devel-
opment. But 2020 is an exceptional year in terms of 
debt dynamics, and public debt is expected to stabilize 
to about 100 percent of GDP until 2025, benefiting 
from negative interest-growth differentials.

These high levels of public debt are hence not the 
most immediate risk. The near-term priority is to 
avoid premature withdrawal of fiscal support. Support 
should persist, at least into 2021, to sustain the recov-
ery and to limit long-term scarring. Health and educa-
tion should be given prime consideration everywhere. 
Fiscally constrained economies should prioritize the 
protection of the most vulnerable and eliminate 
wasteful spending. To manage the intertemporal 
tradeoffs in fiscal policy, a medium- to long-term fiscal 
framework is recommended. The intertemporal trade-
offs between short-term support and medium-term 
risks are also an important theme of the latest Global 
Financial Stability Report.

COVID-19 has confronted policymakers with 
painful and urgent trade-offs. Living standards will 
be falling in most of the world. We estimate that the 
number of people in extreme poverty will increase by 
80 to 90 million. The risk of malnutrition is on the 
rise. Access to health and education are problematic 
for important segments of the population.

The international community must act with debt 
relief, access to grants and concessional financing—
now and going forward—to help the poorest coun-
tries tackle these urgent and painful trade-offs. More 
broadly, confidence in the stability of the global finan-
cial system requires that international resources be 
available for all countries facing temporary financing 
challenges. That is the purpose of the lending capacity 
of the IMF that now stands at $1 trillion, of which 
about one-fourth is already committed. For countries 
with unsustainable debt, options for orderly debt 
restructuring must be considered.

The Fiscal Monitor makes the case for public invest-
ment. The relevant macroeconomic context includes 

FOREWORD
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very low interest rates, high precautionary savings, 
weak private investment, and a gradual erosion of the 
public capital stock over time. But the novel argument 
in the Fiscal Monitor relates to uncertainty. Investment 
multipliers are particularly high when macroeconomic 
uncertainty is elevated—and uncertainty in the cur-
rent World Economic Outlook is “unusually large.” 
Under such conditions, public investment acts as a 
catalyst for private investment to take off. 

The Fiscal Monitor estimates that a 1 percent of 
GDP increase in public investment, in advanced 
economies and emerging markets, has the potential to 

push GDP up by 2.7 percent, private investment by 
10 percent and, most importantly, to create between 
20 and 33 million jobs, directly and indirectly. Invest-
ment in health and education and in digital and green 
infrastructure can connect people, improve economy-
wide productivity, and improve resilience to climate 
change and future pandemics. 

Fiscal policy can be a bridge to smart, resilient, 
sustainable, and inclusive growth.

Vitor Gaspar
Director of the Fiscal Affairs Department
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Chapter 1: Fiscal Policies to Address the 
COVID-19 Pandemic

The COVID-19 pandemic and associated lock-
downs have prompted unprecedented fiscal actions 
that amounted to $11.7 trillion, or close to 12 percent 
of global GDP, as of September 11, 2020. Half of 
the fiscal actions consisted of additional spending 
or forgone revenue, including temporary tax cuts, 
and the other half liquidity support, including loans, 
guarantees, and capital injections by the public sector. 
This forceful response by governments has saved lives, 
supported vulnerable people and firms, and mitigated 
the fallout on economic activity. However, the con-
sequences of the crisis for public finances, combined 
with the revenue loss from the output contraction, 
have been massive. In 2020, government deficits are set 
to surge by an average of 9 percent of GDP, and global 
public debt is projected to approach 100 percent of 
GDP, a record high. Under the baseline assumptions of 
a healthy rebound in economic activity and low, stable 
interest rates, the global public debt ratio is expected 
to stabilize in 2021, on average, except in China 
and the United States. Yet, more needs to be done to 
address rising poverty, unemployment, and inequality 
and to foster the economic recovery. 

Chapter 1 of this edition of the Fiscal Monitor 
reviews the state of public finances across the world 
in this unprecedented time and examines the scale, 
scope, and effectiveness of fiscal policy responses to 
the COVID-19 crisis. It then offers a roadmap for the 
overall fiscal strategy to promote a strong recovery. 

Although the global fiscal response has been 
unparalleled, the pandemic has laid bare major differ-
ences in the ability of countries to finance emergency 
spending to protect their people. That ability has 
been determined in part by countries’ fiscal space, 
and by public and private debt levels, heading into 
the crisis. In many advanced economies and some 
emerging markets, massive liquidity provision and 
asset purchases by central banks have facilitated fiscal 
expansions. However, in many emerging markets and 
especially in low-income developing countries—more 
than half of which are at a high risk of debt distress 

or in debt distress—financing constraints have been 
binding. Official support to alleviate such constraints 
has been overwhelmed by financing needs. Based on 
the projected fall in per capita incomes, 100–110 
million people globally would be expected to enter 
extreme poverty, reversing the decades-long declining 
trend. Additional social assistance—supporting directly 
the poor and cushioning the recession—is expected to 
have a modest impact reflecting limited support and 
capacity constraints in some countries, containing the 
increase in poverty to 80 million to 90 million people.  

With limited fiscal space, countries need to assess 
the benefits, costs, and risks of support measures. Early 
insights suggest that public health policies that quickly 
contained the spread of the disease also allowed for an 
earlier and safer reopening, restoration of confidence, 
and economic recovery, reducing overall social and 
fiscal costs. Targeted cash transfers were vital for poor 
individuals, who spent them on necessities. Likewise, 
unemployment benefits supported necessary consump-
tion for people who lost their jobs. Many policies 
that provided essential support in the short-term have 
longer-term implications. For example, wage subsidies 
preserved employment relationships but may slow labor 
market reallocation when new vacancies emerge. Tempo-
rary tax deferrals and cuts have supported liquidity but 
risk becoming permanent at the expense of government 
revenues. Equity injections have often been necessary to 
prevent bankruptcies, particularly in hard-hit strategic 
firms, but they could delay sectoral reallocation that is 
crucial for the recovery. Direct or guaranteed loans have 
so far had low take-up, reflecting some success in restor-
ing confidence, but also administrative constraints and 
conditionality, as well as the private debt overhang.

Fiscal risks are also unprecedented. They stem from 
uncertainty about the course of the pandemic, the shape 
of the recovery, the extent of scarring and the required 
resource reallocation, the outlook for commodity prices 
and global financial conditions, and the contingent 
liabilities from implicit and explicit guarantees. It is 
crucial to ensure the full transparency, good governance, 
and costing of all fiscal measures, especially given their 
size, exceptional nature, and speed of deployment.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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A Roadmap for Fiscal Policies during the Different 
Phases of the Pandemic

Global efforts to develop and ensure universal access 
to an affordable and effective vaccine or treatment are 
the highest priority to contain the human, economic, 
and fiscal costs of the pandemic. National actions are 
also vital to address the health crisis, including smart, 
well-informed, and localized containment policies. 
High levels of precautionary savings by households and 
limited private investment in an uncertain environ-
ment imply that interest rates will remain low for a 
long time in advanced and some emerging market 
economies. These factors provide the scope and moti-
vation for fiscal policy to remain a crucial and power-
ful tool to foster the recovery. Other emerging market 
economies and low-income developing countries facing 
tighter financing constraints will need to reprioritize 
expenditures and deliver more with less by enhancing 
efficiency, and will need further official financial sup-
port and debt relief.

Policymakers need a toolkit of flexible fiscal mea-
sures to navigate lockdowns and tentative reopenings, 
and to facilitate structural transformation to the new 
post-pandemic economy. In the acute outbreak phase, 
when lockdowns are pervasive, fiscal policies should 
be geared to do whatever it takes to save lives and 
livelihoods. As lockdowns ease and become more selec-
tive, governments should ensure that lifelines are not 
withdrawn too rapidly. Improvements in the ability of 
social protection systems to reach, target, and deliver 
benefits to vulnerable people should be preserved. 
When health risks diminish and a durable recovery 
is foreseeable, support should shift from protecting 
employee-firm relationships to helping workers find 
new jobs, helping viable but still-vulnerable firms 
reopen, and supporting structural transformation 
toward the post-pandemic economy. 

When the pandemic is under control through effec-
tive vaccines or treatments, governments will need to 
foster the recovery while addressing the legacies of the 
crisis—including elevated private and public debt levels, 
high unemployment, and rising inequality and poverty. 
The scope for stimulus or the appropriate pace of fiscal 
adjustment is country-specific, depending especially on 
the depth of a country’s recession, how many people 
are unemployed, and how easy it is to access financing. 
Countries with fiscal space and major scarring from 
the crisis should provide temporary stimulus, including 
through public investment, as discussed in Chapter 2. 

Measures to support low-income households—including 
good-quality jobs—will be critical to reducing poverty. 
Countries with limited fiscal space and less access to 
financing should protect public investment and transfers 
to lower-income households while increasing progressive 
taxation and ensuring highly profitable firms are appro-
priately taxed, aiming at a growth-friendly and equitable 
adjustment. 

Policies for the new post-pandemic economy should 
focus on tackling poverty and inequality to ensure 
social peace and sustainable growth, and on building 
resilience against future epidemics and other shocks. 
This includes policies to ensure that all people have 
access to basic goods (for example, food) and services 
(for example, health and education). Finally, reducing 
emissions will remain a core long-term challenge after 
the pandemic. This will call for policies to increase 
carbon prices and catalyze investment in low-carbon 
technologies.

Chapter 2: Public Investment for the Recovery
The immediate focus of governments during the 

COVID-19 crisis thus far has been to address the 
health emergency and provide lifelines for vulner-
able households and businesses. Governments now 
also need to prepare economies for safe and successful 
reopening, design policies to create jobs and boost 
economic activity, and facilitate the transformation 
to more resilient, inclusive, and greener economies. 
Spending on digital infrastructure will be essential to 
support social distancing and to narrow the digital gap 
that exacerbates disparities in access to information, 
education, and work opportunities. 

Chapter 2 discusses the appropriate role of public 
investment in fostering such a recovery. Before the 
COVID-19 crisis, public-investment-to-GDP ratios 
were already declining and the growth in infrastructure 
had not kept up with needs. Priorities include devel-
oping well-resourced and better-prepared healthcare 
systems, expanding digital infrastructure, and address-
ing climate change and environmental protection.

In advanced and some emerging market econo-
mies, where interest rates are near their effective lower 
bound, scaling up of quality public investment can 
have a powerful impact on employment and activity, 
crowd in private investment, and absorb excess private 
savings without causing a rise in borrowing costs. For 
many low-income countries and several emerging 



e X e C U t I V e s UM MA RY

 International Monetary Fund | October 2020 xiii

market economies—particularly those borrowing in 
foreign currency—investment is highly constrained by 
financing conditions, despite massive needs to attain 
the Sustainable Development Goals. In these countries, 
policymakers will need to safeguard public investment, 
to the extent compatible with saving lives and liveli-
hoods, and enhance its efficiency. Moreover, the crisis 
makes a global response even more necessary to avoid 
slipping further behind on the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals.

Even with social distancing, public investment is 
feasible and can be delivered quickly if governments 
take four steps: (1) invest right now in maintenance; 
(2) review and restart promising projects that were 
delayed in preparation or implementation; (3) speed up 
projects in the pipeline to bring them to fruition within 
the next two years; and (4) start planning immediately 
for new projects aligned with postcrisis priorities.

Strengthened public investment management 
practices and governance are essential because delays, 
cost overruns, and disappointing projects are common 
and could be more frequent when investment is scaled 
up—the cost of an individual project can increase by 
10 percent when public investment in the country is 
high. Satisfying these conditions may not be pos-
sible everywhere. But for countries with easy access to 
finance, borrowing to finance public investments of 
good quality will be an effective strategy because the 
global decline in interest rates has set a lower bar for 
investment projects to be beneficial. For countries with 
financing constraints, the bar is higher to pass because 

governments with limited resources face competing 
spending priorities.

Empirical estimates based on a cross-country data 
set and a sample of 400,000 firms show that pub-
lic investment can have a powerful impact on GDP 
growth and employment during periods of high uncer-
tainty—which is a defining feature of the current crisis. 
For advanced and emerging market economies, the 
fiscal multiplier peaks at over 2 in two years. Increas-
ing public investment by 1 percent of GDP in these 
economies would create 7 million jobs directly, and 
between 20 million and 33 million jobs overall when 
considering the indirect macroeconomic effects.

Crowding in private investment is particularly 
strong in industries critical for the resolution of the 
health crisis (communications and transport) or for 
the recovery (construction and manufacturing), but 
it would have to be accompanied by complementary 
policies to address high leverage and liquidity con-
straints faced by private firms.

New investments in healthcare, social housing, digi-
talization, and environmental protection would lay the 
foundation for a more resilient and inclusive economy. 
Because rates of return on investments in adaptation 
to climate change are often greater than 100 percent, 
official aid for adaptation is an effective use of public 
money. Official aid for climate change adaptation 
would have to more than double the $10 billion 
allocated currently to around $25 billion to finance the 
public investments required for adaptation to climate 
change in low-income countries.





Countries have made ample use of fiscal measures to pro-
tect lives and livelihoods against the health and economic 
fallout from the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) 
pandemic and to nurture the nascent reopening of econo-
mies in a highly uncertain environment. The drastic fiscal 
measures taken so far have been necessary, state-depen-
dent, diverse, and costly. In general, these fiscal measures 
have mitigated the negative effects of the pandemic on 
health and economic outcomes. Although public debt 
levels are at record highs, further support is necessary 
to protect people who cannot make a living under the 
current circumstances and to promote a strong recovery. 
Fiscal policy should be tailored to different phases of the 
pandemic, adapting to evolving needs to protect people, 
support demand, facilitate the transformation to the 
post-pandemic economy, and ensure debt sustainability.

Introduction
The COVID-19 pandemic has prompted an 

unprecedented fiscal response worldwide to support 
health systems and provide lifelines to vulnerable 
households and firms. Fiscal measures announced as 
of September 11, 2020, are estimated at $11.7 trillion 
globally, or close to 12 percent of global GDP. Half 
of these measures have consisted of additional spend-
ing or forgone revenue, including temporary tax cuts, 
and the other half liquidity support, including loans, 
guarantees, and equity injections by the public sector. 
The size and composition of fiscal support has var-
ied vastly by country (Figure 1.1), reflecting in part 
countries’ available fiscal space. Advanced economies 
and large emerging markets account for the bulk of the 
global fiscal response for three reasons. First, they were 
hit earlier and harder by the health crisis. Second, their 
central banks were able to provide massive monetary 
stimulus and purchase government or corporate securi-
ties while retaining credibility to deliver low inflation. 
Third, their treasuries were able to finance larger defi-
cits at low interest rates. The fiscal response in low-in-
come developing countries, which were hit later by the 
health crisis, has largely been on budget and smaller 
because of tighter financing constraints.

The fiscal response, coupled with the sharp decline 
in output and government revenue, will push public 
debt to levels close to 100 percent of GDP in 2020 
globally, the highest ever (Figure 1.2). Central banks in 
several advanced economies and emerging market and 
middle-income economies have facilitated the fiscal 
response by directly or indirectly financing large por-
tions of their country’s debt buildup (Figure 1.3). In 
low-income developing countries, financing constraints 
have been modestly alleviated by debt relief and con-
cessional financing from the official sector.

The increase in sovereign debt has added to global 
debt vulnerabilities that existed before the pandemic. 
Total private and public debt in the Group of Twenty 
(G20) has trended upward over the past two decades 
and reached almost 240 percent of GDP at the end of 
2019, with private debt increasing steadily from 2014 
to almost 150 percent of GDP at the end of 2019 
(Figure 1.4). The long-term decline in borrowing costs 
and the expectation that interest rates will remain low 
has enabled governments in advanced economies and 
many emerging markets to carry higher debt loads 
by moderating debt-service burdens relative to GDP 
(Figure 1.5). Governments have also taken advantage 
of the interest rate decline to gradually extend the 
maturity of government bonds (Figure 1.6).

However, with bankruptcies on the rise, some 
private debt could migrate to the public sector 
through bailouts (Box 1.1). In addition, 54 per-
cent of low-income countries were deemed to be 
in debt distress or at high risk of debt distress as 
of September 2020, up from 51 percent at the end 
of 2019.

On the whole, the massive fiscal support undertaken 
since the start of the COVID-19 crisis has saved lives 
and livelihoods. Public health policies that contained 
the spread of the disease were particularly effective 
because they also supported the recovery by restoring 
confidence and permitting a safe reopening of activity. 
Cash transfers were vital for the poor, who spent them 
largely on necessities. Unemployment benefits supported 
consumption for people who lost their main source of 
income. Even so, many policies that provided essential 
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support in the short-term may have long-term impli-
cations. Wage subsidies preserved jobs and worker-firm 
relations but may slow labor market reallocation when 
new vacancies emerge. Temporary tax deferrals and 
cuts have supported liquidity, but there is a risk they 

will become permanent, at the expense of government 
revenues. While equity injections have often been nec-
essary to prevent bankruptcies, particularly in hard-hit 
strategic firms, they could delay sectoral reallocation that 
is crucial for the recovery. Direct or guaranteed loans 

Sources: IMF, Historical Public Debt Database; IMF, World Economic Outlook 
database; Maddison Database Project; and IMF staff calculations.
Note: The aggregate public-debt-to-GDP series for advanced economies and 
emerging market economies is based on a constant sample of 25 and 27 countries, 
respectively, weighted by GDP in purchasing-power-parity terms. WWI = World 
War I; WWII = World War II.
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Figure 1.3. Central Bank Purchases of Government Debt
(Percent of central government marketable securities or debt issued since 
February 2020)
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Figure 1.1. Discretionary Fiscal Response to the COVID-19 Crisis in Selected Economies
(Announced measures as of September 11, 2020, in percent of GDP)

Sources: Fiscal Monitor Database of Country Fiscal Measures in Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic (https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Fiscal-Policies-
Database-in-Response-to-COVID-19); and IMF staff estimates.
Note: The timeframe for the announced measures is country specific, but the bulk of the measures announced so far are short-term crisis-response measures to be 
implemented in 2020–21. Country group averages are weighted by GDP in US dollars adjusted by purchasing power parity. Data labels use International Organization for 
Standardization country codes. AEs = advanced economies; COVID-19 = coronavirus disease 2019; EMMIEs = emerging market and middle-income economies; 
LIDCs = low-income developing countries.
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have so far had low take-up, partly reflecting administra-
tive constraints and conditionality as well as the private 
debt overhang. The ultimate impact of these loans on 
economic activity and public finances will depend on 
their further take-up and future repayment, but their 
announcement has helped boost confidence and activity, 
which has also contributed to their low take-up to date.

Record-high public debt levels limit the room 
for further fiscal support, particularly in coun-
tries where borrowing costs or access to financing 
impose constraints. However, more needs to be done 

to prevent a large rise in poverty and income inequal-
ity, and promote a strong recovery amid heightened 
uncertainty. Fiscal policy will have to deliver more with 
less, putting a premium on careful design and imple-
mentation. At the same time, governments will need 
to be innovative and flexible, as many will have to 
address the deep scars from the crisis, including large 
rises in unemployment, public and corporate debt, and 
bankruptcies.

Fiscal policy will need to adapt as countries proceed 
through different phases of the pandemic: (1) outbreak 
with lockdowns; (2) partial reopening; and (3) high 
degree of control with medical advances. At the time 
of this writing (September 2020), most countries are 
in phase 2, with differing rates of contagion and con-
trol of the virus, but several countries that were hit rel-
atively late or where contagion has progressed strongly 
are still in phase 1. Policies will need first to respond 
to the immediate health crisis, but over time foster 
the economic recovery and address the long-term 
challenges of the post-pandemic economy. Where 
lockdowns are extensive, fiscal policy has appropri-
ately sought to do whatever it takes to save lives and 
livelihoods. Where lockdowns are eased, public health 
remains the number one priority, but policymakers 
have also begun to face the question of the appropriate 
pace of reducing lifelines to avoid an excessive increase 
in debt. When the health crisis is contained, the 
emphasis will shift to exiting from exceptional govern-
ment interventions and to ensuring the sustainability 
of public finances while building resilience against 
future shocks and addressing preexisting challenges 
such as inequalities and global warming.
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Figure 1.4. G20 Total Public and Private Debt, 2002–19
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Source: IMF, Global Debt Database.
Note: G20 = Group of Twenty.
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The remainder of Chapter 1 reviews recent devel-
opments and the outlook for public debt, deficits, 
and finance across countries; provides a closer look at 
discretionary fiscal policy responses to the pandemic; 
discusses fiscal risks and uncertainty; and presents 
a broad roadmap for the overall fiscal strategy to 
navigate tentative reopenings, economic recovery, and 
transformation toward a more inclusive and resilient 
postpandemic economy.

Fiscal Developments and the Outlook: 
Doing Whatever It Takes

Sizable discretionary support, along with a sharp 
contraction in output and an ensuing fall in revenues, 
has led to a surge in government debt and deficits 
(Tables 1.1 and 1.2). The fiscal support has been massive 
and swift, and much larger than the fiscal response 
to the global financial crisis. During the containment 
phase, new debt financed much of the fiscal response. 
The projected increases in countries’ debts and deficits 
have been revised upward since the beginning of the year 
(Figure 1.7). In addition, more fiscal actions are likely as 
policymakers respond to the ongoing uncertainty over 
the course of the pandemic and the economic fallout.

Discretionary fiscal policy measures are not the only 
factors driving the rise in public debt. Nondiscretionary 
items—mainly “automatic” declines in tax revenues and 
surges in expenditures (such as unemployment benefits) 
that occur as economies contract—are projected to 
account for one-third of general government deficits of 
the G20 in 2020 (Figure 1.8). Moreover, in advanced 
economies the projected economic contraction in 2020 
will add 7 percentage points to the ratio of general gov-
ernment debt to GDP (as negative economic growth 
results in a large and positive gap between the inter-
est rates on government debt and growth, r − g > 0) 
(Figure 1.9). However, under current projections, the 
public debt ratio is expected to stabilize in 2021 (except 
in China and the United States), spurred by a strong 
rebound in economic activity projected in the baseline, 
against a backdrop of stable and low interest rates.
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Sources: IMF, WEO database; and IMF staff estimates.
Note: Data are as of July 24, 2020. Country groups are weighted by GDP in current US dollars adjusted for purchasing power parity. FM = Fiscal Monitor; WEO = World 
Economic Outlook.
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Advanced Economies: Fiscal Policy on the Front Line

In 2020, headline fiscal deficits in advanced econ-
omies are expected to be over four times higher (in 
percent of GDP) than in 2019. Double-digit increases 
are projected in the overall-deficit-to-GDP ratio in one 
third of advanced economies. Canada and the United 
States lead the group, with anticipated budget deficits of 
almost one-fifth of their GDP in 2020 (Table 1.1).

Spending increases and revenue decreases almost 
equally drive the deficit expansions in advanced 
economies. The medians of the projected real 
increase in spending and real decrease in revenue 
are 4.5 and 3.5 percentage points of 2019 GDP, 
respectively. The fall in revenues mainly reflects the 
economic collapse, as average revenues relative to 
GDP are projected to remain at prepandemic levels 
in 2020. Discretionary measures in response to the 
pandemic (including support to people and firms 
beyond preexisting automatic stabilizers) account for 
most of the spending increase.1 Advanced economy 

1As of mid-July 2020, the Group of Seven (G7) countries had 
also committed $20 billion in vaccine and therapeutics research for 
COVID-19. This amount includes an increase of $11.25 billion 
for the science budget of the National Institutes of Health and the 
national laboratories funded by the Department of Energy’s Office of 
Science in the United States; a €5 billion spending plan for COVID-19 
research and development in France; a joint pledge of $3 billion by 
France, Germany, Japan, and the United Kingdom to find a COVID-19 
vaccine; and $160 million in grants to COVID-19 research projects 

governments have also provided unprecedented 
off-budget assistance in the form of liquidity 
support and guarantees to firms that do not have a 
direct effect on current budget deficits.

These measures were complemented by quantita-
tive easing measures put in place by some advanced 
economies’ central banks, including purchases 
of corporate bonds (Bank of England, Bank of 
Israel, Bank of Japan, European Central Bank, US 
Federal Reserve), and commercial paper (Bank of 
Canada, Bank of England, Bank of Japan) and 
potentially quasi-fiscal activities such as partici-
pation in bank loans to corporations (US Federal 
Reserve) or the purchase of corporate bonds in 
the primary market (Bank of Canada, US Fed-
eral Reserve) or secondary market (Bank of Japan).

Many advanced economies announced additional 
fiscal packages over the summer as the fallout from 
the pandemic lingered.2 The packages blended 
continued support for those most affected by the 
crisis, with broader fiscal stimulus for nascent 
recoveries. To encourage reallocation, some recov-
ery packages contained support for innovation 
(France), training (Australia, France), and green 
growth (France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Korea, United 
Kingdom) (Box 1.2) or expanded digital infrastruc-
ture (Germany, Korea, Japan). Germany’s package 
also included broad-based stimulus, such as a 
six-month cut in the value-added tax (VAT) rate 
starting on July 1 and a temporary additional child 
benefit (Figure 1.10, panel 1). In the United States, 
negotiations for another stimulus package are ongo-
ing as of this writing.

The steady stream of fiscal measures and the 
economic contraction will push the average general 
government debt to 126 percent of GDP in 2020. 
Compared with 2019, general government debt is 
projected to increase close to 30 percentage points 
of GDP in Italy, Japan, and Spain, driven predomi-
nantly by large existing debt stocks coupled with the 
fall in economic activity, and more than 20 percent 
of GDP in the United States, driven by on-budget 
fiscal measures.

in Canada. The estimate does not include the budget for COVID-19 
research and development in Italy, Germany, or the United Kingdom 
because there are no specified allocations within their overall budgets.

2On July 21, European Union leaders approved a €750 billion 
recovery fund, the “Next Generation EU” fund. See the June 2020 
WEO Update for additional details.

Primary deficit
Stock-flow adjustment
Interest-growth rate difference
Nominal exchange rate
Change in debt-to-GDP ratio

Sources: IMF, World Economic Outlook database; and IMF staff estimates.
Note: AEs = advanced economies; EMMIE = emerging market and middle-income 
economy.
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Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies: 
Doing More with Less

In emerging market and middle-income econo-
mies, the overall fiscal deficit is projected to widen by 
about 6 percentage points of GDP in 2020 compared 
with 2019—almost half as large as the increase in 
advanced economies. On average, the budget balance for 
oil exporters is expected to weaken by about 7 percentage 
points of GDP and the balance for non–oil exporters 
by 6 percentage points of GDP. And unlike in advanced 
economies, revenue drops contribute considerably more 
to the deficit increase—the projected median revenue 
decrease is about 3½ percentage points of 2019 GDP and 
the projected expenditure increase is more than 1 percent-

age point of 2019 GDP. Average revenues relative to GDP 
are projected to increase 0.7 percentage point of GDP in 
2021, though they will remain below pre-pandemic levels.

Among non–oil exporters, there is heterogeneity in 
the expected fiscal developments. Deficit increases are 
pronounced in Brazil (almost 11 percentage points of 
GDP) and South Africa (almost 8 percentage points 
of GDP), with COVID-19-related discretionary fiscal 
measures contributing more than 8 and 5 percent-
age points of GDP, respectively.3 Because of support 
and stimulus measures, China’s deficit is projected to 

3Net COVID-19–related discretionary fiscal measures in South 
Africa are about 3.2 percent of GDP after expenditure reprioritization.

Table 1.1. General Government Fiscal Balance, 2012–25: Overall Balance
(Percent of GDP)

Projections

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
World –3.8 –2.9 –2.9 –3.3 –3.5 –3.0 –3.1 –3.9 –12.7 –7.6 –5.9 –5.1 –4.8 –4.5
Advanced Economies –5.5 –3.7 –3.1 –2.6 –2.7 –2.4 –2.7 –3.3 –14.4 –6.9 –4.6 –3.7 –3.4 –3.3

United States1 –8.0 –4.6 –4.1 –3.6 –4.4 –4.6 –5.8 –6.3 –18.7 –8.7 –6.5 –5.6 –5.4 –5.5
Euro Area –3.7 –3.0 –2.5 –2.0 –1.5 –1.0 –0.5 –0.6 –10.1 –5.0 –2.7 –2.1 –1.8 –1.8

France –5.0 –4.1 –3.9 –3.6 –3.6 –2.9 –2.3 –3.0 –10.8 –6.5 –5.3 –4.9 –4.7 –4.7
Germany 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.8 1.5 –8.2 –3.2 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.0
Italy –2.9 –2.9 –3.0 –2.6 –2.4 –2.4 –2.2 –1.6 –13.0 –6.2 –3.9 –2.7 –2.5 –2.5
Spain2 –10.7 –7.0 –5.9 –5.2 –4.3 –3.0 –2.5 –2.8 –14.1 –7.5 –5.8 –4.7 –3.9 –4.4

Japan –8.6 –7.9 –5.6 –3.8 –3.7 –3.1 –2.5 –3.3 –14.2 –6.4 –3.2 –2.8 –2.6 –2.7
United Kingdom –7.6 –5.5 –5.6 –4.6 –3.3 –2.5 –2.3 –2.2 –16.5 –9.2 –7.1 –5.8 –5.1 –4.4
Canada –2.5 –1.5 0.2 –0.1 –0.5 –0.1 –0.4 –0.3 –19.9 –8.7 –5.4 –3.0 –1.4 –0.3
Others 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.7 1.4 1.3 0.0 –6.8 –4.3 –2.5 –1.6 –1.1 –0.8

Emerging Market and Middle-Income 
Economies

–0.9 –1.5 –2.4 –4.3 –4.8 –4.2 –3.8 –4.9 –10.7 –9.2 –8.1 –7.5 –6.9 –6.3

Excluding MENAP Oil Producers –1.9 –2.3 –2.7 –4.0 –4.3 –4.1 –4.0 –5.1 –10.7 –9.3 –8.3 –7.7 –7.1 –6.5
Asia –1.6 –1.8 –1.9 –3.3 –3.9 –4.0 –4.5 –6.1 –11.4 –11.0 –10.0 –9.2 –8.5 –7.7

China –0.3 –0.8 –0.9 –2.8 –3.7 –3.8 –4.7 –6.3 –11.9 –11.8 –10.9 –10.0 –9.1 –8.1
India –7.5 –7.0 –7.1 –7.2 –7.1 –6.4 –6.3 –8.2 –13.1 –10.9 –10.0 –9.6 –9.3 –9.1

Europe –0.7 –1.5 –1.4 –2.7 –2.9 –1.8 0.4 –0.7 –7.2 –4.5 –3.4 –3.4 –3.3 –3.2
Russia 0.4 –1.2 –1.1 –3.4 –3.7 –1.5 2.9 1.9 –5.3 –2.6 –1.0 –1.0 –1.0 –0.5

Latin America –2.9 –3.2 –5.0 –6.8 –6.2 –5.5 –5.2 –4.1 –11.1 –5.3 –4.2 –3.9 –3.8 –3.7
Brazil –2.5 –3.0 –6.0 –10.3 –9.0 –7.9 –7.2 –6.0 –16.8 –6.5 –5.6 –5.6 –5.9 –5.9
Mexico –3.7 –3.7 –4.5 –4.0 –2.8 –1.1 –2.2 –2.3 –5.8 –3.4 –2.6 –2.5 –2.5 –2.5

MENAP 5.6 3.9 –1.4 –7.4 –9.6 –5.7 –2.9 –3.9 –9.7 –7.0 –5.3 –4.6 –4.1 –3.6
Saudi Arabia 11.9 5.6 –3.5 –15.8 –17.2 –9.2 –5.9 –4.5 –10.6 –6.0 –4.0 –2.9 –1.6 –0.4

South Africa –4.4 –4.3 –4.3 –4.8 –4.1 –4.4 –4.1 –6.3 –14.0 –11.1 –7.9 –5.6 –4.2 –3.1
Low-Income Developing Countries –2.0 –3.3 –3.1 –3.7 –3.7 –3.6 –3.4 –4.0 –6.2 –5.1 –4.5 –4.1 –3.9 –3.7

Nigeria 0.3 –2.2 –2.0 –3.2 –4.0 –5.4 –4.3 –4.8 –6.7 –5.0 –5.1 –4.4 –4.5 –4.6
Oil Producers 2.8 1.4 –0.4 –4.1 –5.3 –2.9 0.1 –0.6 –10.7 –5.7 –3.8 –2.8 –2.2 –1.6

Memorandum
World Output (percent) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.8 3.5 2.8 –4.4 5.2 4.2 3.8 3.6 3.5

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections.
Note: All country averages are weighted by nominal GDP converted to US dollars (adjusted by purchasing power parity only for world output) at average market exchange rates in the years 
indicated and based on data availability. Projections are based on IMF staff assessments of current policies. In many countries, 2020 data are still preliminary. For country-specific details, see 
“Data and Conventions” and Tables A, B, C, and D in the Methodological and Statistical Appendix. MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 For cross-country comparability, expenditure and fiscal balances of the United States are adjusted to exclude the imputed interest on unfunded pension liabilities and the imputed 
compensation of employees, which are counted as expenditures under the 2008 System of National Accounts (2008 SNA) adopted by the United States but not in countries that have not yet 
adopted the 2008 SNA. Data for the United States in this table may thus differ from data published by the US Bureau of Economic Analysis.
2 Including financial sector support.
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expand by 5.6 percentage points of GDP, somewhat 
less than in the aftermath of the global financial crisis 
(Figure 1.10, panel 2). Conversely, Egypt’s deficit rel-
ative to GDP is projected to remain broadly flat, as it 
has faced annual gross financing requirements exceed-
ing 35 percent of GDP, which has likely constrained its 
fiscal response to the pandemic. And Pakistan’s deficit 
is estimated to have tightened for its fiscal year that 
ended in June 2020 as COVID-19 impacted only the 
fourth quarter and the capacity to scale up spending 
was limited.

For oil-exporting countries, the average fiscal deficit 
is projected to widen by 7 percentage points of GDP. 
Oil price declines feed into an expected median fall 
in real revenues of 5 percentage points of 2019 GDP, 
while the median of the real change in expenditures is 
close to zero. In Saudi Arabia, to partially offset a fall 
in oil-related revenues of almost 7 percentage points 
of GDP, the authorities pared back spending on wage 
allowances to civil servants, increased customs duties 
on imports, and tripled the VAT rate to 15 percent.

Fiscal space considerations, including financing 
constraints, have likely tempered fiscal responses to 
the pandemic in emerging market and middle-income 
economies relative to advanced economies. Despite 
record-low global interest rates and an increase in risk 
appetite, the demand for short-term local currency debt 

is weak among this group, though investment-grade 
emerging markets are able to issue long-term debt in 
foreign currency. Financing has come from a variety of 
sources, including borrowing internationally, drawing 
down buffers, purchasing of government debt by central 
banks, or increasing taxes. Following the US Federal 
Reserve’s announcement of open-ended asset purchases 
in late March, Eurobond issuance by emerging markets 
soared to US$140 billion in the first half of 2020 com-
pared with US$95 billion in 2019. Several emerging 
market central banks have introduced or boosted their 
purchase of government debt through quantitative eas-
ing (Croatia, Indonesia, Philippines, Poland, Turkey), 
although the amounts are far lower as a share of GDP 
than in advanced economies (see Chapter 2 of the 
October 2020 Global Financial Stability Report). Some 
have also tapped extrabudgetary funds or sovereign 
wealth funds (Chile, India, Russia),4 raised fuel excise 
taxes (India), imposed a digital tax on foreign firms 
(Indonesia), or increased the VAT rate (Saudi Arabia).

Most emerging market and middle-income econo-
mies will emerge from the pandemic with higher debt 
vulnerabilities. Average general government debt in 
this group, as a share of GDP, is expected to increase 

4Russia’s National Welfare Fund resources offset a decline in gov-
ernment oil revenues as established in the fiscal rule.

Health
Temporary VAT cuts
Facilitating the recovery
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consumer services
Reduction of social 
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Transfers

Figure 1.10. Composition and Evolution of Fiscal Support, April 2020 versus June 2020
(Percent of GDP)

Sources: Fiscal Monitor Database for Fiscal Measures in Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic (https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Fiscal-
Policies-Database-in-Response-to-COVID-19); and IMF staff estimates.
Note: New fiscal package for Germany announced in June contained measures for 2020–21. The numbers indicate the size of the fiscal support in 
percent of GDP. COVID-19 = coronavirus disease 2019; VAT = value-added tax.
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to more than 62 percent in 2020 from 53 percent in 
2019, driven by both fiscal measures and economic 
contraction. Among large non–oil exporters, Brazil, 
India, and South Africa have the largest projected 
increases in debt ratios, by 12, 17, and 17 percentage 
points, respectively (Table 1.2). Among oil export-
ers, debt ratios in Ecuador and Oman are expected to 
increase by 17 and 18 percentage points, respectively.5 
Off-budget and quasi-fiscal measures could also add 
to fiscal vulnerabilities. State-owned enterprises have 
helped support the economy through greater lending to 
companies and households (Brazil ) or by undertaking 
quasi-fiscal operations such as temporarily reducing 
electricity tariffs or waiving port fees (China).

Low-Income Developing Countries: 
Constrained by Financing

The headline deficit in low-income developing coun-
tries is projected to widen by more than 2 percentage 
points of GDP in 2020 compared with 2019. However, 
the average masks heterogeneity. At one extreme, the 
primary deficit relative to GDP is projected to widen 
by 6 percentage points or more in some countries as 
a result of pandemic-related expenditures (Republic of 
Congo, Ghana, Kyrgyz Republic, Moldova, and Mozam-
bique), including cash or food transfers to the poorest. 
Conversely, some budgets are projected to tighten, 
generally reflecting cuts in primary expenditures 
(Democratic Republic of the Congo, Sudan, Timor-Leste, 
Zambia). Fiscal expansions have been contained in 
other countries owing to cost-effective control measures 
against the pandemic (Vietnam) or the use of off-budget 
measures and capital spending reductions (Bangladesh).

Oil-exporter revenues have been hard hit, par-
ticularly from the sharp fall in crude oil prices in 
early 2020. Revenues of oil exporters in real terms 
are projected to decline, on average, by 15 percent 
(driven by Republic of Congo, Nigeria, and Yemen) 
compared with a real decline of 9 percent, on average, 
in non–oil exporters. Conversely, several countries’ 
real revenues are projected to increase by more than 
5 percent (Burkina Faso, Chad, Haiti, Niger, Senegal ) 
(Figure 1.11). The increases are driven by grants that 

5Ecuador restructured its international bonds totaling $17.4 billion 
(19 percent of GDP) in August 2020. The operation significantly 
reduces debt service, generating a net present value reduction of 
about 44 percent at a 10 percent discount rate.

contribute to covering humanitarian needs or the cost 
of their fiscal responses to the pandemic.

Many low-income and developing countries are cut-
ting expenditures. Reflecting limited financing options, 
aggregate expenditures relative to GDP are projected 
to decrease relative to the January 2020 World Eco-
nomic Outlook Update forecast, driven by downward 
revisions in some of the larger countries (Côte d’Ivo-
ire, Uganda, Vietnam). In real terms, almost half of 
low-income developing countries are projected to cut 
total spending, and about 60 percent are expected to 
cut capital spending in 2020 from 2019 levels.

As the pandemic continues to unfold, some econo-
mies are boosting their fiscal responses when financing 
and debt conditions allow. Since the June 2020 World 
Economic Outlook Update, examples of further fiscal 
response include Sudan announcing a quasi-universal 
basic income program financed with official support. 
In July, Nigeria revised its 2020 budget to reallocate 
more resources to COVID-19–related spending. 
Angola also increased several taxes in July and is 
considering other non-oil revenue measures to fully 
offset pandemic-related tax relief measures. Moreover, 
supplementary budgets included more health spending 
(Papua New Guinea) or additional transfers to help 
states respond to the crisis (Somalia).

Countries entered this pandemic with growing 
debt levels and debt-service burdens, which has likely 
constrained their fiscal response to the pandemic. Debt 
service relative to tax revenues will exceed 20 percent 
in over half of low-income developing countries in 
2020 and 2021 (Figure 1.12). Public debt is expected 
to remain elevated in 2021 because countries will still 
face daunting spending needs to meet their develop-
ment goals. The debt and debt-service picture is com-
plicated by the growing reliance on nonconcessional 
debt. Commercial credit has more than doubled as a 
percentage of external low-income developing country 
debt, rising from less than 8 percent to more than 
19 percent from 2010 to 2018. Moreover, debt 
restructuring may be required to stabilize debt in 
some countries. The official sector has stepped up with 
bilateral debt relief (through implementing debt service 
suspensions by the G20 and Paris Club creditors under 
the Debt Service Suspension Initiative), debt relief 
from international financial institutions (for example, 
the IMF’s Catastrophe Containment and Relief Trust), 
and financing to help the poorest countries cover 
COVID-related expenditures. Projected disbursements 
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Table 1.2. General Government Debt, 2012–25
(Percent of GDP)

Projections

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Gross Debt
World 79.6 78.3 78.6 79.7 82.7 81.4 81.7 83.0 98.7 99.8 100.3 100.5 100.4 100.1
Advanced Economies 106.8 105.3 104.8 104.2 106.8 104.5 104.0 105.3 125.5 125.6 125.6 125.8 125.7 125.5
United States1 103.3 104.9 104.5 104.6 106.6 105.7 106.9 108.7 131.2 133.6 134.5 135.2 136.0 136.9
Euro Area 90.7 92.6 92.8 90.9 90.0 87.6 85.7 84.0 101.1 100.0 98.4 97.0 95.6 94.3

France 90.6 93.4 94.9 95.6 98.0 98.3 98.1 98.1 118.7 118.6 120.0 121.3 122.3 123.3
Germany 81.1 78.7 75.7 72.2 69.2 65.0 61.6 59.5 73.3 72.2 68.5 65.5 62.6 59.5
Italy 126.5 132.5 135.4 135.3 134.8 134.1 134.8 134.8 161.8 158.3 156.6 154.9 153.8 152.6
Spain 86.3 95.8 100.7 99.3 99.2 98.6 97.6 95.5 123.0 121.3 120.4 119.3 118.1 118.8

Japan 228.7 232.2 235.8 231.3 236.4 234.5 236.6 238.0 266.2 264.0 263.0 262.8 263.0 264.0
United Kingdom 83.2 84.2 86.2 86.9 86.8 86.2 85.7 85.4 108.0 111.5 113.4 115.3 116.4 117.0
Canada1 85.4 86.1 85.6 91.2 91.7 90.5 89.7 88.6 114.6 115.0 114.7 112.8 110.0 106.2
Emerging Market and Middle-Income 

Economies
37.0 38.2 40.3 43.7 46.5 48.1 50.1 52.6 62.2 65.0 67.5 69.2 70.4 71.1

Excluding MENAP Oil Producers 39.4 40.7 43.1 45.7 48.1 49.7 51.8 54.1 63.7 66.7 69.2 71.0 72.1 72.7
Asia 39.6 41.3 43.4 44.9 47.1 49.0 50.6 53.8 63.7 67.8 71.4 74.0 75.7 76.6

China 34.4 37.0 40.0 41.5 44.3 46.4 48.8 52.6 61.7 66.5 71.2 74.6 76.8 78.1
India 67.7 67.4 66.8 68.8 68.7 69.4 69.6 72.3 89.3 89.9 89.5 89.0 88.6 88.2

Europe 25.3 26.2 28.2 30.5 31.4 29.6 29.3 29.0 37.8 38.8 39.2 39.5 40.1 40.7
Russia 11.2 12.3 15.1 15.3 14.8 14.3 13.5 13.9 18.9 19.0 18.5 18.2 18.0 17.9

Latin America 47.1 47.8 50.1 53.9 57.4 62.3 69.7 70.8 81.6 81.0 80.9 80.6 80.3 80.0
Brazil2 62.2 60.2 62.3 72.6 78.3 83.7 87.1 89.5 101.4 102.8 103.5 103.8 104.2 104.4
Mexico 42.7 45.9 48.9 52.8 56.7 54.0 53.6 53.7 65.5 65.6 65.4 65.2 65.0 64.9

MENAP 23.3 23.6 23.4 33.2 40.4 40.1 40.0 44.7 53.4 53.8 53.5 53.2 53.4 53.2
Saudi Arabia 3.0 2.1 1.6 5.8 13.1 17.2 19.0 22.8 33.4 34.3 34.1 33.0 34.4 35.5

South Africa 41.0 44.1 47.0 49.3 51.5 53.0 56.7 62.2 78.8 82.8 85.7 87.3 86.9 85.2

Low-Income Developing Countries 29.4 30.9 31.5 35.3 37.9 42.4 42.9 43.3 48.8 49.7 49.1 48.4 47.7 46.8
Nigeria 17.6 18.3 17.5 20.3 23.4 25.3 27.7 29.1 35.0 35.5 36.2 36.5 37.0 37.4

Oil Producers 30.9 30.9 31.4 37.6 41.4 42.3 44.2 45.6 57.6 58.0 58.0 57.6 57.2 56.5

Net Debt
World 65.9 65.1 65.4 66.8 69.5 68.2 68.7 69.5 87.4 88.1 88.9 89.0 89.0 89.3
Advanced Economies 76.9 76.0 75.9 75.9 77.6 76.0 76.1 76.7 96.1 96.4 97.3 97.5 97.7 98.3
United States1 80.8 81.5 81.2 80.8 81.8 81.9 83.2 84.0 106.8 107.3 109.5 110.2 111.4 113.8
Euro Area 73.2 75.7 75.9 74.7 74.3 72.1 70.4 69.2 85.1 84.7 83.7 82.8 81.8 80.9

France 80.0 83.0 85.5 86.3 89.2 89.4 89.3 89.4 110.0 109.8 111.2 112.5 113.5 114.6
Germany 59.6 58.6 55.0 52.2 49.3 45.5 42.7 41.1 54.1 54.2 51.2 48.8 46.3 43.8
Italy 114.6 120.0 122.3 123.1 122.4 122.0 122.9 123.0 148.8 146.1 144.7 143.4 142.6 141.5
Spain 71.8 80.8 85.2 84.9 86.1 84.5 82.7 81.3 106.9 106.4 106.3 105.9 105.3 106.4

Japan 145.3 144.7 146.6 146.4 152.0 149.8 153.5 154.9 177.1 178.9 178.6 178.5 178.7 179.7
United Kingdom 74.8 75.9 78.0 78.4 77.8 76.7 75.9 75.4 98.1 101.6 103.5 105.3 106.5 107.1
Canada1 28.9 29.7 28.5 28.4 28.7 27.9 26.5 25.9 46.4 48.4 48.4 47.4 45.2 42.9

Emerging Market and Middle-Income 
Economies

22.7 22.9 24.3 28.7 34.5 35.7 36.8 38.8 48.9 51.5 52.8 53.6 54.1 54.3

Emerging G-20 21.9 21.7 23.1 26.1 32.0 35.1 36.3 38.1 48.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Asia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Europe 32.0 31.6 29.7 28.7 31.0 30.0 30.5 29.7 39.9 42.8 44.0 44.9 46.1 47.3
Latin America 29.6 29.7 32.3 35.7 41.1 43.3 44.0 45.3 56.7 59.3 60.8 61.8 62.7 63.2
MENAP –2.5 –3.4 –0.1 15.5 28.9 28.8 31.5 37.8 48.3 49.9 50.5 51.5 51.3 50.4

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections.
Note: All country averages are weighted by nominal GDP converted to US dollars (adjusted by purchasing power parity only for world output) at average market exchange rates in the years 
indicated and based on data availability.  Projections are based on IMF staff assessments of current policies. In many countries, 2020 data are still preliminary. For country-specific details, 
see “Data and Conventions” and Tables A, B, C, and D in the Methodological and Statistical Appendix. MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 For cross-economy comparability, gross and net debt levels reported by national statistical agencies for countries that have adopted the 2008 System of National Accounts 
(Australia, Canada, Hong Kong SAR, United States) are adjusted to exclude unfunded pension liabilities of government employees’ defined-benefit pension plans.
2 Gross debt refers to the nonfinancial public sector, excluding Eletrobras and Petrobras, and includes sovereign debt held on the balance sheet of the central bank.
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from the multilateral development banks to countries 
eligible for the IDA 19 (plus Angola) from April to 
December 2020 amount to US$45 billion—more than 
six times the total debt service (US$7 billion).6 Even 
so, more than half of low-income developing countries 
are now in debt distress or at high risk of debt distress.

Fiscal Response to the Pandemic: 
A Preliminary Assessment

The April 2020 Fiscal Monitor called for large, 
timely, temporary, and targeted fiscal support for 
the people and viable firms most affected by the 
COVID-19 crisis, including those in hard-to-reach 
informal sectors. Many governments have indeed 
deployed large and timely measures. But timeliness has 
often come at the expense of targeting, and durations 
were often extended because of continued lockdowns. 
The size, composition, and evolution of fiscal support 
have varied widely because of country circumstances 
(see Box 1.3 for a closer look at the various types of fis-
cal measures introduced to date and their beneficiaries). 
On average, countries that put in place strong contain-
ment measures such as mobility restrictions before total 
cases of COVID-19 reached 100 ultimately deployed 
smaller fiscal packages (Figure 1.13, panel 1). Fiscal 
support was larger for countries with higher income 
per capita (Figure 1.13, panel 2). Whereas countries 
with initially high sovereign bond spreads deployed 
smaller on-budget support (Figure 1.13, panel 3), 

6IDA 19 refers to the World Bank Group’s International Develop-
ment Association 19 replenishment.

those with initially high public debt deployed larger 
off-budget support (Figure 1.13, panel 4). Fiscal policy 
actions have been massive in advanced economies but 
constrained by financing for many emerging markets 
and, especially, low-income developing countries. 
Reaching the affected groups has also been challenging 
in countries with large informal sectors.

Overall, the fiscal measures deployed so far have 
helped mitigate the health and economic fallout from 
the COVID-19 crisis, more so in advanced economies 
where average fiscal support has been larger. Although 
there is high uncertainty, based on the projected decline 
in per capita incomes, 100 million to 110 million peo-
ple globally would be expected to enter extreme poverty 
relative to the pre-COVID projection, reversing the 
decades-long declining trend. Additional social assis-
tance—supporting directly the poor and helping limit 
the recession—is expected to have a modest impact, 
containing the increase to 80 million to 90 million 
(Figure 1.14).7 The impact would be concentrated 

7The projections for per capita incomes are based on the June 
2020 World Economic Outlook Update. The recent revision to the 
global outlook (as in the October 2020 World Economic Outlook) 
suggests that the global poverty estimates at the time of this writing 
(September 2020) are likely to be at the lower end of the range, 
although individual countries where 2020 growth has been marked 
down from June could see an increase in poverty projections. Global 
estimates are subject to high uncertainty and could be affected by 
data revisions in a few countries with large populations. The estimates 
are comparable to those by the World Bank (https://blogs.worldbank.
org/opendata/updated-estimates-impact-covid-19-global-poverty) in 
June 2020 that projected a rise in the extreme poverty headcount of 
70 million to 100 million relative to the pre-COVID-19 estimates, 
adjusting for 2019 growth revisions. The World Bank estimated that 
the headcount would be higher if income inequality also rises.

Oil exporters
Non–oil exporters

Source: IMF, World Economic Outlook database.
Note: Data labels use International Organization for Standardization country codes.
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largely in emerging market and developing economies in 
sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia (Online Annex 1.1). 
Moreover, income inequality within countries is 
expected to increase as the pandemic affects low-income 
individuals disproportionately (Palomino, Rodriguez, 
and Sebastian 2020). The impact of the pandemic and 
ensuing lockdowns on people’s lives, livelihoods, jobs, 
and businesses has been devastating. But outcomes 
would have been much worse without the public health 
and fiscal measures put in place, as outlined below.

Public health measures that contain the spread of 
the virus are effective tools to support the recovery 
because they save lives, restore confidence, and boost 
activity (Chetty and others 2020). Countries that 
responded to the pandemic with “smart” containment 
measures, including early, localized, and stringent 
mobility restrictions, together with large-scale test-
ing, tracing, and public information campaigns, have 
lost fewer lives from the pandemic and are projected 
to better contain the adverse impact on economic 
activity and budget balances (Fotiou and Lagerborg, 

AEs
EMDEs

AEs
EMDEs

AEs
EMDEs

AEs
EMDEs

Sources: OxCGRT Database; IMF, World Economic Outlook database; Fiscal Monitor Database of Country Fiscal Measures in Response to the Covid-19 
Pandemic (https://www.imf.org/en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Fiscal-Policies-Database-in-Response-to-COVID-19); and IMF staff estimates.
Note: Sovereign spreads are computed over 10-year US Treasury bond yields for non-European economies and 10-year German bund yields for 
European economies. Gray trend lines in panels 1 and 2 refer to both AEs and EMDEs; blue and red trend lines in panels 3 and 4 refer to AEs and 
EMDEs, respectively. AEs = advanced economies; COVID-19 = coronavirus disease 2019; EMDEs = emerging market and developing economies; 
PPP = purchasing power parity; ppt = percentage point.
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2020; see also Online Annex 1.2). Although the cost 
of virus prevention and treatment depends on the 
capacity of health systems and the effectiveness of con-
tainment measures, estimates suggest that increasing 
intensive-care capacity by one-fifth (excluding capital 
costs) and testing capacity to twice per individual in a 
year would cost between 0.3 and 0.5 percent of GDP 
in selected advanced economies (G7, Korea, Spain) (de 
Bidegain and others 2020). The current as well as the 
capital costs associated with strengthening pandemic 
preparedness are likely higher in emerging market 
and developing economies with weaker health systems 
(see Chapter 2 and Online Annex 2.7).

Nonhealth fiscal measures have served varying objec-
tives and faced different trade-offs, as outlined below.

Cash transfers have been particularly effective in 
protecting the poor and have had a larger impact on 
total consumption when targeted to those most in 
need or most likely to spend, such as the unemployed. 
In the United Kingdom, for instance, the increase in 
the means-tested universal credit allowance is estimated 
to fully offset the adverse impact of the pandemic on 
poverty (Bronka, Collado, and Richiardi 2020). In the 
United States, however, higher-income households that 
received “stimulus checks” under the Coronavirus Aid, 
Relief, and Economic Security Act have spent less than 
lower-income households that received those checks, 
and on goods less affected by the lockdown, such as 
durables, limiting the aggregate impact (Baker and 
others 2020; Chetty and others 2020). Unemployment 
benefits were found to be more effective than “stimulus 
checks” in reaching those households with a higher 
propensity to consume additional resources (Bayer 
and others 2020; Faria-e-Castro 2020; Chetty and 
others 2020).

Cash and in-kind transfers have provided better 
coverage of vulnerable households than unemployment 
benefits in emerging market and developing econo-
mies with larger informal sectors. In many parts of 
the world, coverage of social assistance was expanded 
quickly to address the pandemic (Figure 1.15). Some 
countries (India, Togo, Turkey) expanded existing cash 
benefits rapidly, transparently, and safely, using citizen 
identification systems linked to socioeconomic data-
bases and digital payment platforms (Prady 2020; Una, 
Allen, and others 2020; Una, van Eden, and others 
2020). Some low-income developing countries with 
administrative and financial constraints effectively 
provided in-kind (food) assistance to informal workers 

and people in need through community organizations 
(Nepal, Rwanda). In Latin America, existing social 
safety nets were expanded to better cover the struc-
turally poor with low incomes and assets; however, 
those who might fall into poverty temporarily—such as 
informal lower-middle-income workers who lost jobs—
were often not reached by cash transfers or unemploy-
ment benefits, highlighting the need for expanding 
coverage of social insurance (Busso and others 2020).

Wage subsidies for furloughed workers or businesses 
with revenue losses have been particularly effective in 
preserving employment linkages, but if maintained for 
too long after reopenings they could delay the required 
reallocation in labor markets. The take-up of job 
retention schemes averaged one-quarter of employees in 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment (OECD) economies, exceeding half of employees 
in two cases (France, New Zealand ) (Figure 1.16). In 
Denmark, firms reported fewer job separations because 
of the strong take-up of wage subsidies (Bennedsen and 
others 2020). Headline unemployment rates increased 
less in economies that channeled more labor market 
support through wage subsidies (Australia, United 
Kingdom) rather than unemployment benefits (Canada, 
United States) (Tetlow, Pope, and Dalton 2020). In 
addition, replacement rates in job retention schemes 
tended to be higher than in unemployment benefit 

Source: Gentilini and others 2020.
Note: EAP = East Asia and Pacific; ECA = Europe and Central Asia; LAC = Latin 
America and the Caribbean; MENA = Middle East and North Africa; NA = North 
America; SA = South Asia; SSA = sub-Saharan Africa.
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Coverage of social assistance was expanded quickly in many parts of the 
world.
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schemes (OECD 2020d). However, it may be that 
wage subsidies in Europe have postponed, rather than 
averted, a larger mass job loss, because the subsidies 
will be phased out eventually—after more than a year 
in some cases (France, Germany). About one-fifth of 
persons enrolled in short-time work schemes in the 
five largest European economies are in hard-hit sectors 
and face elevated risk of unemployment when support 
is phased out (Utermöhl, Ozyurt, and Subran 2020). 
About one-third of pandemic-induced firm-level lay-
offs in the United States are estimated to be permanent, 
requiring job reallocations. Overextended job retention 
schemes and overly generous unemployment benefits 
could delay such reallocations (Barrero, Bloom, and 
Davis 2020).8

Loans and guarantees, including through pub-
lic corporations, have aimed to provide liquidity to 
cash-strapped businesses, but so far many countries 
report low take-up (for example, Germany, Italy, United 
Kingdom) (Figure 1.17). On the supply side, this could 
reflect administrative capacity constraints or program 
conditionality; on the demand side it could reflect 

8Ganong, Noel, and Vavra (2020) find that two-thirds of ben-
eficiaries under the US Federal Pandemic Unemployment Com-
pensation Program received unemployment benefits greater than 
lost earnings.

liquidity buffers in less-affected sectors and firms and 
the availability of other forms of government support, 
such as grants and wage subsidies (Anderson, Papadia, 
and Véron 2020). Private debt overhang and ele-
vated uncertainty are also likely drivers. In the United 
States, forgivable loans under the Paycheck Protec-
tion Program, contingent on businesses maintaining 
employment at precrisis levels, also had a low take-up 
initially (Cororaton and Rosen 2020), partly reflect-
ing administrative complexities. The program has had 
a modest effect on employment in small businesses, 
likely because it was the less-affected businesses pri-
marily receiving these loans (Chetty and others 2020). 
For small and medium enterprises (SMEs), low utiliza-
tion can also be attributed to design issues, such as large 
loan size and low coverage of guarantees. In the United 
Kingdom, the number of SME loans was 20 times 
higher under the Bounce Back Loan Scheme, which 
had a lower maximum loan size and a higher govern-
ment guarantee than the previously announced Coro-
navirus Business Interruption Loan Scheme (Dreyer 
and Naygaard 2020). In the euro area, banks reported 
that government guarantees played a significant role in 
keeping credit standards favorable for SMEs (European 
Central Bank 2020). The mere existence and large size 

Source: OECD 2020e.
Note: Data refer to the end of May 2020, except for Luxembourg and Switzerland 
(end of April 2020). Take-up rates are calculated as a percentage of dependent 
employees in the fourth quarter of 2019. OECD = Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development.
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Participation in job retention schemes reached one-quarter of employees 
in OECD countries, and more than half in a few countries.
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of loan and guarantee programs likely support market 
confidence and economic activity as well, and may in 
turn help explain low take-up thus far.

Equity injections have often been necessary to 
prevent bankruptcies of hard-hit strategic firms, such 
as national airlines, albeit with the risk of delaying 
sectoral reallocation that is crucial for the recovery. 
In some cases (New Zealand, Singapore), govern-
ments provided convertible loans to national airlines 
with options to convert bonds into common equity, 
which ensures that the risks and rewards are better 
shared by the state and shareholders (OECD 2020c). 
In France, airline support was combined with con-
ditionality on cutting emissions, which helps with 
“greening” the recovery (Box 1.2). Although the green 
(emissions-reducing) component of fiscal responses has 
been limited, climate-relevant measures may become 
more prominent as countries shift their attention from 
the emergency to the recovery.

Tax measures in response to the pandemic have 
consisted largely of deadline extensions and payment 
deferrals (OECD 2020f; Djankov and Nasr 2020) 
that have supported household and firm liquidity, albeit 
to a lesser extent than debt moratoriums and wage 
subsidies, given that tax burdens are already limited by 
lower sales and profits (OECD 2020b). Moreover, these 
deferred taxes may not be recovered in full if they are 
merely delaying severe cash flow problems, creating fiscal 
risks for governments. Tariff waivers on medical supplies 
(Colombia, Vietnam)—although tariff rates are already 
low in many countries—and quick release procedures at 
customs (Philippines) have expedited imports of essential 
goods. Accelerated VAT refunds (France, Indonesia), 
new and expanded loss carryback rules (China, New 
Zealand, Japan), and accelerated depreciation deductions 
(Australia) have eased business cash flow needs. Reduced 
social security contributions (Argentina, China, France, 
Korea) have protected the most vulnerable and affected 
households and firms. Nevertheless, tax-based support 
may be less effective in some emerging market and 
developing economies because of its limited reach to 
informal sectors.

Payment forbearance policies, on the other hand, 
such as moratoriums facilitated by government support 
or public enterprises on payments of mortgages (United 
States), utilities (Argentina, Colombia, Japan), rents 
(China), or loans (Argentina, Turkey) have provided 
short-term relief to households and businesses, includ-
ing in informal sectors.

Magnified Fiscal Risks
Sizable fiscal risks stem from a protracted eco-

nomic downturn, volatile global financial conditions 
amid high and rising public and private debt, abrupt 
commodity price movements, and the announced 
contingent liabilities. In addition, quantitative 
easing and quasi-fiscal activities by central banks 
could lead to a deterioration in central bank balance 
sheets if supported firms default on central bank 
holdings of their bonds or commercial paper not 
covered by a government guarantee. The following 
are some of the magnified fiscal risks in the face of 
the current crisis:
 • A protracted economic downturn: Absent herd immu-

nity or the development and widespread availability 
of effective therapies or a vaccine, outbreaks and 
the associated fear remain possible, constraining 
the recovery (see the October 2020 World Economic 
Outlook). Private demand may not materialize as 
projected into 2021, leading to a prolonged reces-
sion. This could mean more bankruptcies, further 
deterioration in bank balance sheets and fiscal 
support for banks, and greater need for fiscal 
resources to support and retrain unemployed work-
ers. Under these circumstances, firms that received 
support in early 2020 may no longer be viable and 
budget resources should shift elsewhere.

 • Tightening of financial conditions: The rapid growth 
in sovereign and private debt stocks, particularly 
among nonfinancial corporations, and the need to 
service those debts, has left government budgets 
and private entities more exposed to changes in 
financing conditions. If financial markets tighten 
abruptly, perhaps because investors lose confidence 
after seeking safe haven assets, many countries and 
companies could see their borrowing costs spike (see 
the October 2020 Global Financial Stability Report). 
Similarly, local currency depreciation would add to 
debt costs for countries and companies with debt 
denominated in foreign currencies. In low-income 
developing countries, low revenue mobilization as a 
result of large informal sectors and weak administra-
tive systems will compound debt servicing problems. 
These developments could lead to further concerns 
about sovereign and corporate credit risk and debt 
sustainability, reinforcing the effects of a finan-
cial tightening.

 • Commodity market volatility: Commodity price 
fluctuations impact commodity exporters and 
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importers differently. A sharp fall in oil prices would 
further undermine the already-stretched budgets of 
oil exporters but could also provide importers with 
some relief.

 • Contingent liabilities. Although new guarantees 
remain largely untapped by firms to date, the 
use of guarantees may accelerate and the stock of 
guarantees could eventually be called in an adverse 
scenario, adding substantially to debt vulnerabilities. 
Quantification of the risk from guarantees and other 
contingent liabilities (for example, public-private 
partnerships) is challenging while the pandemic 
is ongoing. It would depend on country-specific 
factors, including the overall size of the guarantee 
program, the projected value of guarantees issued, 
the expected duration of the downturn (which 
would affect the likelihood of borrower default), and 
the estimated recovery rate in the event of default.

To a lesser extent, there are also upside risks, includ-
ing the rapid development and wide distribution of 
a safe, affordable, and effective vaccine; changes in 
economic structures that boost productivity through 
new techniques or technologies; or a normalization 
that proceeds faster than expected in areas that have 
reopened without sparking new outbreaks of infec-
tions. Realization of these outcomes would imply a 
faster economic recovery than expected, thereby reduc-
ing the necessary fiscal support.

Fiscal Roadmap for the Recovery
Public policies to bring the pandemic under control 

are of paramount importance: developing vaccines and 
treatments and ensuring their universal access at low 
cost as soon as possible is the best way to safeguard 
the economy and public finances, both globally and 
for individual countries. Multilateral coordination is 
vital in this regard and in providing financial sup-
port for developing economies that have been hard 
hit by the global recession and are struggling with 
limited resources.

Another important anchor for fiscal policy will be 
to revive growth and job creation. This will be critical 
to reverse the rise in poverty and inequality, and will 
also help improve public finances. To achieve these 
objectives fiscal strategies will need to be flexible and 
adapt to the three phases of the pandemic: (1) the 
outbreak with lockdowns; (2) partial reopening; and 

(3) a high degree of control of the virus through 
medical advances. This section outlines the broad fiscal 
policy strategies, challenges, and trade-offs in each 
phase, focusing on the second and third phases (see the 
April 2020 Fiscal Monitor and the June 2020 World 
Economic Outlook Update on policies for phase 1). 
Dividing the crisis into phases is intended to illustrate 
the main policy challenges, but different countries 
will enter each phase at different times, individual 
country circumstances may differ in the same phase, 
and setbacks are likely to occur (for example, localized 
outbreaks or a new wave of infections leading to wide-
spread lockdowns).

Table 1.3 summarizes the general applicability of fis-
cal measures during each phase. Policymakers will need 
to tailor those measures to country-specific conditions. 
Throughout, it is crucial to ensure full transparency 
(including a good communication strategy), good gover-
nance, and costing of all fiscal measures, especially given 
their size, exceptional nature, and speed of deployment.

Phase 1: The Outbreak with Lockdowns

In this phase, fiscal policy is largely devoted to fully 
accommodating additional health and emergency 
services to fight the pandemic, and providing lifelines 
to protect the most affected people and firms. As 
discussed earlier, measures include wage subsidies to 
preserve jobs and unemployment benefits for those 
who lost their jobs, as well as deferred tax collection, 
subsidized loans, and loan guarantees to allow firms to 
“hibernate.” Given the urgency, governments should 
use all available tools—for example, expanding social 
protection schemes to protect the most vulnerable 
groups (including informal workers)9 and financing 
for SMEs (for instance, through public banks). Fiscal 
measures should be complemented with actions by 
central banks and regulators (for example, delaying 
bankruptcies or evictions from homes). Effective health 
measures together with prompt and continued govern-
ment support can limit the scarring from the crisis and 
facilitate the recovery in the next phases.

9When capacity constraints make it difficult to expand existing 
social assistance programs, countries often resort to alternative 
approaches, including cash transfers targeted at specific regions or 
population groups (for example, the elderly or informal sector work-
ers), or subsidies for key goods and services such as food, health, 
transportation, and utilities. See also Online Annex 1.3.
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Table 1.3. Fiscal Strategies during Different Phases of the Pandemic
Fiscal Measures 1. Widespread Lockdowns 2. Gradual Reopening 3. Post–COVID-19 Recovery

Household Income Support

Cash or in-kind transfers Yes, they likely have the largest 
multipliers, particularly for basic 
necessities and public services 

Transition and better target to 
those in need

Reconsider within the reforms to enhance 
social protection systems

Unemployment benefits Expand coverage and extend 
duration

Refine the benefits to preserve work 
incentives as unemployment 
returns to normal levels 

Key components when enhancing social 
protection systems 

Employment Measures    

Short-term work-/
job-retention schemes

Yes, they can help preserve jobs 
and worker-firm relationships

Reduce use of these programs to 
encourage moving to new jobs 
if needed

Reduce access for prolonged cases

Temporary hiring subsidies Not yet Plan or initiate if supply disruptions 
have largely eased

Transition to active labor market policies 
(for example, retraining)

Active labor market policies Not yet Initiate with programs that 
improve labor skills (education, 
digitalization)

Yes, tailored to structural transformation 
in the post–COVID-19 economy

Public Investment

Planning for next phase Could boost maintenance and 
public works; plan for next phase, 
emphasizing job creation and 
green recovery

Scale up quality investment with 
sustainable financing 

Tax Measures

Temporary deferral of 
taxes and social security 
payments

Yes, to protect cash flows for 
households and firms 

Targeted deferrals, depending 
on taxpayers, pandemic 
developments, and strength of 
recovery

No, but could engage taxpayers as part of 
debt restructuring 

General income tax cuts No, because they largely benefit 
those not in need

No, because those benefiting are 
less likely to spend the additional 
income and because the cuts 
likely favor firms with profits

Consider as part of the stimulus package 
depending on fiscal space; could 
bring stronger effect if targeted to 
cash-constrained households

Accelerated depreciation or 
loss-carry backward

Not yet Yes, to firms that resume activity Yes

Progressive taxes Consider, especially if financing is 
limited

Consider, especially if financing is 
limited

Yes, choice of instruments should 
conform to good tax law design; greater 
progressivity of taxes and ensuring 
highly profitable firms pay appropriate 
taxes helps finance other measures and 
may ease social tensions 

Other Liquidity Support    

Loans, guarantees Yes, could be partially conditional 
on preserving jobs, with 
restrictions on dividends/
executive pay

Refine with declining generosity Tighten for a timely exit and manage fiscal 
risks 

Solvency support (equity 
injections)

Yes, with dividend restrictions and 
imposing losses to shareholders 

Interventions on systemic and 
strategic firms; restrictions on 
dividends/executive pay 

Aim for a timely exit 

Debt restructuring No, possible debt moratorium Prepare streamlined restructuring 
framework and mediation 
mechanism for a speedy workout 

Yes, to facilitate reallocation and timely 
exit of nonviable firms 

Source: IMF staff compilation. 
Note: Appropriate fiscal responses will be country-specific depending on the fiscal space, the development of the pandemic, and the strength of the recovery. Measures 
included here are not exhaustive and will need to be adapted to the specific tax and benefit systems of individual countries. For countries with less-developed social 
protection systems, other measures, such as in-kind provision of food and basic public services may be introduced. COVID-19 = coronavirus disease 2019.



17

C H A P T E R 1 F I S C A L P O L I C I e S T O A D D R e S S T h e C O v I D -19 P A N D e M I C

International Monetary Fund | October 2020

Phase 2: Gradual Reopening under Uncertainty

Public health remains the top priority to ensure 
a sustainable reopening of the economy. Economic 
activity will remain depressed if the easing of social 
distancing measures is not accompanied by public 
confidence that the pandemic is being brought under 
control (Chetty and others 2020; Fang, Nie, and Xie 
2020). Resources should be directed to fund smart 
containment strategies comprising intensive test-
ing and tracing, localized mobility restrictions, and 
real-time risk assessment. As governments start to 
lift the mobility restrictions and costly wide-ranging 
lifelines introduced in phase 1, fiscal policy will have 
to remain flexible, given the risk of new waves of infec-
tion. Removing government support too fast could also 
prolong the recession and worsen poverty and inequal-
ity. Policies should ensure a safe resumption of activity 
for consumers, workers, and firms amid a challenging 
environment.

Replacing the lifelines with broader fiscal stimu-
lus measures is unlikely to be cost-effective because 
the recovery is expected to be uneven, with supply 
disruptions and depressed demand concentrated in 
certain sectors because of health concerns.10 As such, a 
generalized cut in taxes, for example, would have lim-
ited impact on promoting growth and jobs and could 
put public finances under stress. A better alternative, 
for countries with fiscal space, could be to accelerate 
job-intensive public investments such as maintenance 
or public works, since such initiatives are less disrupted 
by social distancing restrictions and can crowd in 
private investment.

As many countries have limited fiscal space, 
resources should be prioritized toward safeguarding 
enhanced safety nets and reopening the economy. The 
focus should be on creating a safe work environment,11 
helping workers find new jobs, and helping viable but 
still-vulnerable firms reopen after a period of large 
revenue losses and rising leverage. Reprioritization of 
spending, which could include containing the public 

10Although fiscal multipliers are usually larger in recessions driven 
by low aggregate demand (see the April 2020 World Economic 
Outlook), the impact of broad-based fiscal measures would be limited 
in this phase of the pandemic because supply remains constrained 
and low demand in contact-intensive sectors is caused by concerns 
about contagion.

11For example, measures to increase digitalization among SMEs, 
including training of workers and grants or loans to adopt new 
technologies (Argentina, Japan, Korea, Spain), could promote a faster 
shift to digital operations and encourage telework.

sector wage bill (Garcia-Escribano and Abdallah 2020), 
will likely be needed, especially in countries for which 
borrowing constraints are tighter.

Governments may also need to consider 
revenue-enhancing measures, including both increas-
ing tax compliance and the progressivity of taxes 
on more affluent and less-affected groups, as well as 
reforms to modernize business taxation. The latter 
would include the design of international corporate 
taxation on a multilateral cooperative basis to respond 
to the challenges of the digital economy. The design of 
corporate income taxes to appropriately capture very 
high profits of firms in a rapidly changing economy, 
including those that made windfall profits during the 
crisis, can help finance priority areas such as health and 
social safety nets, thereby safeguarding social cohesion 
during a crisis that has disproportionately hurt the 
most vulnerable groups. Tax policy options include 
increasing tax rates on higher bracket incomes, capital 
income higher end property, or wealth. In addition, 
the lower oil price level facilitates increases in taxes (or 
reductions in subsidies) on fuel, which in emerging 
market and developing economies will impact mostly 
the well-off.

As activity resumes and health risks diminish, 
however, exceptional support should be phased out 
or modified to facilitate people moving to new and 
more productive jobs. Job retention programs can be 
reduced, and job search requirements can be reintro-
duced. Governments can also increase programs for 
online training and learning to help the unemployed, 
which could be complemented by hiring incentives 
to create new jobs (Baqaee and Farhi 2020; OECD 
2020e). Linking unemployment benefits to local 
unemployment rates would steer support to the 
hardest-hit areas, including those affected by new 
lockdowns or mobility restrictions. More generally, 
introducing or making permanent enhanced automatic 
stabilizers and social protection (for example, paid 
sick leave and extension of unemployment benefits 
to self-employed or temporary workers) can provide 
timely support and unwind automatically as condi-
tions improve.

Selective Support to Firms to Help Them Reopen

Government support to firms coming out of the 
lockdown phase with high leverage and mounting 
losses would limit defaults that would otherwise 
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undermine the economic recovery and exacerbate 
unemployment. In this phase, however, government 
support should be more selective in order to limit 
costs and avoid standing in the way of necessary 
economic adjustments or distorting competition. 
Governments should also have a clear exit strategy as 
the economy recovers. Support should be directed to 
otherwise viable firms whose operations are impaired 
by health risks or social distancing restrictions, or to 
firms whose operations are crucial for the economy 
to function. To limit fiscal costs and risks to taxpay-
ers, the fiscal strategy could include risk-sharing with 
investors and creditors (investors will not get involved 
if a firm is unviable). Examples might include 
the following:
 • Liquidity support such as government loans and 

guarantees could be extended, especially if banks 
remain reticent to lend, but the generosity of such 
support should gradually be reduced (for exam-
ple, use of partial guarantees and more access 
conditions).

 • Solvency support should give priority to systemic 
firms where bankruptcies could disrupt supply 
chains or the provision of critical services (for exam-
ple, hospitals, utilities) and to prevent a wave of 
SME defaults given potentially large spillover effects 
(Harris and others 2020). Existing shareholders 
should bear much of the burden; government sup-
port should include conditions (for example, caps 
on executive compensation and bans on dividends 
and share buybacks) and could be in exchange for 
equity participation.12

Support for SMEs is particularly important because 
of their vulnerabilities, weight in total employment, 
and complexity given the sheer number and diversity 
of firms. This is especially the case for SMEs with 
high debt burdens or that have difficulty raising 
new equity. Temporary debt repayment moratori-
ums (OECD 2020a) or the temporary suspension of 
insolvency rules can provide short-term relief (Egypt, 
Ghana, Kazakhstan). Longer-lasting options include 
securitizing SMEs’ debt to help them access capital 

12For example, government support in the United States during 
the global financial crisis was subject to executive compensation 
restrictions. Financial institutions that received support faced 
restrictions on dividend payouts and share buybacks. To minimize 
distortions to competition, the European Union prohibited firms 
from using state aid to cross-subsidize activity.

markets with government guarantees (Portugal) or 
government buying securitized SME debt (Australia), 
providing equity or hybrid instruments (for example, 
convertible bonds), or providing government finan-
cial support to help corporate debt restructurings 
for SMEs (Blanchard, Philippon, and Pisani-Ferry 
2020). In many developing economies, SMEs are 
often harder to reach because they operate in the 
informal sector. Countries are channeling support 
through institutions that serve these groups, such as 
micro-credit institutions and informal sector orga-
nizations. Governments can, for example, provide 
grants or guarantees for bank lending to formal 
and informal microenterprises and SMEs (Gambia, 
Malaysia) or give temporary relief on payments such 
as rent and utilities. In some cases, these measures 
may need to be accompanied by direct support to 
informal workers.

Phase 3: The Pandemic under Control

When vaccines and therapies become widely accessi-
ble, the goal will be to promote an inclusive and green 
recovery and structural transformation of the economy, 
while addressing the legacies of the crisis, including 
by unwinding government interventions and tackling 
higher corporate and public debt.

Support the Recovery while Ensuring 
Debt Sustainability

The appropriate stance of fiscal policy will depend 
on access to financing, debt levels, and the extent of 
the scarring of the economy (long-lasting damage from 
bankruptcies, disrupted supply chains, and discouraged 
workers dropping out of the labor force).13 Given the 
large deficits and jump in debt levels, countries will 
need to rebuild fiscal buffers over the medium term. 
However, tightening too fast could undermine the 
recovery and efforts to foster job creation, which is 
critical to reduce poverty. For countries with fiscal 
space and deeper scarring, temporary expansionary 
measures—implying a slower reduction in the fiscal 
deficit and a further increase in debt in the short 
term—would appropriately balance the pro-growth 

13Such scarring—or “hysteresis” in the economic literature—
reflects persistent declines in potential output caused by a temporary 
shock (Blanchard and Summers 1986; Cerra and Saxena 2008), in 
this case the pandemic.
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and debt sustainability objectives over the medium 
term (Figures 1.18 and 1.19).14 For countries with 
limited fiscal space—especially those with tighter 
financing constraints—fiscal deficits would need to 
be reduced faster to prevent debt distress or increases 
in borrowing costs that could derail the recovery 
(Figure 1.20).

For many developing economies, a significant 
impact of the crisis has been through sizable external 
shocks that involve further challenges. For example, 
for countries with a large share of government debt 
denominated in foreign currency, a more cautious fiscal 
stance will be needed because of possible effects of a 
currency depreciation (Online Annex 1.4). Countries 
with greater reliance on sectors facing more persistent 
negative impacts will face the greatest challenge: man-
aging a weaker economy with tighter fiscal constraints 
(for example, receipts from oil exports or tourism may 

14Figures 1.18 through 1.20 show normative model simulations of 
desirable policies for a government that pursues both economic sta-
bility and debt sustainability. A large countercyclical fiscal response is 
recommended in the present environment given the large recession, 
but the size will depend on how close public debt is to levels that 
could trigger a debt crisis or loss of market access. At lower debt lev-
els, the degree of scarring reinforces the motive to counter negative 
shocks. See also Online Annex 1.4.

No policy support

Additional fiscal stimulus measures and no scarring
Additional fiscal stimulus measures with scarring

No policy support

Additional fiscal stimulus
and no scarring

Additional fiscal stimulus
with scarring

Sources: Fournier 2019; and IMF staff estimates. 
Note: Figure 1.18 shows a normative fiscal adjustment path with discretionary stimulus in the first few years for an advanced economy with an average 
debt level (baseline) at 80 percent of GDP. Figure 1.19 shows the GDP growth path for each adjustment path. Scarring reflects a permanent negative 
effect of a large negative output gap on the level of potential output (see Online Annex 1.4). The simulations show desirable policies based on a model 
where governments pursue both economic stability and debt sustainability.
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Figure 1.18. Pace of Fiscal Adjustment, 2013–25
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... allowing for a stronger economic recovery.
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Sources: Fournier 2019; and IMF staff estimates.
Note: The figure shows differences in adjustments for higher debt levels, interest 
rates, and scarring (hysteresis) relative to baseline (Figure 1.18). The high debt 
level is at 140 percent of GDP. High interest cost refers to an addition of 1 percent 
compared with the baseline on average. Scarring reflects a permanent negative 
effect of a large negative output gap on the level of potential output (see Online 
Annex 1.4). The simulations show desirable policies based on a model where 
governments pursue both economic stability and debt sustainability.
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The appropriate pace of adjustment also depends on initial debt levels 
and financing constraints.
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remain depressed for longer). Under these circum-
stances, the composition of fiscal adjustment will 
become central to avoid undermining the recovery (see 
later discussion).

For many emerging market and developing econ-
omies, the pandemic has imposed a major setback in 
their plans to achieve the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs) by 2030. The setback points to the 
urgency of making renewed efforts to reach those 
objectives. These countries will need to boost revenue 
capacity and seek sustainable financing, including 
development aid. Many low-income developing coun-
tries are in or at high risk of debt distress, and some 
will require upfront adjustments. The international 
community’s cooperation will be critical for some of 
these economies to recover from the pandemic and to 
achieve the SDGs, especially to reduce poverty and 
hunger. This includes support for debt relief (for exam-
ple, the Debt Service Suspension Initiative), including 
private sector participation.

Stimulus Measures Should Be Cost-Effective and 
Targeted to Lower-Income Households

As supply disruptions diminish, a temporary fiscal 
stimulus could have a powerful multiplier effect on 
aggregate demand and output. This is particularly the 
case in countries that face low interest rates partly 
because of a savings glut, reflecting high savings levels 
among high-income households and low private invest-
ment given the uncertain outlook. High public debt 
levels and precautionary savings, however, could reduce 
multipliers (Ilzetzki, Mendoza, and Vegh 2013; Fotiou, 
Shen, and Yang 2020).

The choice of fiscal instruments will determine 
the impact of any fiscal package on economic 
growth and job creation. Targeted transfers (for 
example, enhanced social safety nets) and income 
tax cuts for low-wage workers can boost con-
sumption in the poorest households, resulting in 
higher short-term multipliers (Figure 1.21; Online 
Annex 1.5).15 Temporary provisions for accelerated 
depreciation or investment tax credits can reduce 
the cost of capital and encourage frontloading of 

15The multiplier estimates assume an environment of low growth 
and low interest rates, and one in which poorer households are 
cash constrained.

private investment (Rochelle and Rudd 2011; Zwick 
and Mahon 2017). Meanwhile, active labor market 
policies (including those that help workers acquire 
new skills) would support reallocation of workers to 
more productive and better-quality formal jobs and 
higher earnings.

For countries with limited space to borrow, com-
bining fiscal instruments could help achieve policy 
objectives while containing public debt. An option to 
reduce the consumption and output drop in the short 
term would include, for example, a rise in targeted 
transfers to protect the most vulnerable, financed 
by progressive income taxes. The tax increases could 
be legislated now to become effective a few years 
later (Figure 1.22), or they could be implemented 
immediately if reducing debt is urgent. Another option 
is to finance additional public investment with higher 
indirect taxes (see also Chapter 2).

Unwind Government Interventions in the 
Corporate Sector

As the recovery gets under way, unwinding the large 
public interventions in firms and managing the associ-

Short-term output
Short-term consumption
(liquidity constrained)

Long-term output
Long-term consumption
(liquidity constrained)

Source: IMF staff estimates.
Note: The tax multipliers plotted are converted such that a positive number refers 
to an increase in a variable in response to a tax cut measure. Short (long)-term 
multipliers refer to cumulative multipliers at the end of one (five) years (see Online 
Annex 1.5 for details).
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ated fiscal risks becomes a priority.16 An effective debt 
resolution system, including a streamlined restructuring 
framework and institutional capacity to manage a large 
number of bankruptcies, can promote a smooth reallo-
cation of resources to more productive uses (Bergthaler 
and others 2015; Liu, Garrido, and DeLong 2020). 
Governments, as one of the main creditors for SMEs, 
can also directly facilitate the debt restructuring process, 
but this would require accepting losses from unpaid 
taxes and loans granted during the pandemic.17

16Government ownership tends to be associated with weaker firm 
performance and can distort competition, ultimately undermining 
economic growth (see the April 2020 Fiscal Monitor).

17The debt restructuring should be authorized by legislation 
and the process surrounding the restructuring should be carefully 
circumscribed in order to ensure appropriate accountability and 
transparency.

The Recovery Can Enable Building a More Inclusive and 
Green Economy

The present crisis has exposed the risks of inaction 
and the need for ambitious reform agendas—including 
investment in human and physical capital—to make 
crises less frequent and damaging, and make economies 
more resilient by addressing poverty and inequality, 
as well as climate change. As economies become more 
digital and firms and sectors are transformed, ensur-
ing that the post-pandemic economy becomes more 
inclusive and green will require reorienting expendi-
tures toward investment in people and raising equita-
ble revenues.
 • Progressive income taxation and education and health 

spending are two of the most important fiscal policy 
tools for addressing income inequality (October 2017 
Fiscal Monitor). In particular, reducing health and 

Slower adjustment No transfers increase Faster adjustment

Source: IMF staff estimates.
Note: The figure shows three scenarios: (1) no fiscal package (no additional transfers and no tax increases); (2) slower adjustment, which includes a 
fiscal package of higher transfers and a gradual increase in taxes on the high-income group as debt rises; and (3) a faster adjustment scenario where 
higher transfers and taxes are raised from year 1 and more aggressively as debt rises (see Online Annex 1.5). The output impact is relative to a scenario 
without the pandemic (no recession).

Years

1. Targeted Transfers, Liquidity-Constrained Households
(Percent of GDP)

2. Higher Income Tax Rate
(Percent)

3. Output
(Percent deviation relative to no recession)
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education gaps, through reallocating public education 
and health spending to the poor, can contribute to 
reducing inequality and promoting economic growth.

 • Moreover, investment in physical capital will need to 
be increased and reoriented toward job-rich, highly 
productive, and greener activities (Chapter 2). Like-
wise, tax systems will need to be reshaped to finance 
these priorities in ways that maintain social cohesion 
and help to curb carbon emissions.

Enhance social protection systems. The crisis has 
laid bare structural gaps in social protection systems 
contributing to a rise in inequality. The broader 
policy goal is to ensure that all have access to basic 
goods (for example, food and shelter) and services 
(for example, health and education) during crises. 
Additional spending is needed on social protection, 
which could be partly financed by progressive taxes. 
For example, an additional 1 percentage point of 
social spending to GDP can reduce extreme poverty 
headcount by 6 percentage points on average across 
emerging market and developing economies (Online 
Annex 1.1). Even when social spending cannot be 
increased, some countries have scope to consolidate 
inefficient and fragmented programs to enhance 
capacity to reach larger shares of the population.

Emerging market and developing economies 
that have less-developed safety nets can strengthen 
the capacity to reach, target, and deliver benefits 
to the most vulnerable households (Figure 1.23, 
Online Annex 1.1). This involves reliable universal 
identification systems, safe and transparent delivery, 
and up-to-date and integrated socioeconomic data to 
help identify vulnerable households and provide timely 
and adequate safety nets (for example, digital trans-
fers). Advanced economies with stronger safety nets 
need to improve the outcomes of existing programs by 
extending coverage through enhanced means testing 
and better preserving work incentives (McKay and Reis 
2016; Landais, Michaillat, and Saez 2018).

Invest in a green and sustainable future. Reducing 
emissions and adapting to climate change remain 
critical and urgent challenges when the pandemic 
is under control (see the October 2020 World 
Economic Outlook). The recovery from the current 

health crisis is an opportunity to move away from 
the precrisis growth model, especially regarding 
climate change. Government plans to promote 
the recovery are an opportunity to accelerate the 
transition to a low-carbon economy (The Coalition 
of Finance Ministers for Climate Action 2020). 
More robust carbon pricing should be at the core of 
the policy response: it encourages people and firms 
to reduce energy use and shift to cleaner alterna-
tives. It also generates revenues that can be used 
as part of a fiscal package that is both efficient and 
equitable (see the October 2019 Fiscal Monitor). 
Other key measures include reducing subsidies or 
tax incentives for emissions-intensive activities, and 
investing in clean energy infrastructure, which can 
create new jobs, and likely crowd in private sector 
investment (Chapter 2).

The next chapter develops one element of the 
fiscal roadmap for the recovery in greater depth: 
investment for a more resilient, more inclusive, and 
greener economy.

Adequacy of benefits for the lowest-quintile households
Coverage for the lowest-quintile households
Current social assistance spending (right scale)

Sources: World Bank PovcalNet database; IMF, World Economic Outlook database; 
and IMF staff estimates (see Online Annex 1.1).
Note: Adequacy is the total transfers received by beneficiaries as a share of the 
pretransfer total income in the lowest-income quintile of individuals. Coverage is 
the share of the lowest-quintile individuals who receive social protection benefits. 
CCA = Caucasus and Central Asia; EM = emerging market; EMEs = emerging 
market economies; LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean; LIDCs = low-income 
developing countries; MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, Afghanistan, and 
Pakistan; SSA = sub-Saharan Africa.
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Private sector debt vulnerabilities were elevated 
before the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) 
pandemic. Nonfinancial corporate and household debt 
has trended upward for two decades, reaching almost 
150 percent of GDP in 2019 and exceeding public 
debt by a large margin in most Group of Twenty 
countries (Figure 1.1.1). The quality of corporate debt 
had also been deteriorating in many countries even 
before the pandemic. Corporate speculative-grade debt 
as a share of total corporate debt—a leading indicator 
of corporate sector distress—was nearly 50 percent 
in China and the United States and even higher in 
Italy and the United Kingdom (see the April 2019 and 
October 2019 Global Financial Stability Reports). These 
factors may have limited the size and scope of govern-
ment support to firms during the COVID-19 crisis.

The monetary policy response to the pandemic has 
sustained the issuance of corporate debt. The first half 
of 2020 saw the most intense burst of capital-raising 
in history, with $5.4 trillion secured by companies 
across the globe, including $3.9 trillion since the start 
of March. But signs of corporate liquidity pressures 
and growing corporate solvency risk are mounting (see 
the October 2020 Global Financial Stability Report). 
The US high-yield bond market has already surpassed 
leverage levels seen during the 2008 financial crisis 
in terms of the ratio of companies’ gross debt to 
their earnings before interest, tax, depreciation, and 
amortization.

Several studies warn against the risks of excessive 
private borrowing (Gourinchas and Obstfeld 2012; Jordà, 
Schularick, and Taylor 2016; Koo 2008; Reinhart and 
Rogoff 2011). Excessive private debt can suppress growth 
and migrate to the public sector balance sheet through 
three channels: (1) direct public support to the corpo-
rations or their creditors, (2) calls on public guarantees 
on private debts, or (3) countercyclical fiscal response to 
corporate deleveraging episodes (Mbaye, Moreno Badia, 
and Chae 2018). For example, cumulative gross support 
to financial institutions in 37 countries following the 
global financial crisis was $3.5 trillion (Igan and others 
2019). Since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic, some 
banks have already started to provision more for expected 
losses on their loans (see the June 2020 Global Financial 
Stability Report Update). Also, in response to the pan-
demic, governments have announced guarantee programs 
equivalent to $3.8 trillion that could be exercised.

Risks from high private debt may ultimately require 
fiscal action to help repair private balance sheets (see the 
October 2016 Fiscal Monitor). Also, policies that support 
equitable and rapid bankruptcy procedures can help. For 
strategic or systemic firms with unsustainable debt, it 
may be in the public interest for governments to absorb 
some of the debt. However, direct support for firms 
should not bail out owners (Bernardo, Talley, and Welch 
2016). Looking forward, public policies that encourage 
debt accumulation, such as the deductibility of interest 
for tax purposes, could be reconsidered (De Mooij 2012).

Public debt Private debt

Source: IMF Global Debt Database.
Note: Data labels use International Organization for Standardization country codes. G20 = Group of Twenty. 
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Fiscal policy across the globe has rightly focused 
on fighting the economic crisis induced by the 
coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic. 
But the need for decisive policy action to address the 
climate change crisis remains. Given the large size and 
range of countries’ fiscal responses, decisions made now 
may shape the climate for decades. An initial assess-
ment, however, indicates that little of the response to 
the COVID-19 crisis to date has been “green”.

The greenness of the fiscal response has varied across 
the Group of Twenty (Figure 1.2.1). France allocated 
almost 1 percent of GDP to green measures, whereas 
many countries had no climate-positive (green) mea-
sures or significant climate-negative (red) measures. 
Green measures were mostly direct budget expenditures 
such as incentives for more energy-efficient vehicles 
(China, France, Italy). Countries have also provided 
loans and grants for green investments, such as clean-
ing inactive oil wells in Canada, modernizing commer-
cial vehicles in Germany, and building climate-resilient 
infrastructure in Japan. Negative measures have been 

mainly bailouts, such as those for airlines in Brazil, 
China, and France. To date, only France attached signif-
icant green conditionality to its bailout.

With countries still shaping their post-pandemic 
policies and moving from crisis containment to 
recovery, there is great scope and need to green the 
response. Indeed, the European Union announced a 
30 percent green spending target for its 5.5 percent of 
GDP stimulus package. Undertaking and publishing 
climate impact assessments and introducing green 
budgeting would also increase transparency, awareness, 
and accountability for climate-sensitive policymaking.

As examples of what can be done, following the 
global financial crisis, Korea launched a multiannual 
large-scale infrastructure program with a focus on 
climate-relevant public infrastructure (for example, 
river restoration) (Kamal-Chaoui and others 2011); 
and the United States leveraged its support of auto 
firms to introduce tougher emissions standards in a 
“green-bargain” with the industry (Weiss and Weidman 
2012; Strecker and Meckling 2020).

Climate positive
Climate negative
Climate negative with conditionality
Climate positive as a share of total (right scale)

Source: IMF staff.
Note: Data labels use International Organization for Standardization country codes. Measures are categorized into positive 
and negative policy "archetypes," based on the climate relevance of specific activities. A similar methodology is applied 
in the Greenness of Stimulus Index (https://www.vivideconomics.com/casestudy/greenness-for-stimulus-index).

Figure 1.2.1. Climate Relevance of Fiscal Measures in the G20 Related to the
COVID-19 Crisis
(Percent of GDP, left scale; percent of total, right scale)
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The global fiscal response to the pandemic has 
been unprecedented. By September 11, 2020, 
countries had announced discretionary fiscal mea-
sures averaging close to 12 percent of GDP. The 
size and scope of fiscal support has varied vastly 
across countries.

In advanced economies, where the pandemic hit earlier 
and harder, and where financing conditions are favorable, 
direct budget support committed through September 11 
is equivalent to 9.3 percent of GDP (Figure 1.3.1). A 
large part of this support is aimed at workers and their 
employers (Figure 1.3.2) through wage subsidies (Austra-
lia, Canada, Japan), including short-term work schemes 
(France, Germany, Spain, United Kingdom), and forgiv-
able loans contingent on employment protection (United 
States). Support to households has also been significant, 
including the expansion in size, eligibility, or duration 
of unemployment benefits (France, Japan, Spain, United 
States); sickness, family, and childcare benefits (Japan, 
Spain, United Kingdom, United States); and cash transfer 
schemes (Canada, Japan, Spain, United States). Another 
11 percent of GDP has been committed to liquidity 
support: examples include equity injections, particularly 
for the hardest-hit companies such as airlines (France, 
Germany, Scandinavia), and to a larger extent, loans and 

guarantees (France, Germany, Italy, Spain), often through 
quasi-fiscal activities (Japan, Korea).

In emerging market and middle-income economies, 
where the severity of the pandemic and financing 
conditions have varied widely, total fiscal support 
through September 11 amounts to about 6 percent of 
GDP, 3.5 percentage points of which is committed on 
budget. Oil exporters facing a double shock from the 
pandemic and low oil prices have on average deployed 
smaller fiscal packages (Figure 1.3.1), prioritizing health 
spending in some cases (Iran, Saudi Arabia). Among 
emerging markets, budget measures have consisted 
largely of public works (Figure 1.3.2), typically aimed 
at infrastructure investment to support the recovery 
(Argentina, China, Indonesia). Also playing a significant 
role in fiscal packages have been job retention schemes, 
including forgivable loans (Mexico, Russia) and wage 
subsidies (Argentina, Saudi Arabia, Turkey), as well as 
support to households through expanded unemploy-
ment benefits (China, Indonesia, Russia) and targeted 
cash and in-kind benefits (Argentina, Brazil, India, 
South Africa). Public sector equity injections, loans, 
and guarantees have on average been modest compared 
with those in advanced economies, exceeding 5 percent 
of GDP in only a few cases (Brazil, Peru, Turkey).

Non–health spending/revenue
Equity and loans
Guarantees
Quasi-fiscal activities

Health spending/revenue

G20 EMMIEsG20 AEs

Sources: Fiscal Monitor Database of Country Fiscal Measures in Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic (https://www.imf.org/
en/Topics/imf-and-covid19/Fiscal-Policies-Database-in-Response-to-COVID-19); and IMF staff estimates.
Note: Country group averages are weighted by GDP in US dollars adjusted by purchasing power parity. AEs = advanced 
economies; COVID-19 = coronavirus disease 2019; EMMIEs = emerging market and middle-income economies; 
G20 = Group of Twenty; LIDCs = low-income developing countries; SMEs = small and medium enterprises.
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In low-income developing countries, where the 
pandemic has hit later and financing constraints 
are tighter, total fiscal support announced through 
September 11 is 1.8 percent of GDP, largely through 
budgetary measures. Of these, spending on health 
services has amounted to 0.3 percent of GDP. 

A large share of fiscal support has also been allo-
cated to protecting households, including cash and 
in-kind (food) transfers (Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Kenya, 
Nigeria, Senegal), temporary unemployment benefits 
(Honduras, Vietnam), and utility (water, electricity) 
subsidies (Ghana, Senegal).

Box 1.3 (continued)
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Introduction
The immediate focus of governments during the 

COVID-19 crisis thus far has appropriately been to 
address the health emergency and provide lifelines for 
vulnerable households and businesses. Governments now 
also need to prepare economies for safe and successful 
reopening, foster recovery in employment and economic 
activity, and facilitate transformation to a post-pandemic 
economy that, with the right policies, can be more 
resilient, more inclusive, and greener. Public investment 
can make a crucial contribution toward these goals 
(see a discussion of the fiscal strategy for the recovery 
in Chapter 1 and Table 2.1).1 This chapter outlines 
how governments can undertake public investment in a 
timely manner while safeguarding quality, estimates the 
potential for public investment to create jobs and boost 
growth, and sets out priorities for the types of invest-
ment that will strengthen resilience and sustainability.

From a macroeconomic standpoint, the case for 
public investment is strongest in advanced economies 
and many emerging market economies that—with 
nominal interest rates and inflation expected to 
remain at historic lows—can easily finance an invest-
ment scale-up. In many cases, borrowing to finance 
high-quality investment will be desirable, since cheap 
financing lowers the bar for whether to undertake an 
investment. In addition, the assets created generate 
taxable returns and are valued by markets when they 
price sovereign risk (October 2018 Fiscal Monitor). 
However, policymakers should ensure that the amount 
and quality of public investment are such as not to 
pose risks by overly worsening debt dynamics, espe-
cially for countries that do not issue reserve currencies. 
Abrupt changes in global market sentiment can result 

1Public investment usually refers to gross fixed capital formation 
(total value of acquisitions, less disposals, of fixed assets) by the state, 
whether through central or local governments or through publicly 
owned industries or corporations (see the April 2020 Fiscal Monitor 
for an analysis of the role of state-owned enterprises). Public invest-
ment encompasses physical or tangible investment in infrastructure 
(such as transport, telecommunications, and buildings), but in a 
broader sense, public investment can include human or intangible 
investment in education, skills, and knowledge.

in sudden increases in financing costs (Caceres, Guzzo, 
and Segoviano 2010; Lizarazo 2013), and sovereign 
spreads tend to increase only shortly before debt crises 
(Mauro and Zhou 2019).

With ample underused resources, public investment 
can also have a more powerful impact than in normal 
times. Public investment and its crowding-in effects 
on private investment could mitigate secular stagna-
tion and the savings glut, which predate the onset of 
COVID-19 (Rachel and Summers 2019; Eggertsson, 
Mehrotra, and Robbins 2019) but have been exacer-
bated by the crisis, since uncertainty about the course 
of the pandemic has further dampened private invest-
ment and spurred higher levels of precautionary saving. 
Moreover, the recovery of private sector activity is 
being constrained by weakened private sector balance 
sheets, losses in human capital because of unemploy-
ment, and skill mismatches as demand shifts from 
high-contact sectors to those that permit social distanc-
ing. Public investment can encourage investment from 
businesses that might otherwise postpone their hiring 
and investment plans.

For low-income developing countries and some 
advanced and emerging market economies, however, 
deteriorating debt dynamics and, in many cases, tight 
financing conditions have and will likely continue 
to constrain investment, especially in those econo-
mies with high levels of external debt denominated 
in foreign currency. Sizable market borrowing could 
increase risk premiums for both the public and the 
private sectors, undermining the short-term growth 
benefits of investment spending (Huidrom and others 
2019). Based on preliminary information, financing 
constraints and competing spending priorities to save 
lives and livelihoods have caused many middle- and—
especially—low-income countries to put domestically 
financed investment projects on hold (Chapter 1). 
Even so, a gradual scaling-up of public investment 
financed by borrowing could pay off with positive 
short- and long-term multipliers, as long as interest 
rates do not increase too much (Buffie and others 
2012; Online Annex 2.1) and governments choose and 
manage investment projects to maximize economic 
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returns for their citizens. Official support, especially 
if combined with private finance, would also help 
middle- and low-income countries scale up public 
investment significantly.

Thus, the quality and content of fiscal policy 
packages—and within them, public investment 
choices—will be key to supporting the economy and 
creating jobs in the near term but will also determine 
socioeconomic outcomes for decades. The stakes are 
high: although today’s large fiscal packages are neces-
sary, they will have long-lasting implications—directly, 
through choices made about expenditures and invest-
ments, and indirectly, by calling for lower levels of 
discretionary spending or higher levels of taxation if 
borrowing costs rise significantly in the years ahead.

Beyond its macroeconomic implications, public 
investment is essential to raise long-term economic 
growth, to progress toward the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs), and to strengthen economies’ 
resilience to crises. In the long term, public invest-
ment in infrastructure can help reduce inequality 
by fostering structural transformation, which also 
facilitates regional convergence between rural and 
urban areas in low-income economies (Fabrizio and 
others 2017). Public investment has a further advan-
tage: it preserves fiscal space, because it is by nature 
temporary. But policymakers need to ensure that the 
conditions outlined in this chapter are in place for 

choosing and implementing investments with the 
highest social payoffs.

Investment needs were clearly large before the 
pandemic and have increased since its onset. Public 
investment has slowed since the 1990s, reducing the 
capital-stock-to-GDP and public-to-private-capital 
ratios in all income groups (Figure 2.1; China is an 
exception).2 Public investment ratios have been falling, 
especially in the health, housing, and environmen-
tal protection sectors, weakening societies’ resilience 
to COVID-19, whereas investments in education 
and economic infrastructure have been preserved 
(Figure 2.2). Given public capital stock measurement 
issues such as discounting of flows (Pritchett 2000) 
and the limited institutional coverage in cross-country 
data sets, it is also worth looking at data on physical 
infrastructure.

Over the past decade or so, traditional infrastruc-
ture stocks have not risen fast enough. For example, 
between 2007 and 2016, the total number of miles 
of roads increased by a cumulative 56 percent in 
low-income countries and by 33 percent in emerging 
market economies; the number was nearly unchanged 

2In China, public capital stocks have increased, but traditional 
infrastructure investment may have reached a point of low returns, as 
the halving of total factor productivity growth in China after 2009 
suggests (IMF 2019).

Table 2.1. Public Investment in the Strategy for the Recovery
Phase 1. Great Lockdown 2. Partial Reopening 3. Post-Pandemic

Priority Save lives and livelihoods Safe reopening where possible Transform to more inclusive, smart, and 
sustainable economies

Key fiscal policies Lifelines for people and 
firms

Preserve lifelines; target support better; 
encourage workers to take new jobs

Depending on fiscal space, consider fiscal 
stimulus, repair balance sheets

Role of public 
investment

Continue projects where 
safe, start planning

Boost maintenance and job-rich projects; 
reassess priorities; prepare pipeline

Satisfy infrastructure needs and support 
progress toward the SDGs; increase 
resilience to crises

Preferable project 
characteristics

Maintenance Maintenance; ready for implementation; 
small-size, job-intensive with large short-
term multiplier

Large, transformational projects with large 
long-term multiplier

Public investment 
management 
actions

Review portfolio of 
planned and active 
projects

Review, reprioritize, restart feasible projects 
put on hold; plan for new priorities; 
prepare pipeline of appraised projects to 
be implemented within 24 months

Strengthen project planning, budgeting, 
and implementation practices to improve 
public investment efficiency

Priority sectors Health Health, including R&D in vaccine and 
therapeutics; water and sanitation; digital; 
safe buildings, schools and transportation

Health; climate change adaptation and 
mitigation; digital

Source: IMF staff.
Note: Countries do not necessarily progress smoothly through all phases of pandemic. Appropriate fiscal responses will be country-specific depending on the 
fiscal space, the development of the pandemic, and the strength of the recovery. Measures included here are not exhaustive. R&D = research and development; 
SDGs = Sustainable Development Goals.
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in advanced economies.3 This falls well short of 
estimated needs, especially for emerging market 
economies in which the demand for transportation is 
expected to more than double in the next two decades 
(Hellebrandt and Mauro 2016).

Digital infrastructure, which benefited from private 
investments, has grown much faster, but substantial 
gaps remain across countries. Between 2007 and 2018, 
the share of the population with internet access rose 
from 3 percent to 32 percent in low-income countries, 
from 16 percent to 72 percent in emerging market 
economies, and from 64 percent to 86 percent in 
advanced economies. These sizable digital gaps have 
adverse consequences for both economic convergence 
across countries and inclusive growth within countries 
(Broadband Commission 2019; April 2020 Regional 
Economic Outlook: Sub-Saharan Africa). Spending on 
digital infrastructure is essential and will have to be 
timely to provide countries with the ability to support 
social-distancing policies (Chiou and Tucker 2020), 

3Data from the International Road Foundation’s World Road 
Statistics (roads) and the World Bank’s World Development Indicators 
(internet access).

put in place a sophisticated contact-tracing system, 
improve cash transfer systems geared toward the poor 
(see Chapter 2 of the April 2020 Fiscal Monitor), and 
enable remote schooling and work.

The additional investment needed through 2030 to 
reach the SDGs for roads, electricity, water, and sani-
tation has been estimated at 2.7 percent of GDP and 
9.8 percent of GDP per year in emerging markets and 
low-income developing countries, respectively (Gaspar 
and others 2019; Xiao, D’Angelo, and Lê 2020).4

Finally, investment needs for mitigation and 
adaptation to climate change are also sizable and 
crucial. Globally, as part of a policy package to reduce 
emissions to a level consistent with a target of a 2°C 
increase in temperature, energy investments, public 
and private, would have to rise from 2.0 to 2.3 percent 
of GDP by 2030 (October 2019 Fiscal Monitor; 

4The estimates rely on economic projections from before 
COVID-19 (as per the October 2019 World Economic Outlook) and 
cover public and private investments. Gaspar and others (2019) 
express the estimates as a percentage of 2030 GDP. Xiao, D’Angelo, 
and Lê (2020) express them as a percentage of average GDP over the 
period 2019–2030. The figures in the text follow the latter.

1992 2007 2017
Public capital stock to private capital stock (right scale) 

Source: IMF Investment and Capital Stock Dataset.
Note: The high ratio in low-income countries could hide statistical issues with the 
construction of a stock variable by cumulating flows, especially with inefficiencies 
in public investment management systems (Gupta and others 2014). “Public 
investment” refers to gross fixed capital formation by the general government. 
AEs = advanced economies; EMs = emerging markets; LIDCs = low-income 
developing countries.
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see also the October 2020 World Economic Outlook for 
an analysis of the macroeconomic impact of climate 
change mitigation policies). A major challenge will be 
to change dramatically the composition of investment 
toward low-carbon technologies. Public investment 
needs for adaptation to climate change are also large, 
as documented at the end of this chapter.

This chapter explores how, and under which cir-
cumstances, increasing public investment can be an 
effective strategy for the recovery from the COVID-19 
pandemic. Specifically, it asks (1) how investment can 
be accelerated and scaled up in the near term while 
retaining quality, (2) to what extent investment will fos-
ter job creation, (3) how the fiscal multiplier of invest-
ment could depend on different circumstances before 
and after the pandemic is brought under control, and 
(4) how investment can render societies more resilient 
to health crises and to the impacts of climate change.

A Timely and Effective Push to Investment
As part of stimulus packages, governments often 

hope to rely on “shovel-ready” projects that can be 
kick-started within a few months. Yet countries may 
find they have few such projects and thus may not 
be able to increase public investment in time to fight 
the current recession (Jones and Rothschild 2011). To 
support recovery, public investment needs to be timely 
while maintaining project quality. Four steps should be 
taken immediately: (1) focus on maintenance of existing 
infrastructure, (2) review and reprioritize active projects, 
(3) create and maintain a pipeline of projects that can 
be delivered within a couple of years, and (4) start plan-
ning for the new development priorities stemming from 
the crisis. These steps will facilitate identification of 
good investments that can be started immediately and 
projects that will prepare economies for the future.

Maintenance and COVID-19-Proofing

The case for boosting maintenance investment 
during a crisis is powerful: maintenance projects are 
relatively small, of short duration, and often less com-
plex. Maintenance is even more attractive during the 
current pandemic, because lower infrastructure usage 
makes maintenance less disruptive than in normal 
times. Beyond maintenance, the current pandemic 
creates an urgent need for smaller, shorter-duration 
projects, not only in the health care sector, but also to 

facilitate social distancing in work and school activities, 
on transportation, and in public spaces. Such projects 
include both physical adaptation (for example, greater 
spacing and transparent barriers) and greater access 
to digital technologies. Empirical evidence and past 
experience relate primarily to maintenance and provide 
helpful lessons for the current situation.

Maintenance can be deployed quickly and has major 
economic benefits. The US American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 directed about 60 percent of 
the funds allocated to highways at repair or improve-
ment, and most of the associated projects were com-
pleted within two years (GAO 2011). Maintenance 
contributes to preserving the substantial economic 
gains from investing in infrastructure: it alleviates the 
wear of assets, sustains the quality of service, contrib-
utes to the prevention of hazards, and limits waste, 
thus helping the environment (Wang and others 2020; 
Blazey, Gonguet, and Stokoe 2020). Fixing water net-
work leaks in developing countries could prevent their 
losing the equivalent of the daily needs of 200 million 
people (Kingdom, Liemberger, and Marin 2006). Fail-
ure to perform routine maintenance now also increases 
costs later as assets depreciate faster: rehabilitation and 
replacement costs increase by 50 and 60 percent down 
the line in the transportation and the water and sanita-
tion sectors, respectively (Rozenberg and Fay 2019).

But maintenance is often structurally underfunded. 
In many advanced economies, infrastructure assets 
need repair and are nearing the end of their typical life 
spans. In France, one-quarter of drinkable water pipes 
have reached their maximum life spans. According to 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Devel-
opment (OECD) data, amounts spent on maintenance 
on roads, railways, waterways, and sea and air transport 
infrastructure in advanced economies ranged between 
0.1 and 1 percent of GDP in 2018. Spending does not 
cover all needs: in the United States, the (one-time) 
expenditure needed to cover the backlog of highway 
and bridge repairs is estimated at 3.5 percent of GDP, 
and 20 percent of dams are considered to have high 
hazard potential (ASCE 2018). In emerging market 
and developing economies, ensuring a steady flow of 
maintenance spending will be key to achieving infra-
structure SDGs, with average annual estimated costs of 
2.75 percent of GDP (Rozenberg and Fay 2019).

To spend efficiently on maintenance projects in the 
short term, governments should first identify where 
pressing needs lie. Advanced economies can often 
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rely on asset registers and information systems. In 
lower-capacity settings, central authorities can build on 
the sectoral expertise of line ministries and local govern-
ments. Countries should consider shifting to a life cycle 
approach for public investment projects, which includes 
identifying maintenance needs at appraisal based on 
standards and methodologies set in each country’s 
legal framework, securing funding for maintenance, 
and investing in systems to collect asset performance 
data. An integrated preparation of capital and current 
expenditure budgets, with a medium-term perspective, 
is needed to prevent mismatches between infrastruc-
ture assets and their maintenance needs, both routine 
and capital. Budgets should also report maintenance 
spending exhaustively. And capital maintenance projects 
should be selected and prioritized as part of countries’ 
wider public investment strategy: in particular, govern-
ments should review their asset portfolios to ascertain 
whether maintaining existing assets is less efficient than 
replacing them (especially when assets are of poor qual-
ity in the first place) or leapfrogging to new technolo-
gies, which may lead to higher long-term benefits.

Review and Prioritization of Active Projects

Crises significantly affect public investment port-
folios, as projects under implementation may be 
interrupted or suffer from delays and financing issues. 
Some countries have shown that construction work 
can proceed during the Great Lockdown with social 
distancing: monthly data suggest that so far, advanced 
economies have maintained investment spending. 
However, about half of emerging market and devel-
oping economies for which data have been collected 
have had to cut investment spending, likely owing to 
financing constraints (Figure 2.3). The October 2020 
World Economic Outlook thus projects that public 
investment will be lower in 2020 than in 2019 in 72 
out of 109 emerging markets and low-income develop-
ing countries. The average expected reduction in public 
investment is 1 percent of GDP for these 72 countries.

Prioritizing and restarting active projects would con-
tribute to the timely delivery of a public investment 
stimulus. This ideally would require a well-coordinated 
system for actively monitoring projects, differentiated 
according to project size, complexity, and stage. Such 
active monitoring may enable governments to take on 
board potential needs related to the COVID-19 crisis: 
revisiting cost-benefit analyses in light of outdated 

underlying assumptions, renegotiating financing, and 
procuring new contracts. As crises create uncertainties, 
new risks should be identified and mitigating measures 
planned (Monteiro, Rial, and Tandberg 2020).

Establishment of Pipeline of Projects

Selecting projects primarily on the basis of their 
immediate readiness may impede quality and allocation 
efficiency by casting aside projects with greater poten-
tial than those chosen. Readiness may not be accurately 
assessed, and even once projects are ready, administra-
tive burden and red tape can slow implementation. In 
Europe, with only one year remaining in the 2014–20 
plan, several countries had spent only 40 percent of the 
European Structural Funds allocated (Figure 2.4).

Governments should prepare a pipeline of carefully 
appraised projects that can be selected for financing 
and implemented within the following 24 months. 
This presents a challenge, however, because appraisal 
and selection processes are among the most common 
shortcomings in the public investment management 
cycle (Chaponda, Matsumoto, and Murara 2020). 
More than half of the 63 countries that have under-
gone an IMF Public Investment Management Assess-
ment do not effectively maintain such a pipeline. 
An independent review of projects, communicated 
transparently, reduces the likelihood that low-quality 

Source: IMF staff estimates based on monthly execution numbers, for a sample of 
13 countries.
Note: The figure shows the distribution of monthly execution of public investment, 
deflated by 2019 end-of-year consumer price index. Averages (square) are not 
weighted. See Online Annex 2.2. AEs = advanced economies; EMEs/LIDCs = emerging 
market economies/low-income developing countries.
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projects will be approved. Selection criteria should 
be disclosed; governments should look for strategic 
relevance, feasibility and affordability, and implemen-
tation readiness. Where appraisal is not systematic 
or formalized, a small task force of experts can be 
temporarily established, with a mandate to review 
the viability of major projects, both active and in the 
pipeline (Tandberg and Allen 2020). Fast-tracking 
project preparation through expedited appraisal and 
selection procedures, as in Australia, for instance, or 
temporary exemptions, often embedded in public 
procurement systems, can help overcome roadblocks 
but must be accompanied by transparency and quality 
control safeguards.

Planning for New Development Priorities

Governments should also take into account new 
development priorities stemming from the COVID-19 
crisis and start planning accordingly for projects 
that will accompany the likely economic and social 
transformations as economies recover from the crisis. 
Project choices should give prominence to investments 
that reduce the likelihood or impact of future crises, 
including pandemics and climate change, and to 
foster digitalization. Because public investment project 

development usually spans many years (Figure 2.5), 
planning should start now. Project preparation entails 
ensuring consistency with development strategies, 
design, and appraisal of technical and financial feasi-
bility and compliance with environmental and social 
safeguards. Though smaller projects can be prepared 
within a year, preparation typically takes five years or 
more for large infrastructure projects.

Maintaining Quality When Scaling Up Public Investment

Maintaining the quality of projects—in terms of 
selection and implementation—and bringing about the 
expected long-term growth dividends requires sound 
project planning and preparation, country ownership 
of projects, and a strategy that does not scale up public 
investment too much and too fast. Indeed, although 
there is a consensus that a temporary increase in public 
investment is likely to increase output significantly 
in the short to medium term (Leduc and Wilson 
2012; Calderón, Moral-Benito, and Servén 2015), on 
average, more than one-third of the resources spent on 
public infrastructure are lost to inefficiencies (Baum, 
Mogues, and Verdier 2020; Schwartz and others 2020). 
Further, the evidence on the long-term growth benefits 
of big, long-lasting scaling-up is mixed (Warner 2014; 
Arezki and others 2017).

Sources: European Structural and Investment Funds; World Bank Worldwide 
Governance Indicators; and IMF staff calculations.
Note: The figure shows the correlation between the World Bank government 
effectiveness index and the speed of national implementation of projects financed 
by European Structural and Investment Funds. Instrument for Pre-Accession 
Assistance not included.
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Fast increases in public investment carry the risk of 
facilitating corruption. The selection and procurement 
of public investment projects are already particularly 
vulnerable to corruption, as public officials benefit 
from a higher level of discretion for such projects than 
for current expenditure, and complex projects’ unique 
features hamper the use of price comparators (April 
2019 Fiscal Monitor; Pattanayak and Verdugo-Yepes 
2020). Several public investment management and 
fiscal transparency practices, such as the publication 
of project selection criteria, the use of e-procurement 
systems and project-monitoring platforms, and the 
implementation of alert systems (“red flags”), can help 
ensure that projects are objectively selected and com-
petitively procured.

Another key concern is that projects undertaken in 
periods of rapid scaling-up have been found to be less 
successful in achieving their intended targets (Isham 
and Kaufmann 1999; Presbitero 2016). Implement-
ing multiple new projects simultaneously requires 
a varied set of technical and managerial resources 
that cannot be expanded in the short term, because 
absorptive-capacity constraints and supply bottlenecks 
may inflate costs and delay project implementation and 
completion (Flyvbjerg 2009; Gurara and others 2020).

To understand the mechanisms through which peri-
ods of investment scaling-up can lead to poor project 
outcomes, an analysis of the drivers of delays and cost 
overruns—two features of project execution that can be 
measured and can proxy implementation efficiency—
is performed on World Bank–financed projects. 
Cost overruns and delays are pervasive in public 
investment projects. Data collected from more than 
2,200 individual World Bank–financed project reports 
covering 110 emerging markets and developing econ-
omies indicate that almost 40 percent of projects cost 
more than the estimated appraisal cost and 75 percent 
of projects are delayed beyond their projected comple-
tion date at project outset (see Online Annex 2.3), even 
though the projects are planned by professional experts 
and subject to rigorous procedures (Limodio 2019).5 
The analysis sheds light on why the results of increases 
in public investment can fall short of expectations. 
Cost increases are greater and project delays are longer 

5Cost overruns and time delays do not always result from errors 
in evaluations. Sometimes circumstances extraneous to the project 
change project scope. Existing evidence shows that analyses based 
on World Bank projects can be generalized to other donors (Briggs 
2019; see also Online Annex 2.3).

if projects are approved and undertaken when public 
investment is significantly scaled up. Individual projects 
can cost 10–15 percent more simply because they 
are undertaken at a time of particularly high public 
investment (Figure 2.6, panel 1). In low-income devel-
oping countries, scaling up investment by 3 percent of 
GDP leads to an increase in costs of 6 percent above 
appraisal costs, as well as delays extending project 
length by 2.5 percent beyond what was planned.

Good project planning and the quality of policies 
and institutions matter for project outcomes (Isham 
and Kaufmann 1999; Denizer, Kaufmann, and Kraay 
2013). Countries with better public investment 
management are better placed to implement projects 
on time and on budget (IMF 2018). For instance, 
World Bank projects in which the expected rate 
of return is assessed at appraisal, suggesting careful 
project preparation, have shorter delays (Figure 2.6, 
panel 2). The same holds for larger and more com-
plex projects (as measured by the number of sectors a 
project spans), possibly because they are more care-
fully planned and designed. Yet projects funded fully 
by grants have a time overrun 14 percentage points 
higher than those funded without grants (Figure 2.6, 
panel 2). A three-year project thus suffers from an extra 
five-month delay, on average, if it is fully funded by 
grants. Country ownership and the leadership of local 
authorities are important elements for project success 
and for the effectiveness of a scaling-up of investment 
(Bourguignon and Sundberg 2007; Edwards 2015). 
Project analysis is also crucial, and where capacity is 
limited, technical support by multilateral development 
banks could be beneficial and help countries attract 
private finance (Chelsky, Morel, and Kabir 2013; 
Broccolini and others, forthcoming). Countries’ capac-
ity to implement quality projects in a timely way will 
be essential if public investment is to boost growth and 
create jobs in both the short and long term.

Job Creation
How many jobs can a policymaker expect to create 

by increasing public investment? The COVID-19 
pandemic has resulted in the sharpest rise in unem-
ployment since the Great Depression, and job cre-
ation will be an essential criterion in deciding on the 
size and composition of a fiscal stimulus. Experience 
suggests that fiscal packages have significant job 
intensity. For example, the US American Recovery and 
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Reinvestment Act created six to eight jobs in the short 
term per $1 million spent (Wilson 2012; Garin 2019; 
Ramey 2020). Firm-level information on revenues and 
employment for selected sectors, covering 27 advanced 
economies and 14 emerging markets over 1999 to 
2017, shows that job intensity ranges from about two 
jobs per $1 million invested in schools and hospitals 
to three jobs in electricity in advanced economies, and 
from five jobs in roads to eight jobs in water and sani-
tation in emerging market economies (Figure 2.7).6

Government research and development (R&D) 
spending generates an estimated five jobs per $1 mil-
lion invested in OECD member countries, and these 
are high-quality jobs. Public spending on R&D is a 
small component of public investment and goes pri-
marily toward the government and higher education, 
but it is expected to increase, particularly in the health 
sector. The job content of higher education R&D is 

6These numbers are consistent with what would be found using a 
wage share of income of 30–40 percent in the construction sector, 
at the firm level. For instance, the implied gross wage for infrastruc-
ture in electricity would be about $90,000 in advanced economies, 
$38,000 in emerging market economies, and $24,000 in low-income 
developing countries.

twice as high, possibly because it focuses on fundamen-
tal research and requires less capital than government 
R&D (which includes, for example, the military). 
Although the data set does not cover digital infrastruc-
ture, a conservative estimate is that the job content in 
digital infrastructure could lie between the estimates for 
electricity and those for R&D, at each income level.

The sectoral ranking of job intensity is similar across 
income groups, with water and sanitation and electricity 
displaying greater job intensity than roads, schools, and 
hospitals (Schwartz, Andres, and Dragoiu 2009). Job 
intensity increases as country income decreases: in addi-
tion to wages being lower in poorer countries, technol-
ogy is also more labor intensive there, as evidenced by 
labor income’s higher share in GDP (see the April 2017 
World Economic Outlook; see also Dao and others 2017).

The numbers presented may underestimate the 
capacity of public investment to create jobs. First, they 
exclude jobs outsourced to companies not included in 
the data set and jobs created indirectly through higher 
demand for other products and services. Second, 
 projects with a larger unskilled labor component will 
create more jobs (as a dollar can go further in employ-
ing more workers) and reduce inequality.

Source: Analysis of the performance of more than 2,200 World Bank–financed projects approved in 110 emerging and developing countries based on 
text mining of World Bank Independent Evaluation Group completion reports.
Note: Panel 1 is a binned scatter plot controlling for project-specific and macro variables as well as fixed effects. Panel 2 plots the standardized 
coefficients and the associated 90 percent confidence intervals of selected variables of a regression in which the dependent variable is the measure of 
the time delays (see column 6 in Online Annex Table 2.3.2 in Online Annex 2.3). The regression includes year, sector, region, and country group fixed 
effects. One standard deviation of the dependent variable—time delay—is 17.7 days. The standard deviations of the other variables used in the 
analysis are shown in Online Annex Table 2.3.1 in Online Annex 2.3.
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Green investment can also create jobs (Chapter 3 
of the October 2020 World Economic Outlook; 
Garrett-Peltier 2017; Coalition of Finance Ministers 
for Climate Action 2020). In advanced economies, job 
intensity appears to be greater for green investment 
than for traditional investment. For example, job 
intensity—net of job losses in traditional industries—is 
estimated at 8 jobs per $1 million invested in green 
electricity, 2–13 jobs in efficient new buildings such 
as schools and hospitals, and 6–14 jobs in green water 
and sanitation through efficient agricultural pumps and 
recycling (Figure 2.7; see also IEA 2020 and Popp and 
others 2020). In addition, many jobs in renewables 
do not require high educational attainment and have 
low barriers to entry. In the United States, less than 
20 percent of workers in clean-energy production 
and energy-efficient occupations have college degrees 
(Muro and others 2019).

Clean-energy infrastructure has been found to 
be labor intensive in the short term (Garrett-Peltier 
2017), although not all green investments create jobs 
quickly (Popp and others 2020). Some forms of green 
investment are also not job rich in the long term and 
require specific skills: for example, windmills are capital 
intensive and produced in only a few countries. Whereas 
green investments offer clear global welfare gains, they 
do not have straightforward distributional effects, espe-
cially in low-income countries. Green and environmental 
investment can be combined with public employment 

programs to maximize investment’s job impact (as with 
the Green Army projects in Australia or the Conserva-
tion Corps in the United States), retrain the labor force, 
and protect people in the informal sector (for example, 
tree-planting programs in Ethiopia and Pakistan).

Although creating jobs is a critical objective in this 
crisis, there may be trade-offs between job quality and 
job quantity. Supporting the creation of low-wage, 
low-productivity jobs using public work programs or 
investment in labor-intensive sectors could bring down 
unemployment quickly but create fewer high-wage, 
high-productivity jobs in capital-intensive sectors. 
Generating high-quality formal jobs will be more 
difficult if adjusting to the pandemic necessitates 
permanent changes in the sectoral allocation of the 
workforce, as such changes would exacerbate skill mis-
matches between the unemployed and the jobs on offer 
(OECD 2020a). Governments will need to allocate 
resources, including resources for digital investment, 
to train displaced workers and allow them to move to 
jobs that satisfy pandemic and post-pandemic needs.

Fiscal Multipliers in the COVID-19 Crisis 
and Recovery

In addition to its direct effect on jobs, public 
investment has the potential to boost growth and 
increase employment through the usual macroeco-
nomic interlinkages. A meta-analysis of existing studies 

Electricity
Roads
Schools and hospitals
Water and sanitation

Sources: Compustat; Orbis; and IMF staff estimates.
Note: The figure shows for different sectors, types of investment, and for country groups, the estimates of the job content of US$1 million of investment. 
The figure is based on regressions of employment on revenues over 1999–2017, covering 47,580 observations for 5,679 privately owned and 
state-owned enterprises. The estimates for low-income countries are extrapolated from the other estimates. For R&D spending, the figure is based on 
cross-country panel regressions based on OECD data. Green estimates are available in the literature but only for a few sectors. See Online Annex 2.4 for 
details. AEs = advanced economies; EMEs = emerging market economies; LIDCs = low-income developing countries; OECD = Organisation for 
Economic Co-Operation and Development; R&D = research and development.
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suggests that public investment has larger short-term 
multipliers than public consumption, taxes, or transfers 
(April 2020 World Economic Outlook; Gechert and 
Rannenberg 2018). In addition, medium- to long-term 
multipliers for public investment have often been 
estimated to be larger than 1.0 (Abiad, Furceri, and 
Topalova 2016). However, such results are not guar-
anteed, and these fiscal multipliers are also sometimes 
estimated to be close to 0 (Ramey 2020). Macroeco-
nomic conditions as well as the quality of the invest-
ments undertaken affect their size. Multipliers tend to 
be larger (from the domestic economy’s perspective) 
in countries less open to trade, as low propensity to 
import reduces leakage of the demand gains to other 
countries. Multipliers are also larger in recessions 
(because resources are idle) and in countries with fixed 
exchange rate regimes or where central banks have hit 
their effective lower bound (Ilzetzki, Mendoza, and 
Végh 2013; Chodorow-Reich 2019).

The quality of investment also matters, as dis-
cussed earlier, and this is reflected in macroeco-
nometric estimates. For advanced economies that 
do well on the World Economic Forum’s index of 
government-spending wastefulness, public investment 
has been found to have a fiscal multiplier of 0.8 in 
the first year and above 2.0 at the four-year horizon. 
But the fiscal multiplier is estimated to be four times 
smaller for countries with a worse rating (Abiad, 
Furceri, and Topalova 2016). Differentiating emerging 
markets and low-income countries by the quality of 
public investment management, as measured in the 
IMF’s Public Investment Management Assessment 
(Miyamoto and others 2020), yields similar estimates.

When assessing the possible size of multipliers, 
important initial conditions and unique features of the 
COVID-19 crisis should be taken into account:
 • High levels of public debt. Public debt levels across 

the world are at historic highs (see Chapter 1). 
Whereas sovereign spreads have recently remained 
stable, history suggests that they occasionally rise 
abruptly as investors lose confidence and refinancing 
becomes difficult (Mauro and Zhou 2019). High 
levels of public debt can lower fiscal multipliers 
(Huidrom and others 2019) if deficit-financed 
investment leads to greater sovereign spreads and 
thus higher private financing costs. A sovereign debt 
model calibrated to represent a typical emerging 
market or frontier economy with high external debt 
shows that a strategy of borrowing to invest can 

lead to crowding-out of the private sector if spreads 
increase significantly, even if public investment 
has high returns. Fortunately, smaller scaling-up of 
investment mitigates this effect (Online Annex 2.1).

 • Supply constraints. While fiscal multipliers tend to 
be larger in deeper recessions (Blanchard and Leigh 
2013; Fatás and Summers 2018), macroeconomic 
theory suggests that fiscal multipliers will be lower 
in phase 2 of the pandemic, when social-distancing 
policies constrain supply (Guerrieri and others 
2020), than in phase 3, when lockdowns will be 
lifted but slack may remain high.

 • Acute uncertainty. The trajectory of the virus and 
the economy has a highly uncertain outlook, 
especially during the prevaccine phase. This uncer-
tain trajectory could reduce the fiscal multiplier if 
private spending does not react to a fiscal stimulus 
as a result of uncertainty and precautionary saving 
(Alloza 2018; Bloom and others 2018). Alterna-
tively, uncertainty could increase the fiscal multiplier 
if demand reacts positively to a government’s com-
mitment to economic stability (Bachmann and Sims 
2012; Berg 2019).

 • Weak balance sheets. The balance sheets of many 
firms—especially those whose business models are 
incompatible with social distancing—are likely to 
deteriorate severely as a result of COVID-related 
lockdowns and the extent of the COVID-spurred 
recession (see October 2020 Global Financial 
Stability Report; Caceres and others 2020). Firms 
with weak balance sheets may be unable to increase 
investment (Borensztein and Ye 2018). Highly 
leveraged firms are likely to use future profits to 
repay debt rather than to finance new investments 
(Myers 1977), and default risk increases borrow-
ing costs. Because of frictions in loans and capital 
markets, cash flow constraints will also affect firms’ 
investment spending, especially that of small firms 
(Fazzari, Hubbard, and Petersen 1998; Carpenter 
and Guariglia 2008; Gbohoui 2019).

An empirical exercise covering 72 advanced econ-
omies and emerging markets with data on economic 
uncertainty regarding GDP forecasts, proxied by 
disagreement among forecasters, sheds light on how 
the fiscal multiplier depends on macroeconomic uncer-
tainty (Figure 2.8, panel 1). An unanticipated positive 
shock to public investment of 1 percent of GDP 
increases the level of output by between 0.25 and 
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0.5 percent in the first year, but the effect after two 
years is much larger in periods of higher uncertainty. 
The multiplier could be above 2.0, versus 0.6 for the 
baseline estimate.

Public investment also has strong effects on 
employment. The results indicate that in periods 
of uncertainty, employment increases by between 
0.9 and 1.5 percent over two years in response to a 
shock of 1 percent of GDP to public investment.7 
Applying these lower- and upper-bound estimates to 
total employment in advanced and emerging market 
economies (about 2.2 billion workers) shows that 
increasing public investment by 1 percent of GDP 
would create between 20 and 33 million jobs. This 
number is larger than the estimate based on direct 
job creation (about 7 million jobs when applying the 

7The point estimate in a period of high uncertainty is 1.2, but the 
10–90 percent confidence interval is 0.9–1.5.

numbers presented in Figure 2.8, panel 3)8 because 
of the indirect macroeconomic effects of an invest-
ment stimulus.

The results suggest that demand reacts strongly to 
public investment shocks, possibly because they signal 
a government’s commitment to growth and stability. 
By raising confidence, a push in public investment is 
also likely to foster investment from businesses that 
might otherwise remain cautious in their hiring and 

8The number of 7 million jobs is obtained by applying (1) a job 
content of 4.9 jobs per $1 million invested for advanced econ-
omies (unweighted average of 2.3 in construction, 7.5 for green 
investment, and 4.8 for research and development) to an increase 
in investment worth 1 percent of the GDP in advanced economies 
(about $500 billion in 2020) and (2) a job content of 14.7 for 
emerging markets (three times the estimate for advanced econo-
mies, in accordance with the regression estimates for the construc-
tion sector) to 1 percent of the GDP of emerging markets (about 
$320 billion).
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Figure 2.8. Uncertainty and the Fiscal Multiplier of Public Investment in Advanced and
Emerging Market Economies
(Effect, in percentage change, of an unexpected increase of public investment by 1 percent of GDP)

Source: IMF staff estimates.
Note: Panel 1: one- and two-year fiscal multipliers of public investment; panel 2: semi-elasticity of private investment to public investment; panel 3: 
semi-elasticity of employment to public investment. * (resp. **) for statistically significant coefficient at one (resp. two) standard deviation confidence 
interval. Nonlinear local projections estimated following IMF (2014) and Miyamoto and others (2020) using the model y i,t +k  − y i,t  = �i  + �t  + �1G (z i,t )
FE i,t  + �2(1 − G (z i,t )) FE i,t  + �k M i,t  + ɛi,t , where FE  is the unexpected shocks to public investment shocks, in deviation from IMF forecasts (following 
Auerbach and Gorodnichenko 2012), z  is an indicator of the degree of uncertainty, and G (z i,t ) is the corresponding smooth transition function between 
different levels of uncertainty. M  includes lagged GDP growth and lagged shocks. Data cover 72 advanced economies and emerging markets for which 
standard deviation of GDP forecasts across forecasters were available. See Online Annex 2.5.
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investment decisions.9 Similar results—that is, fis-
cal multipliers higher than 2.0 in high-uncertainty 
periods—have been found for Germany and the United 
States (Bachmann and Sims 2012; Berg 2019). How-
ever, high efficiency and good institutional quality are 
required to reap such large benefits from public invest-
ment. Although the level and nature of uncertainty in 
this crisis make it difficult to extrapolate from historical 
patterns, these findings suggest that the public invest-
ment multiplier could be larger than in normal times.

Counterbalancing this effect, cash constraints and 
high levels of corporate leverage stemming from the 
pandemic’s adverse economic impact could lower the 
fiscal multiplier. Estimates based on data for about 
400,000 individual firms show that shocks to public 
investment tend to increase private investment among 
both firms with cash constraints and firms without such 
liquidity constraints (Figure 2.9, panel 1). Nevertheless, 
the impact is higher for firms that are less financially 
constrained. Likewise, the response to a public invest-
ment shock is stronger for firms with low leverage 

9Online Annex 2.5 provides further details on how public invest-
ment shocks affect confidence. The correlation between uncertainty 
and low growth does not drive the results. Even when growth is 
high, the multiplier is larger in periods of uncertainty. And when 
uncertainty is high, there is no statistically significant difference in 
the size of the multiplier between high- and low-growth periods.

(Figure 2.9, panel 2). In the first period of the shock, 
their net investment rates increase by 2.5 percent, and 
the cumulative impact is 11 percent after six years, 
whereas for firms with high leverage, the multiplier is 
marginally insignificant statistically. Liquidity provi-
sion to firms and an effective debt resolution system 
including a streamlined restructuring framework (as 
discussed in Chapter 1; see also Balibek and others 
2020) would not only help preserve the economy’s 
long-term productive capacity but also strengthen fiscal 
policy’s capacity to fight the recession. This mecha-
nism would operate more strongly if the support were 
targeted to vulnerable but viable firms (October 2020 
Global Financial Stability Report). In advanced econo-
mies, support for firms has been extensive, and it can 
be expected that the multiplier will be higher than 1.0.

Finally, it is important to consider which sectors 
would benefit the most from an increase in public 
investment and what kind of public investment is most 
efficient at stimulating private investment. An analysis 
of the firm-level response to public investment shocks 
that separates public investment by type and distin-
guishes firms by sectors of activity shows that public 
investments in health care and other social services 
are associated with sizable increases in private invest-
ment at the one-year horizon (Figure 2.10, panel 1). 
This complements earlier findings that health care 
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Figure 2.9. Response of Private Firms’ Net Investment to Public Investment
(Effect, in percentage change, of an increase of public investment by 1 percent)

Source: IMF staff estimates.
Note: The figure shows the cumulative effect on private investment of a 1 percent shock in public investment. It is obtained by nonlinear local 
projections, estimated based on a database of about 400,000 private firms in eight sectors at NACE level 2, covering 26 advanced economies and 
23 emerging market and developing economies. The net investment rate is defined as the annual change in tangible fixed assets. Confidence intervals 
are set at 95 percent (shaded area). A firm is considered cash constrained if it has at least three consecutive years of negative cash flow. A firm has high 
leverage if its debt is above the mean of the distribution (based on a logistic function) of the debt-to-asset ratio. See Espinoza, Gamboa, and Sy (2020).
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and social spending have strong Keynesian multipliers 
because import leakages are small and these sectors are 
labor intensive (Reeves and others 2013). Crowding-in 
is stronger for private investment in industries that 
are critical for the resolution of the health crisis (for 
example, communications and transport) or for the 
recovery (for example, construction and manufacturing; 
see Figure 2.10, panel 2). In addition to the short-term 
multipliers, the long-term benefits of investing in crisis 
prevention and mitigation are well documented (World 
Bank 2013). A survey found that leading experts, 
including academics and senior Group of Twenty (G20) 
officials, considered spending on clean-energy infrastruc-
ture, energy efficiency upgrades for buildings, and green 
spaces to have sizable long-term multipliers (Hepburn 
and others, forthcoming). Investing in adaptation to 
climate change also has high returns, often exceeding 
100 percent (Global Commission on Adaptation 2019; 
Rozenberg and Fay 2019). Long-term savings from 
investment in resilience and coping mechanisms can 
reach 300 percent for droughts and 1,200 percent for 
storms in sub-Saharan Africa (see Chapter 2 of the April 
2020 Regional Economic Outlook: Sub-Saharan Africa).

Investment in Resilience and the Role of the 
International Community

As countries design packages that include additional 
public investment, two key questions are which sectors 
they should prioritize and, for the most vulnerable and 

fiscally constrained countries, what level of financial 
support could come from the international commu-
nity.10 Reallocating spending, increasing investment 
efficiency, and strengthening domestic revenue mobili-
zation are essential to make room for additional invest-
ments, but official aid will also be needed to support 
low-income developing countries through the crises 
they are facing. Supporting vulnerable and fiscally 
constrained countries would help reduce the dramatic 
impact of crises on poverty.

Fighting COVID-19 is the most urgent priority. At 
the global level, a significant step has been taken in 
committing amounts for R&D in vaccine and thera-
peutics (Chapter 1). For the pandemic to subside and 
the global recovery to be sustained, universal access to 
COVID-19 vaccines or treatments at low cost will be 
indispensable. While developing a safe vaccine may 
still take some time, countries need to start plan-
ning vaccine procurement and delivery immediately 
to ensure access at the right time (OECD 2020b). 
According to the Gates Foundation, the cost of global 
distribution of vaccines has been estimated in the 
range of about $25 billion,11 but wide and rapid 

10International cooperation initiatives that help relax countries’ 
financing constraints, such as the Debt Service Suspension Initiative 
sponsored by the World Bank Development Committee, the IMF, 
and the G20 Finance Ministers, can play a significant role in partic-
ipating countries.

11Bloomberg interview with Joe Cerrell, Managing Director of 
Global Policy and Advocacy at the Gates Foundation (Paton 2020).

Sources: Orbis; and IMF staff calculations.
Note: The effect of public investment on private investment depends both on the type of public investment (panel 1) and on the economic sector in which 
firms operate (panel 2). Estimated based on a database of about 400,000 private firms in eight sectors at the NACE 2 level covering 26 advanced 
economies and 23 emerging market and developing economies. See also the note to Figure 2.9.
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access will reduce the overall cost of the crisis by mul-
tiple times this amount. To reduce the risk of future 
crises, it would be crucial for such spending not to 
crowd out R&D spending to fight other zoonotic 
infectious diseases, an amount previously estimated 
to be $4.5 billion annually (Commission on a Global 
Health Risk Framework for the Future and National 
Academy of Medicine 2016).

At the national level, the correlation between a 
country’s World Health Organization (WHO) index 
of pandemic preparedness and spending on imported 
medical products suggests that increasing preparedness 
by 10 index points would cost about 0.02 percent of 
GDP per year in medical products (Figure 2.11). Pub-
lic investment in health care spending is also higher 
by about 0.1 to 0.2 percent of GDP in countries 
that score 10 points higher on the same WHO index 
(Online Annex 2.6).

Digital infrastructure needs to be developed urgently 
to mitigate the effect of the COVID-19 crisis on the 
economy and human capital. Half of the 1.5 billion 
students affected by COVID-related school closures 
do not have access to a computer, and more than 
40 percent have no internet access at home (UNESCO 

2020). Low-income developing countries are most in 
need of digital infrastructure investment: only about 
35 percent of the population in developing countries 
has access to the internet (versus about 80 percent in 
advanced economies). Africa’s average broadband pene-
tration was only 25 percent in 2018. Access to reliable 
electricity is also a major constraint on the expansion 
of digital infrastructure in Africa. Sub-Saharan Africa 
has the lowest household electrification rate in the 
world, averaging 44 percent of the population in 
2017 (half of the world average; Broadband Com-
mission 2019). Within sub-Saharan Africa, there is 
a digital divide too: more than half of the popula-
tion is engaged in e-commerce in some countries, 
whereas the share in other countries remains below 
15 percent (April 2020 Regional Economic Outlook: 
Sub-Saharan Africa).

Looking ahead, rapid technological progress will 
transform economic and social structures (Allen and 
Macomber 2020). Improvements in digital infra-
structure will be essential to harness these changes, to 
strengthen government capacity, and to adapt econ-
omies to the disruptions the technological revolution 
could entail, such as income polarization (Autor, Dorn, 
and Hanson 2016; October 2017 Fiscal Monitor). 
Spending on digital infrastructure also provides an 
opportunity to boost government revenues (see April 
2018 Fiscal Monitor) and generate jobs (for exam-
ple, extending fiber-optic cable). The growing digital 
divides across and within countries show that public 
funds would be required in both low-income develop-
ing countries’ and advanced economies’ lagging areas 
(Shenglin and others 2017).

Global warming is perhaps the most significant 
crisis that is looming, threatening our planet as well as 
living standards around the world. To respond to this 
threat, investment in adaptation is urgent. A new IMF 
staff assessment based on World Bank data (Box 2.1) 
finds that low-income countries need about $25 billion 
annually (1.1 percent of GDP) in public investment 
for adaptation.

Official creditors are already allocating aid for cli-
mate change adaptation: the correlation between IMF 
estimates of needs and official aid for adaptation to cli-
mate change is about 56 percent. However, annual aid 
to low-income developing countries was $10 billion 
in 2018 and would thus have to more than double to 
fulfill the needs (Figure 2.12). Although private finance 
for cleaner activities has increased rapidly at the global 

Sources: World Health Organization, International Health Regulations; UN Comtrade; 
and IMF staff estimates.
Note: The figure shows the correlation between the International Health 
Regulations index and spending on imported medical products such as respiration 
apparatus, X-ray equipment, protective glasses, hand sanitizer, and surgical gloves 
(see Online Annex 2.6).
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level since 2008, it is unfortunately less viable for 
these countries, owing to their limited access to capital 
markets.12

Conclusion
In response to the COVID-19 crisis, governments 

around the world are taking extraordinary measures 
to save lives and limit the sharpest and deepest global 
economic collapse in contemporary history. Public 
investment is urgently needed in sectors critical to 
controlling the pandemic—in particular, health care, 
schools, digital infrastructure, safe buildings, and safe 
transportation. In addition, public investment should 
play an important role in fiscal packages allocated 
for the recovery, to promote job creation and pri-

12Green bond issuance has grown significantly in recent years, from 
an average annual issuance of $52 billion between 2008 and 2018 
to a total issuance of $255 billion for 2019 alone (Climate Bonds Ini-
tiative 2019; Fatin 2020). Other resilience-oriented financing vehicles 
that fund coastal restoration, marine biodiversity, sustainable fisheries, 
and pollution control could be explored (such as blue bonds).

vate investment in the near term and to increase 
productivity, make progress toward the SDGs, and 
strengthen resilience to crises in the longer term.

Public investment is a potentially powerful element 
of any stimulus package. It would create millions of jobs 
directly in the short term and could also create many 
additional jobs indirectly and in the longer term. The 
unique features of the COVID-19 crisis make it difficult 
to anticipate the size of the fiscal multiplier that would 
result from such investment. But it is reasonable to 
expect that in advanced economies and several emerging 
market economies, the multiplier will be larger than in 
normal times and well above 1.0, if projects chosen are 
of good quality, because resources are idle, interest rates 
are stuck at the effective lower bound, and fiscal pack-
ages may increase confidence in the recovery.

The macroeconomic case for public investment is 
not as strong in those emerging market economies and 
low-income countries that face tighter financing con-
straints, but the investment needs to meet the SDGs’ 
call for reallocating spending, enhancing domestic 
revenue mobilization, and improving investment 
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efficiency so as to safeguard as much investment as 
is compatible with other key spending priorities. 
Strengthening revenue administrations and reforming 
tax policy are essential to scale up domestic revenue 
mobilization. Vulnerable and fiscally constrained coun-
tries will also need international support to weather the 
crises they are facing. In all countries, policymakers can 
increase the impact of public investment on jobs and 
private sector activity by taking public health measures 
that bring COVID-19 under control and allow safe 
reopening and easing of supply constraints, improving 
mechanisms for private debt resolution, and strength-
ening public investment management institutions.

To be timely and efficient, any investment 
scaling-up must meet several conditions. First, priority 
should be given to maintenance spending and to 
existing projects, because designing new or complex 
projects too quickly will impede investment quality. 
Second, governments should identify a pipeline of 
projects that can be carefully appraised and ready for 
implementation within the next 24 months. A pipeline 
with a longer horizon is also needed for more complex 

projects that will address the new priorities stemming 
from structural transformations associated with the 
pandemic, particularly projects that increase resilience 
to crises and climate change. Third, the procedures 
for selection and procurement of public investment 
projects should be strengthened immediately. Project 
outcomes are more often disappointing, and short- and 
long-term fiscal multipliers are lower, in countries with 
weak public investment management practices.

Satisfying these conditions may not be possible 
for every project in every country, especially because 
responding to such a multifaceted crisis is placing 
tremendous pressure on governments. Although 
the global fall in interest rates has set a low bar for 
investment projects to be beneficial, the bar is higher 
to pass when governments with limited resources face 
competing spending priorities. Investments that con-
tribute to the resolution of the COVID-19 crisis, can 
create jobs quickly, and help countries become more 
resilient—including in respect to preparing for global 
warming—should be given priority and supported by 
the international community.
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Building protection and strengthening physical 
assets are key to addressing the challenges natural 
disasters and climate change pose and thus to making 
progress toward the Sustainable Development Goals. 
Countries should consider three types of adapta-
tion investment: (1) upgrading investment projects, 
(2) retrofitting existing assets, and (3) building new 
coastal protection infrastructure. This list excludes 
certain other investment needs, such as preparing for 
droughts and other temperature changes, but such 
investments, although needed, are substantially less 
expensive (Global Commission on Adaptation 2019). 
This box presents cost estimates for public investment 
for climate change adaptation by country and income 
group, as well as the methodology underpinning IMF 
staff estimates.

For new infrastructure projects in all sectors subject 
to hazards (energy, water, transportation, and social 
sector facilities), the additional up-front cost to 
increase resilience standards is estimated to average 
about 15 percent of the typical initial cost (Rozenberg 
and Fay 2019). Retrofitting assets is substantially more 

expensive and would incur costs greater than 50 per-
cent of the asset value. Countries with exposed coasts 
should also consider building new infrastructure, such 
as dikes, dedicated to protecting and reducing risks for 
other assets.

High returns to adaptation imply that, over the 
medium term, an average annual investment of 
1 percent of GDP globally would be beneficial. These 
costs exceed previous estimates (see the April 2020 
Fiscal Monitor; UNEP 2016; and Global Commission 
on Adaptation 2019) because they encompass more 
types of investment (for example, investment dedicated 
to coastal protection and the retrofitting of exposed 
assets) and because they extend coverage to all coun-
tries. Costs are estimated using a bottom-up approach: 
the analysis uses data on the share of exposed assets 
by country, constructed thanks to two detailed global 
maps, one of natural hazards and another of road and 
railway asset data (Koks and others 2019). Upgrading 
and retrofitting costs are based on this evaluation of 
exposed assets and the engineering techniques known 
to improve resilience (see Online Annex 2.7).
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Disparities across countries in needed adaptation 
investment are vast, and low-income countries and 
small states face greater challenges. Countries in 
Asia and the Pacific, Africa, and the Caribbean face 
above-average costs because a large share of their 
existing and future infrastructure is exposed to climate 
hazards (Figure 2.1.1, panel 1). Across the globe, 

coastal protection is most expensive for low-income 
countries and small states. Low-income countries and 
emerging markets can encounter large upgrading costs 
because these countries typically have more investment 
projects. By contrast, retrofitting costs are more evenly 
distributed, as even advanced economies face substan-
tial expenses (Figure 2.1.1, panel 2).

Box 2.1. (continued)
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COUNTRY ABBREVIATIONS

Code Country name

AFG Afghanistan
AGO Angola
ALB Albania
ARE United Arab Emirates
ARG Argentina
ARM Armenia
ATG Antigua and Barbuda
AUS Australia
AUT Austria
AZE Azerbaijan
BDI Burundi
BEL Belgium
BEN Benin
BFA Burkina Faso
BGD Bangladesh
BGR Bulgaria
BHR Bahrain
BHS Bahamas, The
BIH Bosnia and Herzegovina
BLR Belarus
BLZ Belize
BOL Bolivia
BRA Brazil
BRB Barbados
BRN Brunei Darussalam
BTN Bhutan
BWA Botswana
CAF Central African Republic
CAN Canada
CHE Switzerland
CHL Chile
CHN China
CIV Côte d’Ivoire
CMR Cameroon
COD Congo, Democratic Republic of the
COG Congo, Republic of
COL Colombia
COM Comoros
CPV Cabo Verde
CRI Costa Rica
CYP Cyprus
CZE Czech Republic
DEU Germany
DJI Djibouti
DMA Dominica
DNK Denmark

Code Country name

DOM Dominican Republic
DZA Algeria
ECU Ecuador
EGY Egypt
ERI Eritrea
ESP Spain
EST Estonia
ETH Ethiopia
FIN Finland
FJI Fiji
FRA France
FSM Micronesia, Federated States of
GAB Gabon
GBR United Kingdom
GEO Georgia
GHA Ghana
GIN Guinea
GMB Gambia, The
GNB Guinea-Bissau
GNQ Equatorial Guinea
GRC Greece
GRD Grenada
GTM Guatemala
GUY Guyana
HKG Hong Kong Special Administrative Region
HND Honduras
HRV Croatia
HTI Haiti
HUN Hungary
IDN Indonesia
IND India
IRL Ireland
IRN Iran
IRQ Iraq
ISL Iceland
ISR Israel
ITA Italy
JAM Jamaica
JOR Jordan
JPN Japan
KAZ Kazakhstan
KEN Kenya
KGZ Kyrgyz Republic
KHM Cambodia
KIR Kiribati
KNA St. Kitts and Nevis
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Code Country name

KOR Korea
KWT Kuwait
LAO Lao P.D.R.
LBN Lebanon
LBR Liberia
LBY Libya
LCA St. Lucia
LKA Sri Lanka
LSO Lesotho
LTU Lithuania
LUX Luxembourg
LVA Latvia
MAR Morocco
MDA Moldova
MDG Madagascar
MDV Maldives
MEX Mexico
MHL Marshall Islands
MKD North Macedonia
MLI Mali
MLT Malta
MMR Myanmar 
MNE Montenegro
MNG Mongolia
MOZ Mozambique
MRT Mauritania
MUS Mauritius
MWI Malawi
MYS Malaysia
NAM Namibia
NER Niger
NGA Nigeria
NIC Nicaragua
NLD Netherlands, The
NOR Norway
NPL Nepal
NZL New Zealand
OMN Oman
PAK Pakistan
PAN Panama
PER Peru
PHL Philippines
PLW Palau
PNG Papua New Guinea
POL Poland
PRT Portugal
PRY Paraguay
QAT Qatar

Code Country name

ROU Romania
RUS Russian Federation
RWA Rwanda
SAU Saudi Arabia
SDN Sudan
SEN Senegal
SGP Singapore
SLB Solomon Islands
SLE Sierra Leone
SLV El Salvador
SMR San Marino
SOM Somalia
SRB Serbia
STP São Tomé and Príncipe
SUR Suriname
SVK Slovak Republic
SVN Slovenia
SWE Sweden
SWZ Eswatini
SYC Seychelles
SYR Syria
TCD Chad
TGO Togo
THA Thailand
TJK Tajikistan
TKM Turkmenistan
TLS Timor-Leste
TON Tonga
TTO Trinidad and Tobago
TUN Tunisia
TUR Turkey
TUV Tuvalu
TWN Taiwan Province of China
TZA Tanzania
UGA Uganda
UKR Ukraine
URY Uruguay
USA United States
UZB Uzbekistan
VCT St. Vincent and the Grenadines
VEN Venezuela
VNM Vietnam
VUT Vanuatu
WSM Samoa
YEM Yemen
ZAF South Africa
ZMB Zambia
ZWE Zimbabwe



 International Monetary Fund | October 2020 55

GLOSSARY

Accelerated depreciation deductions Tax measures 
that reduce the taxable income of a firm, by allowing 
for greater deductions for depreciation of an asset 
(e.g., machinery) in its earlier years of use.

Automatic stabilizers Revenue and some 
expenditure items that adjust automatically to cyclical 
changes in the economy—for example, as output falls, 
revenue collections decline and unemployment benefits 
increase, which “automatically” provides demand support.

Balance sheet Statement of the values of the stock 
positions of assets owned and liabilities owed by a unit, or 
group of units, drawn up in respect of a particular point 
in time.

Contingent liabilities Obligations that are not 
explicitly recorded on government balance sheets and that 
arise only in the event of a particular discrete situation, 
such as a crisis.

Countercyclical fiscal policy Active changes in 
expenditure and tax policies to smooth the economic 
cycle (by contrast with the operation of automatic 
stabilizers); for instance, by cutting taxes or raising 
expenditures during an economic downturn.

Coverage of public benefits Share of individuals 
or households of a particular socioeconomic group who 
receive a public benefit.

Cyclically adjusted balance (CAB) Difference between 
the overall balance and the automatic stabilizers; equivalently, 
an estimate of the fiscal balance that would apply under 
current policies if output were equal to potential. 

Cyclically adjusted primary balance (CAPB)  
Cyclically adjusted balance excluding net interest payments 
(interest expenditure minus interest revenue). 

Equity injections by the public sector Purchase of 
shares (ownership) of a firm by governments or public 
corporations, to provide it with the required capital to 
continue operations.

Fiscal buffer Fiscal space created by saving budgetary 
resources and reducing public debt in good times.

Fiscal multiplier Measures the short-term impact of 
discretionary fiscal policy on output. Usually defined as 
the ratio of a change in output to an exogenous change 
in the fiscal deficit with respect to their respective 
baselines.

General government All government units and all 
nonmarket, nonprofit institutions that are controlled 
and mainly financed by government units comprising 
the central, state, and local governments; includes social 
security funds and does not include public corporations 
or quasi corporations.

Government guarantees Government can provide 
coverage on the potential losses of the liabilities incurred 
by banks, firms, or households. They usually have no 
immediate upfront cost in the form of deficit or debt 
unless the expected cost is budgeted, but they create a 
contingent liability, with the government exposed to 
future calls on guarantees and fiscal risks.

Gross debt All liabilities that require future payment 
of interest and/or principal by the debtor to the creditor. 
This includes debt liabilities in the form of special 
drawing rights, currency, and deposits; debt securities; 
loans; insurance, pension, and standardized guarantee 
programs; and other accounts payable. (See the IMF’s 
2001 Government Finance Statistics Manual and Public 
Sector Debt Statistics Manual.) The term “public debt” is 
used in the Fiscal Monitor, for simplicity, as synonymous 
with gross debt of the general government, unless 
specified otherwise. (Strictly speaking, public debt refers 
to the debt of the public sector as a whole, which includes 
financial and nonfinancial public enterprises and the 
central bank.)

In-kind benefits/transfers Government social 
assistance provided in terms of specific goods (e.g., food) 
or services (e.g., healthcare) instead of cash. 

Job retention schemes Government programs 
that provide payments to employers to retain current 
employees, either part or full time. The payments typically 
cover part or all of an employees’ hours worked, or top up 
an employees’ pay for hours reduced (i.e., lost wages).
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Liquid assets Assets that can be readily converted 
to cash.

Loss carry back rules Tax measures that aim to 
provide liquidity to firms, by allowing for carrying current 
operating losses back to previous tax years to recover 
income taxes paid in these years.

Net debt Gross debt minus financial assets 
corresponding to debt instruments. These financial 
assets are monetary gold and special drawing rights; 
currency and deposits; debt securities; loans, insurance, 
pensions, and standardized guarantee programs; and other 
accounts receivable. In some countries, the reported net 
debt can deviate from this definition based on available 
information and national fiscal accounting practices.

Output gap Deviation of actual from potential GDP, 
in percent of potential GDP.

Overall fiscal balance (also “headline” fiscal 
balance) Net lending and borrowing, defined as the 
difference between revenue and total expenditure, using 
the IMF’s 2001 Government Finance Statistics Manual 
(GFSM 2001). Does not include policy lending. For 
some countries, the overall balance is still based on the 
GFSM 1986, which defines it as total revenue and grants 
minus total expenditure and net lending.

Potential output Estimate of the level of GDP that can 
be reached if the economy’s resources are fully employed.

Primary balance Overall balance excluding net interest 
payments (interest expenditure minus interest revenue).

Progressive (or regressive) taxes Taxes that feature 
an average tax rate that rises (or falls) with income.

Public debt See gross debt.

Public sector Includes all resident institutional units that 
are deemed to be controlled by the government. It includes 
general government and resident public corporations.

Quasi-fiscal activities Non-commercial activities (such 
as subsidies or loans) undertaken by public corporations 
(such as state-owned enterprises or banks) on behalf of the 
government, outside their regular mandate.

Replacement rate (in job retention schemes) The rate 
at which a wage subsidy covers the lost wages of a worker due 
to reduced hours or pay.

Short-term/Short-time work schemes Wage subsidies 
for temporary reductions in working time or pay of 
employees in firms affected by a temporary shock, to cover all 
or part of their lost wages.

Social insurance Programs aimed at protecting 
households from shocks that can adversely impact their 
incomes and welfare; typically financed by contributions 
or payroll taxes. 

Social protection Comprise social insurance and 
social safety nets.

Social safety nets Noncontributory transfer 
programs financed by general government revenue.

Structural primary balance Extension of the cyclically 
adjusted primary balance that also corrects for other 
nonrecurrent effects that go beyond the cycle, such as one-
off operations and other factors whose cyclical fluctuations 
do not coincide with the output cycle (for instance, asset 
and commodity prices and output composition effects). 

Wage subsidies Government payments to workers 
or their employers to incentivize employers to recruit or 
retain (often disadvantaged) workers.



This appendix comprises four sections. “Data and 
Conventions” provides a general description of the 
data and conventions used to calculate economy group 
composites. “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” summarizes 
the country-specific assumptions underlying the esti-
mates and projections for 2020–25. “Definition and 
Coverage of Fiscal Data” summarizes the classification 
of countries in the various groups presented in the 
Fiscal Monitor and provides details on the coverage and 
accounting practices underlying each country’s Fiscal 
Monitor data. Statistical tables on key fiscal variables 
complete the appendix. Data in these tables have been 
compiled based on the information available through 
September 29, 2020.

Data and Conventions 
Country-specific data and projections for key fiscal 

variables are based on the October 2020 World Eco-
nomic Outlook database, unless indicated otherwise, 
and compiled by IMF staff. Historical data and projec-
tions are based on information gathered by IMF coun-
try desk officers in the context of their missions and 
through their ongoing analysis of the evolving situation 
in each country; they are updated on a continual basis 
as more information becomes available. Structural 
breaks in data may be adjusted to produce smooth 
series through splicing and other techniques. IMF staff 
estimates serve as proxies when complete information 
is unavailable. As a result, Fiscal Monitor data may 
differ from official data in other sources, including the 
IMF’s International Financial Statistics and Government 
Financial Statistics.

Sources for fiscal data and projections not covered 
by the World Economic Outlook database are listed in 
the respective tables and figures.

The country classification in the Fiscal Monitor 
divides the world into three major groups: 35 advanced 
economies, 40 emerging market and middle-income 
economies, and 40 low-income developing countries. 
The seven largest advanced economies as measured by 
GDP (Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, United 
Kingdom, United States) constitute the subgroup of 

major advanced economies, often referred to as the 
Group of Seven (G7). The members of the euro area 
are also distinguished as a subgroup. Composite data 
shown in the tables for the euro area cover the current 
members for all years, even though the membership 
has increased over time. Data for most European 
Union member countries have been revised following 
the adoption of the new European System of National 
and Regional Accounts (ESA 2010). Low-income 
developing countries are countries that have per capita 
income levels below a certain threshold (currently 
set at $2,700, as of 2016, as measured by the World 
Bank’s Atlas method), structural features consistent 
with limited development and structural transfor-
mation, and external financial linkages insufficiently 
open to be considered as emerging market economies. 
Emerging market and middle-income economies 
include those not classified as advanced economies 
or low-income developing countries. See Table A, 
“Economy Groupings,” for more details.

Most fiscal data refer to the general government 
for advanced economies, while for emerging market 
and developing economies, data often refer to the 
central government or budgetary central government 
only (for specific details, see Tables B–D). All fiscal 
data refer to calendar years, except in the cases of 
Bangladesh, Egypt, Ethiopia, Haiti, Hong Kong Special 
Administrative Region, India, the Islamic Republic 
of Iran, Myanmar, Nepal, Pakistan, Singapore, and 
Thailand, for which they refer to the fiscal year. 
For economies whose fiscal years end before June 30, 
data are recorded in the previous calendar year. For 
economies whose fiscal years end on or after June 30, 
data are recorded in the current calendar year.

Composite data for country groups are weighted 
averages of individual country data, unless specified 
otherwise. Data are weighted by annual nominal GDP 
converted to US dollars at average market exchange 
rates as a share of the group GDP. 

For the purpose of data reporting in the Fiscal Mon-
itor, the Group of 20 (G20) member aggregate refers 
to the 19 country members and does not include the 
European Union.

METHODOLOGICAL AND STATISTICAL APPENDIX
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In the majority of advanced economies, and some 
large emerging market and middle-income economies, 
fiscal data follow the IMF’s 2014 Government Finance 
Statistics Manual (GFSM 2014) or are produced using 
national accounts methodology that follow the System 
of National Accounts 2008 (SNA 2008) or ESA 2010, 
both of which are broadly aligned with the GFSM 
2014. Most other countries follow the GFSM 2001, 
but some countries, including a significant proportion 
of low-income developing countries, have fiscal data 
that are based on the 1986 GFSM. The overall fiscal 
balance refers to net lending (+) and borrowing (−) of 
the general government. In some cases, however, the 
overall balance refers to total revenue and grants minus 
total expenditure and net lending.

The fiscal gross and net debt data reported in 
the Fiscal Monitor are drawn from official data sources 
and IMF staff estimates. While attempts are made 
to align gross and net debt data with the definitions 
in the GFSM, as a result of data limitations or specific 
country circumstances, these data can sometimes 
deviate from the formal definitions. Although every 
effort is made to ensure the debt data are relevant and 
internationally comparable, differences in both sectoral 
and instrument coverage mean that the data are not 
universally comparable. As more information becomes 
available, changes in either data sources or instru-
ment coverage can give rise to data revisions that are 
sometimes substantial.

As used in the Fiscal Monitor, the term “country” 
does not in all cases refer to a territorial entity that is a 
state as understood by international law and practice. 
As used here, the term also covers some territorial 
entities that are not states but whose statistical data are 
maintained on a separate and independent basis.

Australia: For cross-country comparability, gross 
and net debt levels reported by national statistical 
agencies for economies that have adopted the 2008 
SNA (Australia, Canada, Hong Kong Special Admin-
istrative Region, United States) are adjusted to exclude 
unfunded pension liabilities of government employees’ 
defined- benefit pension plans.

Bangladesh: Data are on a fiscal year basis.
Brazil: General government data refer to the 

nonfinancial public sector—which includes the 
federal, state, and local governments, as well as public 
enterprises (excluding Petrobras and Eletrobras)—and 
are consolidated with those for the sovereign wealth 
fund. Revenue and expenditures of federal public 

enterprises are added in full to the respective aggre-
gates. Transfers and withdrawals from the sovereign 
wealth fund do not affect the primary balance. 
Disaggregated data on gross interest payments and 
interest receipts are available only from 2003 onward. 
Before 2003, total revenue of the general government 
excludes interest receipts; total expenditure of the 
general government includes net interest payments. 
Gross public debt includes the Treasury bills on the 
central bank’s balance sheet, including those not used 
under repurchase agreements. Net public debt con-
solidates nonfinancial public sector and central bank 
debt. The national definition of general government 
gross debt excludes government securities held by the 
central bank, except the stock of Treasury securities 
used for monetary policy purposes by the central 
bank (those pledged as security reverse repurchase 
agreement operations). According to this national 
definition, gross debt amounted to 75.8 percent of 
GDP at the end of 2019.

Canada: For cross-country comparability, gross and 
net debt levels reported by national statistical agen-
cies for economies that have adopted the 2008 SNA 
(Australia, Canada, Hong Kong Special Administra-
tive Region, United States) are adjusted to exclude 
unfunded pension liabilities of government employees’ 
defined-benefit pension plans.

Chile: Cyclically adjusted balances refer to the struc-
tural balance, which includes adjustments for output 
and commodity price developments.

China: Public debt data include central govern-
ment debt as reported by the Ministry of Finance, 
explicit local government debt, and shares—less than 
25 percent, based on estimates from the National 
Audit Office estimate—of contingent liabilities the 
government may incur. IMF staff estimates exclude 
central government debt issued for the China Railway 
Corporation. Relative to the authorities’ definition, 
consolidated general government net borrowing includes 
(1) transfers to and from stabilization funds, (2) state- 
administered, state-owned enterprise funds and social 
security contributions and expenses, and (3) off-budget 
spending by local governments. Deficit numbers do not 
include some expenditure items, mostly infrastructure 
investment financed off-budget through land sales and 
local government financing vehicles. Fiscal balances 
are not consistent with reported debt, because no time 
series of data in line with the National Audit Office 
debt definition is published officially.
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Colombia: Gross public debt refers to the combined 
public sector, including Ecopetrol and excluding Banco 
de la República’s outstanding external debt.

Dominican Republic: The fiscal series for the Domini-
can Republic have the following coverage: the public 
debt, debt service, and cyclically adjusted or structural 
balances are for the consolidated public sector (which 
includes the central government, the rest of the non-
financial public sector, and the central bank); and the 
remaining fiscal series are for the central government.

Egypt: Data are on a fiscal year basis. 
Ethiopia: Data are on a fiscal year basis.
Greece: General government gross debt includes 

short-term debt and loans of state-owned enterprises.
Haiti: Data are on a fiscal year basis.
Hong Kong Special Administrative Region: Data are 

on a fiscal year basis. Cyclically adjusted balances include 
adjustments for land revenue and investment income. 
For cross-country comparability, gross and net debt levels 
reported by national statistical agencies for countries that 
have adopted the 2008 SNA (Australia, Canada, Hong 
Kong Special Administrative Region, United States) 
are adjusted to exclude unfunded pension liabilities of 
government employees’ defined-benefit pension plans.

Iceland: Gross debt excludes insurance technical reserves 
(including pension liabilities) and other accounts payable.

India: Data are on a fiscal year basis.
Iran, Islamic Republic of: Data are on a fiscal year basis.
Ireland: General government balances between 

2011 and 2012 reflect the impact of banking sector 
support. Fiscal balance, estimates excluding these 
measures, are −8.6 percent of GDP for 2011, and 
−7.9 percent of GDP for 2012. For 2015, if the 
conversion of the government’s remaining preference 
shares to ordinary shares in one bank is excluded, 
the fiscal balance is −1.1 percent of GDP. Cyclically 
adjusted balances reported in Tables A3 and A4 
exclude financial sector support measures. Ireland’s 
2015 national accounts were revised as a result of 
restructuring and relocation of multinational com-
panies, which resulted in a level shift of nominal 
and real GDP. For more information, see “National 
Income and Expenditure Annual Results 2015” 
(http://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/nie/
nationalincomeandexpenditureannualresults2015).

Japan: Gross debt is on an unconsolidated basis.
Latvia: The fiscal deficit includes bank restructur-

ing costs and thus is higher than the deficit in official 
statistics. 

Mexico: General government refers to the central 
government, social security funds, public enterprises, 
development banks, the national insurance corpo-
ration, and the National Infrastructure Fund, but 
excludes subnational governments.

Myanmar: Data are on a fiscal year basis.
Nepal: Data are on a fiscal year basis.
Norway: Cyclically adjusted balances correspond 

to the cyclically adjusted non-oil overall or primary 
balance. These variables are in percent of non-oil 
potential GDP.

Pakistan: Data are on a fiscal year basis. 
Peru: Cyclically adjusted balances include adjustments 

for commodity price developments.
Singapore: Data are on a fiscal year basis. 
Spain: Overall and primary balances include finan-

cial sector support measures estimated to be 0.3 per-
cent of GDP for 2011, 3.7 percent of GDP for 2012, 
0.3 percent of GDP for 2013, 0.1 percent of GDP for 
2014, 0.1 percent of GDP for 2015, and 0.2 percent 
of GDP for 2016.

Sweden: Cyclically adjusted balances take into 
account output and employment gaps.

Switzerland: Data submissions at the cantonal and 
commune levels are received with a long and variable 
lag and are subject to sizable revisions. Cyclically 
adjusted balances include adjustments for extraordinary 
operations related to the banking sector.

Thailand: Data are on a fiscal year basis.
Turkey: The fiscal projections assume a more 

negative primary and overall balance than envisaged 
in the authorities’ New Economic Program 2020–22 
(October 2019), partly due to the deterioration in the 
growth outlook related to COVID-19, and partly due 
to definitional differences. The basis for the projections 
in the World Economic Outlook and Fiscal Monitor 
is the IMF-defined fiscal balance, which excludes 
some revenue and expenditure items included in the 
authorities’ headline balance.

United States: Cyclically adjusted balances exclude 
financial sector support estimated at 0.2 percent 
of potential GDP for 2011, 0.1 percent of potential 
GDP for 2012, and 0.0 percent of potential GDP for 
2013. For cross-country comparability, expenditure 
and fiscal balances of the United States are adjusted 
to exclude the imputed interest on unfunded pension 
liabilities and the imputed compensation of employ-
ees, which are counted as expenditures under the 
2008 SNA adopted by the United States, but not for 
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countries that have not yet adopted the 2008 SNA. 
Data for the United States may thus differ from data 
published by the US Bureau of Economic Analysis 
(BEA). In addition, gross and net debt levels reported 
by the BEA and national statistical agencies for other 
economies that have adopted the 2008 SNA (Australia, 
Canada, Hong Kong Special Administrative Region) 
are adjusted to exclude unfunded pension liabilities of 
government employees’ defined-benefit pension plans. 

Uruguay: Data are for the nonfinancial public sector 
(NFPS), which includes the central government, the 
local government, social security funds, nonfinancial 
public corporations, and Banco de Seguros del Estado. 
The coverage of fiscal data was changed from the 
consolidated public sector to the NFPS with the 
October 2019 submission. Because of this narrower 
coverage, central bank balances are not included in 
the fiscal data.

Venezuela: Fiscal accounts include the budgetary 
central government; social security funds; FOGADE 
(insurance deposit institution); and a sample of public 
enterprises, including Petróleos de Venezuela, S.A. 
(PDVSA). Data for 2018–19 are IMF staff estimates.

Fiscal Policy Assumptions 
Historical data and projections of key fiscal aggre-

gates are in line with those of the October 2020 World 
Economic Outlook, unless noted otherwise. For under-
lying assumptions other than on fiscal policy, see the 
October 2020 World Economic Outlook.

Short-term fiscal policy assumptions are based 
on officially announced budgets, adjusted for differ-
ences between the national authorities and IMF staff 
regarding macroeconomic assumptions and projected 
fiscal outturns. Medium-term fiscal projections 
incorporate policy measures that are judged likely to 
be implemented. When IMF staff have insufficient 
information to assess the authorities’ budget intentions 
and prospects for policy implementation, an 
unchanged structural primary balance is assumed, 
unless indicated otherwise. 

Argentina: Fiscal projections are based on the avail-
able information regarding budget outturn and budget 
plans for the federal and provincial governments, fiscal 
measures announced by the authorities, and the IMF 
staff projections.

Australia: Fiscal projections are based on data from 
the Australian Bureau of Statistics, the fiscal year 

2019/20 mid-year reviews of the Commonwealth and 
States, the Economic and Fiscal Outlook in July 2020, 
and IMF staff estimates and projections.

Austria: Fiscal projections are based on data from 
Statistics Austria, the authorities’ projections, and 
IMF staff estimates and projections.

Belgium: Projections are based on the 2020–21 
Stability Programme (covering two years only, due to 
COVID shock), the Draft Budgetary Plan 2020, and 
other available information on the authorities’ fiscal 
plans, with adjustments for IMF staff assumptions.

Brazil: Fiscal projections for 2020 take into account 
the deficit target proposed in the budget guidance law 
and reflect policy announcements as of July 31, 2020. 
Those for the medium term assume compliance with 
the constitutional spending ceiling.

Cambodia: Historical fiscal and monetary data are 
from the Cambodian authorities. Projections are based 
on the IMF staff assumptions following discussions 
with the authorities.

Canada: Projections use baseline forecasts in 
the federal Economic and Fiscal Update 2019, the 
Economic and Fiscal Snapshot 2020, and the latest 
provincial budgets. IMF staff makes some adjustments 
to this forecast, including for differences in macro-
economic projections. The IMF staff forecast also 
incorporates the most recent data releases from Statis-
tics Canada’s National Economic Accounts, including 
federal, provincial, and territorial budgetary outturns 
through the first quarter of 2020.

Chile: Projections are based on the authorities’ 
quarterly fiscal reports, adjusted to reflect IMF staff 
projections for GDP and copper prices.

China: A large fiscal expansion is estimated for 2020 
based on budgeted and announced tax and expen-
ditures measures to offset the health and economic 
repercussions of the COVID pandemic. For 2021, a 
mild expansion is projected given that the output gap 
is expected to remain relatively large.

Colombia: Projections are based on the authorities’ 
policies and projections reflected in the Medium-Term 
Fiscal Framework 2019, adjusted to reflect IMF staff 
macroeconomic assumptions.

Croatia: Projections are based on the macroeco-
nomic framework and the authorities’ medium-term 
fiscal guidelines.

Cyprus: Projections are based on IMF staff 
assessments of authorities’ budget plans and IMF staff 
macroeconomic assumptions.
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Czech Republic: Projections are based on the author-
ities’ budget forecast for 2018–19, with adjustments 
for IMF staff macroeconomic projections. Projections 
for 2019 onward are based on the country’s Conver-
gence Programme and Fiscal Outlook.

Denmark: Estimates for 2020 are aligned with 
the latest official budget numbers, adjusted where 
appropriate for IMF staff macroeconomic assumptions. 
For 2020, the projections incorporate key features 
of the medium-term fiscal plan as embodied in the 
authorities’ latest budget.

Estonia: The forecast incorporates the authorities’ 
approved supplementary budget for 2020, adjusted for 
newly available information and for IMF staff’s macro-
economic scenario.

Finland: Projections are based on the authorities’ 
announced policies, adjusted for the IMF staff macro-
economic scenario.

France: Estimates for 2019 and projections for 2020 
onward are based on the measures of the 2018, 2019, 
and 2020 budget laws and the March 2020 amending 
budget law, adjusted for differences in assumptions on 
macroeconomic and financial variables, and revenue 
projections. Historical fiscal data reflect the May 
2019 revisions and the update of the historical fiscal 
accounts, debt data, and national accounts.

Germany: IMF staff estimates and projections for 
2020 and beyond are based on the 2020 stability 
program, supplementary budgets, and data updates 
from the national statistical agency and ministry of 
finance, adjusted for the differences in IMF staff mac-
roeconomic framework and assumptions concerning 
revenue elasticities. The estimate of gross debt includes 
portfolios of impaired assets and noncore businesses 
transferred to institutions that are winding up, as 
well as other financial sector and European Union 
support operations.

Greece: Greece’s general government primary balance 
estimate for 2019 is based on the preliminary budget 
execution data by the Greek authorities. Historical data 
since 2011 reflect adjustments in line with the primary 
balance definition under the enhanced surveillance 
framework for Greece.

Hong Kong Special Administrative Region: Projec-
tions are based on the authorities’ medium-term fiscal 
projections on expenditure. 

Hungary: Fiscal projections include IMF staff pro-
jections of the macroeconomic framework and fiscal 
policy plans announced in the 2020 budget.

India: Historical data are based on budgetary execu-
tion data. Projections are based on available information 
on the authorities’ fiscal plans, with adjustments for 
IMF staff assumptions. Subnational data are incorpo-
rated with a lag of up to one year; general government 
data are thus finalized well after central government 
data. IMF and Indian presentations differ, particularly 
regarding divestment and license auction proceeds, 
net versus gross recording of revenues in certain minor 
categories, and some public sector lending.

Indonesia: Fiscal projections are consistent with a 
gradual unwinding of the large fiscal stimulus in 2020, 
including returning the fiscal deficit to below 3 percent 
of GDP by 2023.

Ireland: Fiscal projections are based on the country’s 
Budget 2020 and Stability Programme Update April 
2020 and July Job Stimulus 2020.

Israel: Historical data are based on Government 
Finance Statistics data prepared by the Central Bureau 
of Statistics. Projections assume that the partial imple-
mentation of the two fiscal packages will be approved 
by Parliament in response to the COVID-19 shock.

Italy: IMF staff estimates and projections are informed 
by the fiscal plans included in the government’s 2020 
budget and approved supplementary budgets. The stock 
of maturing postal saving bonds (BPF, buono postale frutti-
fero) is included in the debt projections.

Japan: The projections reflect fiscal measures already 
announced by the government as of September 11, 
with adjustments for IMF staff assumptions.

Kazakhstan: Fiscal projections are based on the 
budget code and IMF staff projections.

Korea: The medium-term forecast incorporates the 
medium-term path for the overall fiscal balance in the 
2021 budget the medium-term fiscal plan announced 
in the 2021 budget, and IMF staff adjustments.

Libya: Against the backdrop of a civil war and 
weak capacity, the reliability of Libya’s data, especially 
medium-term projections, is low.

Malaysia: Fiscal projections are based on budget 
numbers, discussions with the authorities, and IMF 
staff estimates.

Malta: Projections are based on the latest Stability 
Programme Update by the authorities and on budget 
documents, which also take into account other recently 
adopted fiscal measures, adjusted for IMF staff macro-
economic and other assumptions.

Mexico: Fiscal projections for 2020 are informed by 
the approved budget but take into account the likely 
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effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on fiscal outturns; 
projections for 2021 onward assume compliance with 
rules established in the Fiscal Responsibility Law. 

Moldova: Fiscal projections are based on vari-
ous bases and growth rates for GDP, consumption, 
imports, wages, and energy prices and on demographic 
changes.

Myanmar: Fiscal projections are based on budget 
numbers, discussions with the authorities, and IMF 
staff estimates.

Netherlands: Fiscal projections for the period 
2020–25 are based on IMF staff forecast frameworks, 
and are also informed by authorities’ draft budget plan 
and the Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis projec-
tions. Historical data were revised following the June 
2014 Central Bureau of Statistics release of macro data 
because of the adoption of ESA 2010 and the revisions 
of data sources.

New Zealand: Fiscal projections are based on the 
fiscal year 2020/21 budget and IMF staff estimates.

Nigeria: Fiscal projections assume unchanged 
policies and differ from the authorities’ active policy 
scenario.

Norway: Fiscal projections are based on the 2020 
budget, and subsequent ad hoc updates.

Philippines: Revenue projections reflect IMF staff 
macroeconomic assumptions and incorporate anticipated 
improvements in tax administration. Expenditure 
projections are based on budgeted figures, institutional 
arrangements, and current data in each year.

Poland: Data are based on ESA-1995 for 2004 and 
earlier. Data are based on ESA-2010 beginning in 
2005 on an accrual basis. Projections are based on the 
2020 budget and take into account additional fiscal 
measures that will subsequently be incorporated into a 
revised 2020 budget later this year.

Portugal: The projections for the current year are 
based on the authorities’ approved budget, adjusted 
to reflect the IMF staff’s macroeconomic forecast. 
Projections thereafter are based on the assumption of 
unchanged policies.

Romania: Projections for 2020 mainly reflect legis-
lated changes up to the end of 2019. Medium-term 
projections include a gradual implementation of recov-
ery measures from the temporary recovery instrument 
(Next Generation EU).

Russia: Fiscal policy will be countercyclical in 2020. 
It will show a degree of consolidation in 2021 and it 
will come back to the fiscal rule in 2022.

Saudi Arabia: IMF staff baseline fiscal projections are 
based on IMF staff understanding of government poli-
cies as outlined in the 2020 budget and of government 
measures announced to counter the adverse impact of 
COVID-19 and the decline in oil prices. Exported oil 
revenues are based on World Economic Outlook baseline 
oil price assumptions and IMF staff’s understanding of 
Saudi Arabia’s current oil export policy.

Singapore: For fiscal year 2020, projections are based 
on the budget (February 18, 2020) and subsequent 
supplementary budgets (March 26, April 6, April 21, 
and May 26). IMF staff assumes that support pack-
ages in fiscal year 2020 are only for one year and 
that policies are unchanged for the remainder of the 
projection period.

Slovak Republic: The current year projections taken 
into consideration of COVID-19–related policy mea-
sures and developments to date. Fiscal consolidation 
is assumed from 2021 onward. The projections also 
include the new EU recovery funds.

Spain: The 2020 fiscal projections include the 
discretionary measures adopted in response to the 
COVID-19 crisis, the legislated pension and public 
wage, and the minimum vital income support. Fiscal 
projections from 2021 onward assume an expiration 
of the temporary COVID-19 measures and no further 
policy change. Disbursement under the EU Recovery 
and Resilience Facility are reflected in the projections 
for 2021–24. 

Sri Lanka: Fiscal projections are based on IMF staff 
assessments.

Sweden: Fiscal estimates for 2019 are based on the 
data from the Swedish Ministry of Finance. Projections 
for 2020 are based on preliminary information on the 
fall of 2020 budget bill. The fiscal impact of cyclical 
developments is calculated using the 2014 Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development 
elasticity,1 which takes into account output and 
employment gaps.

Switzerland: The authorities announced a discre-
tionary stimulus—as reflected in the fiscal projections 
for 2020—which is permitted within the context 
of the debt brake rule in the event of “exceptional 
circumstances.”

1Price, R., T. Dang, and Y. Guillemette. 2014. “New Tax and 
Expenditure Elasticity Estimates for EU Budget Surveillance.” 
OECD Economics Department Working Papers 1174, OECD 
Publishing, Paris.
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Thailand: For the projection period, IMF staff 
assumes that planned infrastructure investment pro-
grams will not be fully implemented.

Turkey: The basis for the projections in the 
World Economic Outlook and Fiscal Monitor is the 
IMF- defined fiscal balance, which excludes some 
revenues and expenditure items that are included in 
the authorities’ headline balance.

United Kingdom: Fiscal projections are based on 
the Budget Statement 2020 and revised estimates 
by the Office for Budget Responsibility. Expenditure 
projections reflect the measures to respond to the 
COVID-19 outbreak. Revenue projections are in 
addition adjusted for differences between IMF staff 
forecasts of macroeconomic variables (such as GDP 
growth and inflation) and the forecasts of these 
variables assumed in the authorities’ fiscal projections. 
Projections assume that the measures taken in response 
to COVID-19 expire as announced, but also that 
there is some additional fiscal loosening relative to the 
Budget Statement 2020 over the next two years to 
support the economic recovery, and gradual consol-
idation begins thereafter with the goal of stabilizing 
public debt within five years. IMF staff data exclude 
public sector banks and the effect of transferring 
assets from the Royal Mail Pension Plan to the public 
sector in April 2012. Real government consumption 
and investment are part of the real GDP path, which, 
according to IMF staff, may or may not be the same as 
projected by the UK Office for Budget Responsibility. 
Fiscal year GDP is different from current year GDP. 
The fiscal accounts are presented in fiscal-year terms. 
Projections take into account revisions to the account-
ing (including on student loans) implemented on 
September 24, 2019. 

United States: Fiscal projections are based on the 
January 2020 Congressional Budget Office baseline 
adjusted for IMF staff policy and macroeconomic 
assumptions. Projections then incorporate the effects 
of the Coronavirus Preparedness and Response 
Supplemental Appropriations Act; the Families First 
Coronavirus Response Act; and the Coronavirus Aid, 
Relief, Paycheck Protection Program and Health 
Care Enhancement Act. Finally, fiscal projections 
are adjusted to reflect IMF staff forecasts for key 

macroeconomic and financial variables and different 
accounting treatments of financial sector support 
and of defined-benefit pension plans and which are 
converted to a general government basis. Data are 
compiled using the 2008 System of National Accounts, 
and when translated into government financial statis-
tics; this is in accordance with the Government Finance 
Statistics Manual 2014. Because of data limitations, 
most series begin in 2001.

Venezuela: Projecting the economic outlook in 
Venezuela, including assessing past and current 
economic developments as the basis for the projec-
tions, is complicated by the lack of discussions with 
the authorities (the last Article IV consultation took 
place in 2004), incomplete understanding of the 
reported data, and difficulties in interpreting certain 
reported economic indicators given economic devel-
opments. The fiscal accounts include the budgetary 
central government, social security funds, FOGADE 
(insurance deposit institution), and a sample of public 
enterprises including PDVSA. The data for 2018–21 
are IMF staff estimates. The effects of hyperinflation 
and the lack of reported data mean that IMF staff- 
projected macroeconomic indicators should be 
interpreted with caution. For example, nominal GDP 
is estimated assuming that the GDP deflator rises in 
line with IMF staff projections of average inflation. 
Public external debt in relation to GDP is projected 
using IMF staff estimates of the average exchange rate 
for the year. Considerable uncertainty surrounds 
these projections.

Vietnam: Fiscal data for 2015–17 are the authorities’ 
estimate. From 2018 onward, fiscal data are based on 
IMF staff projections.

Yemen: Hydrocarbon revenue projections are based 
on World Economic Outlook assumptions for oil and 
gas prices and authorities’ projections of production of 
oil and gas. Non-hydrocarbon revenues largely reflect 
the authorities’ projections, as do most of the expen-
diture categories, with the exception of fuel subsidies, 
which are projected based on the World Economic 
Outlook price consistent with revenues. Monetary pro-
jections are based on key macroeconomic assumptions 
about the growth rate of broad money, credit to the 
private sector, and deposit growth.
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Definition and Coverage of Fiscal Data
Table A. Economy Groupings

The following groupings of economies are used in the Fiscal Monitor.

Advanced 
Economies

Emerging Market 
and Middle-Income 
Economies

Low-Income 
Developing 
Countries

G7  
Countries

G20 
Countries1

Advanced G20 
Countries1

Emerging 
G20 
Countries

Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hong Kong SAR
Iceland
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Japan
Korea
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands, The
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
Singapore
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom
United States

Algeria
Angola
Argentina
Azerbaijan
Belarus
Brazil
Chile
China
Colombia
Croatia
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
Egypt
Hungary
India
Indonesia
Iran
Kazakhstan
Kuwait
Libya
Malaysia
Mexico
Morocco
Oman
Pakistan
Peru
Philippines
Poland
Qatar
Romania
Russia
Saudi Arabia
South Africa
Sri Lanka
Thailand
Turkey
Ukraine
United Arab Emirates
Uruguay
Venezuela

Bangladesh
Benin
Burkina Faso
Cambodia
Cameroon
Chad
Congo, Democratic  

Republic of the
Congo, Republic of
Côte d’Ivoire
Ethiopia
Ghana
Guinea
Haiti
Honduras
Kenya
Kyrgyz Republic 
Lao P.D.R.
Madagascar
Mali
Moldova
Mozambique
Myanmar
Nepal
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Papua New Guinea
Rwanda
Senegal
Somalia
Sudan
Tajikistan
Tanzania
Timor-Leste
Uganda
Uzbekistan
Vietnam
Yemen
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Canada
France
Germany
Italy
Japan
United Kingdom
United States

Argentina
Australia
Brazil
Canada
China
France
Germany
India
Indonesia
Italy
Japan
Korea
Mexico
Russia
Saudi Arabia
South Africa
Turkey
United Kingdom
United States

Australia
Canada
France
Germany
Italy
Japan
Korea
United Kingdom
United States

Argentina
Brazil
China
India
Indonesia
Mexico
Russia
Saudi Arabia
South Africa
Turkey

Note: G7 = Group of Seven; G20 = Group of Twenty.
1 Does not include European Union aggregate.
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Table A. Economy Groupings (continued)

Euro Area
Emerging Market 
and Middle-Income 
Asia

Emerging Market 
and Middle-Income 
Europe

Emerging Market 
and Middle-Income 
Latin America

Emerging Market 
and Middle-Income 
Middle East, North 
Africa, and Pakistan

Emerging Market 
and Middle-Income 
Africa

Austria
Belgium
Cyprus
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands, The
Portugal
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain

China
India
Indonesia
Malaysia
Philippines
Sri Lanka
Thailand

Azerbaijan
Belarus
Croatia
Hungary
Kazakhstan
Poland
Romania
Russia
Turkey
Ukraine

Argentina
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
Mexico
Peru
Uruguay
Venezuela

Algeria
Egypt
Iran
Kuwait
Libya
Morocco
Oman
Pakistan
Qatar
Saudi Arabia
United Arab Emirates

Angola
South Africa

Low-Income 
Developing Asia

Low-Income 
Developing Latin 
America

Low-Income 
Developing 
Sub-Saharan Africa

Low-Income 
Developing Others

Low-Income Oil 
Producers

Oil  
Producers

Bangladesh
Cambodia
Lao P.D.R.
Myanmar
Nepal
Papua New Guinea
Timor-Leste
Vietnam

Haiti 
Honduras
Nicaragua

Benin
Burkina Faso
Cameroon
Chad
Congo, Democratic 

Republic of the
Congo, Republic of
Côte d’Ivoire
Ethiopia
Ghana
Guinea
Kenya
Madagascar
Mali
Mozambique
Niger
Nigeria
Rwanda
Senegal
Tanzania
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Kyrgyz Republic
Moldova
Somalia
Sudan
Tajikistan
Uzbekistan
Yemen

Chad
Congo, Republic of
Nigeria
Timor-Leste
Yemen

Algeria
Angola
Azerbaijan
Bahrain
Brunei Darussalam
Chad
Canada
Congo, Republic of
Ecuador
Equatorial Guinea
Gabon
Iran
Iraq
Kazakhstan
Kuwait
Libya
Nigeria
Norway
Oman
Qatar
Russia
Saudi Arabia
Timor-Leste
Trinidad and Tobago
United Arab Emirates
Venezuela
Yemen

METHODOLOGICAL AND STATISTICAL APPENDIX
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Table A1. Advanced Economies: General Government Overall Balance, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Australia –4.5 –3.5 –2.8 –2.9 –2.8 –2.4 –1.7 –1.2 –3.9 –10.1 –10.5 –6.2 –3.9 –2.6 –2.0

Austria –2.6 –2.2 –2.0 –2.7 –1.0 –1.6 –0.7 0.2 0.7 –9.9 –3.9 –2.3 –1.8 –1.2 –0.5

Belgium –4.3 –4.3 –3.1 –3.1 –2.4 –2.4 –0.7 –0.8 –1.9 –11.4 –6.3 –5.4 –5.1 –5.2 –5.2

Canada –3.3 –2.5 –1.5 0.2 –0.1 –0.5 –0.1 –0.4 –0.3 –19.9 –8.7 –5.4 –3.0 –1.4 –0.3

Cyprus1 –5.7 –5.6 –5.2 –0.2 0.0 0.1 1.7 –4.2 1.7 –5.6 –2.0 –0.3 0.3 1.1 1.5

Czech Republic –2.7 –3.9 –1.2 –2.1 –0.6 0.7 1.5 0.9 0.3 –7.3 –4.3 –3.2 –2.4 –1.7 –1.1

Denmark –2.1 –3.5 –1.2 1.1 –1.3 –0.1 1.5 0.5 3.8 –4.0 –3.0 –1.5 –0.2 –0.1 0.0

Estonia 1.1 –0.3 –0.2 0.7 0.1 –0.3 –0.4 –0.5 –0.4 –6.8 –4.9 –4.5 –3.8 –3.7 –3.0

Finland –1.0 –2.2 –2.5 –3.0 –2.4 –1.7 –0.7 –0.9 –0.9 –6.8 –4.1 –2.6 –2.2 –1.9 –1.7

France –5.2 –5.0 –4.1 –3.9 –3.6 –3.6 –2.9 –2.3 –3.0 –10.8 –6.5 –5.3 –4.9 –4.7 –4.7

Germany –0.9 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.8 1.5 –8.2 –3.2 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.0

Greece –10.3 –6.6 –3.6 –4.1 –2.8 0.6 1.0 0.9 0.6 –9.0 –3.0 –1.5 –1.0 –1.2 –1.5

Hong Kong SAR 3.8 3.1 1.0 3.6 0.6 4.4 5.5 2.3 –1.5 –11.8 –6.6 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Iceland –5.4 –3.6 –1.8 –0.1 –0.8 12.4 0.6 0.8 –1.0 –10.0 –7.0 –5.9 –5.3 –5.4 –5.1

Ireland1 –12.8 –8.1 –6.2 –3.6 –2.0 –0.7 –0.3 0.1 0.4 –6.0 –2.7 –0.7 0.1 0.3 0.5

Israel –2.9 –4.3 –4.0 –2.3 –0.9 –1.4 –1.1 –3.6 –3.9 –12.9 –7.1 –5.4 –4.9 –4.4 –3.9

Italy –3.6 –2.9 –2.9 –3.0 –2.6 –2.4 –2.4 –2.2 –1.6 –13.0 –6.2 –3.9 –2.7 –2.5 –2.5

Japan –9.4 –8.6 –7.9 –5.6 –3.8 –3.7 –3.1 –2.5 –3.3 –14.2 –6.4 –3.2 –2.8 –2.6 –2.7

Korea 1.6 1.5 0.6 0.4 0.5 1.6 2.2 2.6 0.4 –3.2 –2.3 –2.7 –2.7 –2.5 –2.5

Latvia –3.2 0.2 –0.6 –1.7 –1.5 –0.4 –0.8 –0.7 –0.4 –5.4 –3.3 –1.4 –0.8 –0.7 –0.8

Lithuania –9.0 –3.1 –2.6 –0.7 –0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.3 –6.7 –3.8 –1.4 –0.2 –0.2 0.0

Luxembourg 0.6 0.5 0.8 1.3 1.3 1.8 1.3 3.1 2.1 –7.0 –1.7 –1.2 –0.3 –0.1 0.0

Malta –2.4 –3.4 –2.3 –1.7 –1.0 0.9 3.2 1.9 0.5 –9.4 –3.9 –2.6 –2.7 –2.9 –2.6

The Netherlands –4.4 –3.9 –2.9 –2.2 –2.0 0.0 1.3 1.5 1.7 –8.8 –4.9 –2.0 –1.1 –0.4 0.2

New Zealand –4.9 –2.2 –1.3 –0.4 0.3 1.0 1.3 1.4 –2.9 –9.2 –8.7 –5.7 –3.8 –2.2 –1.4

Norway 13.3 13.8 10.7 8.6 6.0 4.1 5.0 7.2 7.8 –1.8 2.0 4.1 5.0 5.6 6.2

Portugal –7.7 –6.2 –5.1 –7.3 –4.3 –1.9 –3.0 –0.4 0.2 –8.4 –2.7 –1.6 –0.7 –2.3 –1.8

Singapore 8.0 7.3 6.0 4.6 2.9 3.7 5.3 3.7 3.8 –10.8 1.2 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.6

Slovak Republic –4.5 –4.4 –2.9 –3.1 –2.7 –2.5 –1.0 –1.0 –1.3 –8.8 –4.6 –3.8 –2.9 –2.7 –2.5

Slovenia –6.6 –4.0 –14.6 –5.5 –2.8 –1.9 0.0 0.7 0.5 –8.8 –2.8 –0.8 –0.2 0.0 0.1

Spain1 –9.7 –10.7 –7.0 –5.9 –5.2 –4.3 –3.0 –2.5 –2.8 –14.1 –7.5 –5.8 –4.7 –3.9 –4.4

Sweden –0.2 –1.0 –1.4 –1.5 0.0 1.0 1.4 0.8 0.4 –5.9 –2.0 –1.5 0.3 0.3 0.3

Switzerland 0.7 0.2 –0.4 –0.3 0.6 0.2 1.2 1.3 1.5 –4.2 –1.4 –0.6 –0.3 –0.1 0.0

United Kingdom –7.5 –7.6 –5.5 –5.6 –4.6 –3.3 –2.5 –2.3 –2.2 –16.5 –9.2 –7.1 –5.8 –5.1 –4.4

United States2 –9.7 –8.0 –4.6 –4.1 –3.6 –4.4 –4.6 –5.8 –6.3 –18.7 –8.7 –6.5 –5.6 –5.4 –5.5

Average –6.3 –5.5 –3.7 –3.1 –2.6 –2.7 –2.4 –2.7 –3.3 –14.4 –6.9 –4.6 –3.7 –3.4 –3.3

Euro Area –4.2 –3.7 –3.0 –2.5 –2.0 –1.5 –1.0 –0.5 –0.6 –10.1 –5.0 –2.7 –2.1 –1.8 –1.8

G7 –7.4 –6.5 –4.3 –3.6 –3.0 –3.3 –3.2 –3.7 –4.2 –16.2 –7.6 –5.1 –4.2 –4.0 –4.0

G20 Advanced –7.0 –6.1 –4.1 –3.4 –2.9 –3.1 –2.9 –3.3 –4.0 –15.5 –7.5 –5.0 –4.2 –3.9 –3.8

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table B.
1 Data include financial sector support. For Cyprus, 2014 and 2015 balances exclude financial sector support.
2 For cross-economy comparability, the expenditure and fiscal balances of the United States are adjusted to exclude the imputed interest on unfunded pension liabilities and the imputed 
compensation of employees, which are counted as expenditures under the 2008 System of National Accounts (2008 SNA) adopted by the United States, but not in economies that have not 
yet adopted the 2008 SNA. Data for the United States in this table may thus differ from data published by the US Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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Table A2. Advanced Economies: General Government Primary Balance, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Australia –4.1 –2.9 –2.1 –2.1 –1.9 –1.5 –0.8 –0.4 –3.1 –9.2 –9.5 –5.3 –2.9 –1.7 –1.1

Austria –0.4 0.0 0.2 –0.7 0.9 0.1 0.8 1.4 1.8 –8.9 –3.0 –1.5 –1.1 –0.7 0.0

Belgium –1.2 –1.2 –0.2 –0.2 0.2 0.0 1.3 1.0 –0.2 –9.7 –4.9 –4.3 –4.1 –4.1 –4.0

Canada –2.7 –1.8 –1.0 0.5 0.6 0.1 0.0 –0.2 –0.2 –19.8 –8.2 –5.0 –2.7 –1.1 0.1

Cyprus1 –4.1 –2.9 –1.9 2.8 3.0 2.6 4.1 –1.9 4.1 –3.1 0.3 1.9 2.2 3.0 3.2

Czech Republic –1.6 –2.7 –0.2 –1.0 0.3 1.5 2.1 1.5 0.8 –6.8 –3.7 –2.5 –1.7 –1.0 –0.4

Denmark –1.4 –3.0 –0.8 1.6 –0.6 0.4 1.7 0.4 3.5 –4.2 –3.3 –1.6 –0.2 0.0 0.1

Estonia 1.0 –0.4 –0.2 0.6 0.0 –0.4 –0.4 –0.5 –0.4 –6.8 –4.9 –4.5 –3.8 –3.7 –3.0

Finland –1.0 –1.9 –2.4 –2.8 –2.2 –1.4 –0.4 –0.7 –0.8 –6.8 –4.1 –2.6 –2.2 –1.9 –1.7

France –2.7 –2.5 –1.9 –1.8 –1.8 –1.9 –1.3 –0.7 –1.6 –9.5 –5.3 –4.2 –3.8 –3.6 –3.4

Germany 1.1 1.9 1.5 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.5 2.1 –7.6 –2.7 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.4

Greece –2.7 –1.3 0.5 –0.1 0.8 3.7 4.1 4.2 3.5 –6.0 0.0 1.4 1.9 1.7 1.5

Hong Kong SAR 1.9 1.3 –0.7 3.6 0.6 3.6 4.7 1.0 –2.7 –13.0 –7.8 –1.1 –1.2 –1.1 –1.1

Iceland –2.8 –0.4 1.6 3.5 2.8 15.5 3.7 3.0 0.9 –7.8 –4.7 –3.6 –2.8 –2.9 –2.7

Ireland1 –10.3 –4.9 –2.7 –0.3 0.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.6 –4.9 –1.7 0.3 1.1 1.2 1.3

Israel 0.6 –1.2 –1.0 –0.2 0.8 0.4 0.8 –1.5 –1.8 –10.8 –4.9 –3.2 –2.8 –2.3 –1.8

Italy 0.8 2.0 1.8 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.6 –9.4 –2.8 –0.7 0.3 0.4 0.3

Japan –8.3 –7.5 –7.0 –4.9 –3.2 –3.0 –2.6 –2.2 –3.0 –13.9 –6.2 –3.1 –2.8 –2.7 –2.6

Korea 0.9 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 1.4 1.8 2.1 –0.1 –3.7 –2.6 –2.9 –2.8 –2.5 –2.4

Latvia –1.8 1.7 0.9 –0.2 0.3 0.8 0.3 0.2 0.5 –4.5 –2.3 –0.6 –0.1 0.0 –0.1

Lithuania –7.3 –1.2 –0.9 1.0 1.3 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.1 –6.7 –3.8 –1.1 0.1 0.1 0.5

Luxembourg 0.3 0.2 0.7 1.0 1.1 1.6 1.2 3.0 2.0 –7.2 –1.9 –1.4 –0.5 –0.3 –0.2

Malta 0.8 –0.5 0.4 0.9 1.2 3.0 5.0 3.4 1.9 –8.0 –2.4 –1.2 –1.3 –1.5 –1.2

The Netherlands –3.0 –2.5 –1.6 –0.8 –0.8 1.1 2.2 2.3 2.3 –8.2 –4.1 –1.2 –0.3 0.4 1.0

New Zealand –4.1 –1.3 –0.5 0.2 1.0 1.7 1.9 2.1 –2.2 –8.6 –8.3 –5.3 –3.0 –1.1 –0.3

Norway 11.3 11.9 8.8 6.3 3.5 1.5 2.6 5.1 5.7 –3.8 0.0 2.0 2.9 3.4 4.1

Portugal –3.8 –1.9 –0.9 –3.0 –0.1 1.9 0.7 2.8 3.1 –5.3 0.0 0.8 1.6 –0.1 0.2

Singapore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Slovak Republic –3.1 –2.8 –1.2 –1.4 –1.2 –1.1 0.3 0.1 –0.2 –7.7 –3.5 –2.8 –1.9 –1.7 –1.5

Slovenia –5.2 –2.6 –12.6 –2.7 0.0 0.7 2.1 2.5 2.0 –7.4 –1.5 0.5 1.0 1.2 1.4

Spain1 –7.8 –8.2 –4.1 –3.0 –2.6 –1.9 –0.7 –0.3 –0.8 –11.7 –5.1 –3.4 –2.4 –1.7 –2.1

Sweden 0.1 –0.8 –1.2 –1.4 0.0 1.0 1.4 0.8 0.3 –5.8 –1.9 –1.5 0.3 0.3 0.3

Switzerland 1.1 0.6 –0.2 0.0 0.8 0.4 1.3 1.4 1.6 –4.0 –1.2 –0.4 –0.1 0.1 0.2

United Kingdom –4.8 –5.3 –4.2 –3.8 –3.1 –1.8 –0.7 –0.6 –0.8 –15.5 –8.1 –5.9 –4.6 –3.7 –2.9

United States2 –7.4 –5.8 –2.6 –2.1 –1.7 –2.4 –2.6 –3.6 –4.1 –16.7 –6.9 –4.9 –4.0 –3.9 –4.0

Average –4.5 –3.7 –2.1 –1.5 –1.2 –1.2 –1.0 –1.3 –1.9 –13.1 –5.7 –3.5 –2.7 –2.4 –2.3

Euro Area –1.6 –1.0 –0.6 –0.2 0.1 0.4 0.8 1.2 0.8 –8.7 –3.6 –1.3 –0.8 –0.6 –0.5

G7 –5.3 –4.4 –2.5 –1.8 –1.4 –1.7 –1.6 –2.0 –2.5 –14.6 –6.2 –3.9 –3.0 –2.8 –2.7

G20 Advanced –5.0 –4.1 –2.4 –1.8 –1.3 –1.5 –1.4 –1.7 –2.4 –14.0 –6.2 –3.9 –3.0 –2.7 –2.7

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: Primary balance is defined as the overall balance, excluding net interest payments. For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table B.
1 Data include financial sector support. For Cyprus, 2014 and 2015 balances exclude financial sector support.
2 For cross-economy comparability, the expenditure and fiscal balances of the United States are adjusted to exclude the imputed interest on unfunded pension liabilities and the imputed 
compensation of employees, which are counted as expenditures under the 2008 System of National Accounts (2008 SNA) adopted by the United States, but not in economies that have not 
yet adopted the 2008 SNA. Data for the United States in this table may thus differ from data published by the US Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Table A3. Advanced Economies: General Government Cyclically Adjusted Balance, 2011–25
(Percent of potential GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Australia –4.5 –3.5 –2.7 –2.8 –2.6 –2.3 –1.6 –1.2 –3.7 –9.2 –9.8 –5.9 –3.7 –2.5 –1.9

Austria –3.1 –2.5 –1.6 –2.0 –0.4 –1.2 –0.9 –0.4 –0.8 –8.9 –3.4 –1.9 –1.6 –1.1 –0.5

Belgium –4.2 –3.8 –2.2 –2.2 –1.9 –1.9 –0.5 –0.7 –2.0 –8.5 –4.9 –4.8 –4.9 –5.2 –5.2

Canada –3.2 –2.4 –1.5 –0.2 0.0 –0.1 –0.3 –0.6 –0.5 –17.9 –8.1 –5.2 –3.0 –1.4 –0.3

Cyprus –5.9 –4.3 –2.1 2.1 1.9 0.6 1.1 1.7 0.2 –3.7 –1.4 –0.1 0.2 0.8 1.1

Czech Republic –2.6 –2.9 0.4 –0.7 –0.4 0.7 0.8 0.2 –0.6 –6.1 –3.8 –3.0 –2.2 –1.6 –1.1

Denmark –0.7 –1.4 1.0 2.9 –0.5 –0.9 0.5 –1.2 1.5 –1.0 –1.4 –0.8 –0.2 –0.1 0.1

Estonia 1.9 0.2 0.5 1.2 0.7 0.3 –0.6 –1.2 –1.1 –5.5 –4.6 –4.3 –3.7 –3.7 –3.0

Finland –1.6 –1.7 –1.0 –0.8 0.3 0.3 –0.1 –0.3 –0.3 –3.3 –2.7 –1.9 –2.2 –1.9 –1.7

France –4.8 –4.2 –2.9 –2.6 –2.3 –2.2 –2.1 –2.0 –3.0 –7.0 –4.0 –3.8 –4.1 –4.4 –4.7

Germany –1.6 –0.1 0.5 0.8 1.1 1.1 0.8 1.2 1.3 –6.2 –2.2 1.0 0.9 1.1 1.0

Greece –4.4 1.9 4.8 2.8 3.0 5.6 4.8 4.0 3.5 –2.0 1.4 0.8 –0.3 –1.2 –1.5

Hong Kong SAR1 –2.7 –2.1 –5.0 –2.2 –4.3 –2.3 –3.2 –4.4 –5.8 –12.8 –9.5 –3.8 –4.0 –4.0 –4.1

Iceland –4.3 –2.5 –1.6 0.8 –0.2 11.7 –0.5 –0.9 –2.4 –7.6 –6.4 –5.8 –5.2 –5.3 –5.1

Ireland1 –6.5 –5.4 –4.6 –3.1 –1.3 –1.4 –0.9 –0.5 –0.2 –4.8 –2.4 –0.5 0.1 0.3 0.5

Israel –3.3 –4.2 –4.1 –2.5 –0.7 –1.3 –1.1 –3.6 –4.1 –10.9 –5.5 –4.2 –4.1 –4.1 –4.0

Italy –3.4 –1.5 –0.7 –0.8 –0.8 –1.1 –1.8 –1.8 –1.3 –9.7 –3.0 –2.3 –2.1 –2.0 –2.0

Japan –8.0 –7.6 –7.5 –5.5 –4.3 –4.1 –3.3 –2.5 –3.0 –12.7 –5.6 –2.8 –2.6 –2.6 –2.7

Korea 1.4 1.5 0.6 0.5 0.7 1.8 2.3 2.7 0.6 –1.9 –1.3 –1.9 –2.1 –2.1 –2.2

Latvia –2.7 0.1 –1.4 –1.7 –1.7 –0.5 –1.1 –1.1 –0.6 –2.9 –1.9 –0.7 –0.7 –0.7 –0.8

Lithuania –7.3 –2.2 –2.1 –0.6 0.2 0.7 0.5 0.5 –0.2 –6.0 –3.6 –1.4 –0.2 –0.2 0.1

Luxembourg 0.4 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.1 1.1 0.7 2.5 1.9 –5.3 –1.1 –1.0 –0.2 0.0 0.0

Malta –1.9 –2.3 –1.1 –1.3 –2.1 0.6 3.1 1.3 0.2 –6.6 –1.8 –1.3 –1.8 –2.5 –2.6

The Netherlands –4.4 –2.7 –1.1 –0.5 –0.8 0.8 1.3 0.9 1.0 –7.2 –4.5 –1.7 –0.9 –0.2 0.3

New Zealand –3.6 –1.1 –0.3 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.1 1.2 –2.4 –7.3 –7.8 –5.4 –3.5 –2.2 –1.3

Norway1 –4.0 –4.5 –4.8 –5.6 –6.6 –7.6 –7.7 –7.1 –8.1 –15.3 –13.9 –13.2 –12.7 –12.3 –11.8

Portugal –5.8 –2.4 –0.9 –3.5 –1.6 –0.2 –2.4 –0.5 –0.1 –5.5 –1.3 –1.2 –0.7 –2.2 –1.8

Singapore 2.5 2.4 1.5 1.0 –0.7 1.2 1.8 0.7 1.2 –13.1 –1.7 –0.5 –0.4 –0.3 –0.3

Slovak Republic –3.4 –3.3 –1.6 –2.5 –3.2 –3.0 –1.6 –1.8 –1.8 –5.4 –3.5 –3.6 –3.1 –2.9 –2.7

Slovenia –6.0 –1.9 –10.9 –3.2 –0.8 –0.4 0.5 0.7 0.5 –7.8 –2.3 –0.4 0.0 0.1 0.1

Spain1 –6.8 –2.8 –1.8 –1.3 –2.2 –2.6 –2.5 –2.4 –3.1 –7.3 –4.1 –4.2 –4.3 –4.3 –4.7

Sweden1 –0.4 –0.8 –0.9 –1.0 –0.9 0.5 0.6 0.0 –0.5 –4.9 –1.5 –1.3 0.4 0.3 0.3

Switzerland1 0.7 0.4 –0.3 –0.2 0.6 0.4 1.1 1.1 1.3 –2.4 –0.5 –0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

United Kingdom1 –5.9 –6.1 –4.3 –4.9 –4.3 –3.3 –2.6 –2.3 –2.2 –14.0 –6.4 –5.4 –4.8 –4.6 –4.3

United States1,2 –6.6 –4.9 –3.0 –2.6 –2.6 –3.7 –4.3 –5.7 –6.8 –15.0 –7.6 –6.1 –5.4 –5.2 –5.4

Average –5.2 –4.0 –2.8 –2.3 –2.1 –2.4 –2.4 –2.9 –3.7 –11.6 –5.7 –4.2 –3.6 –3.5 –3.4

Euro Area –3.8 –2.4 –1.1 –0.9 –0.7 –0.6 –0.7 –0.6 –0.8 –7.0 –3.1 –1.7 –1.7 –1.7 –1.7

G7 –5.8 –4.6 –3.2 –2.6 –2.4 –2.9 –3.1 –3.7 –4.4 –13.1 –6.2 –4.5 –3.9 –3.8 –3.8

G20 Advanced –5.5 –4.4 –3.0 –2.5 –2.3 –2.7 –2.8 –3.3 –4.2 –12.5 –6.1 –4.4 –3.9 –3.7 –3.7

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table B.
1 Data for these economies include adjustments beyond the output cycle.
2 For cross-economy comparability, the expenditure and fiscal balances of the United States are adjusted to exclude the imputed interest on unfunded pension liabilities and the imputed 
compensation of employees, which are counted as expenditures under the 2008 System of National Accounts (2008 SNA) adopted by the United States, but not in economies that have not 
yet adopted the 2008 SNA. Data for the United States in this table may thus differ from data published by the US Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Table A4. Advanced Economies: General Government Cyclically Adjusted Primary Balance, 2011–25
(Percent of potential GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Australia –4.1 –2.8 –2.0 –1.9 –1.7 –1.4 –0.7 –0.3 –2.9 –8.3 –8.9 –5.0 –2.8 –1.6 –1.1

Austria –1.0 –0.3 0.5 –0.1 1.5 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.2 –7.8 –2.5 –1.2 –0.9 –0.6 0.0

Belgium –1.0 –0.7 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.5 1.5 1.1 –0.2 –6.9 –3.5 –3.6 –3.9 –4.1 –4.0

Canada –2.6 –1.7 –1.0 0.1 0.6 0.5 –0.1 –0.4 –0.3 –17.8 –7.6 –4.9 –2.6 –1.1 0.1

Cyprus –4.6 –2.3 0.3 4.2 4.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 2.1 –1.8 0.4 1.5 1.7 2.2 2.4

Czech Republic –1.6 –1.7 1.4 0.4 0.5 1.5 1.5 0.8 0.0 –5.6 –3.2 –2.4 –1.6 –0.9 –0.4

Denmark –0.1 –0.9 1.4 3.4 0.3 –0.4 0.7 –1.3 1.2 –1.2 –1.7 –0.9 –0.2 0.0 0.2

Estonia 1.7 0.1 0.4 1.1 0.6 0.2 –0.7 –1.2 –1.1 –5.5 –4.6 –4.3 –3.7 –3.7 –3.0

Finland –1.6 –1.5 –0.9 –0.6 0.5 0.5 0.2 –0.1 –0.1 –3.2 –2.6 –1.9 –2.2 –1.9 –1.7

France –2.4 –1.8 –0.8 –0.6 –0.5 –0.5 –0.5 –0.4 –1.6 –5.8 –2.9 –2.7 –3.0 –3.2 –3.4

Germany 0.4 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.0 1.6 1.9 1.9 –5.7 –1.8 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.4

Greece 2.3 6.4 8.3 6.3 6.1 8.4 7.6 7.1 6.3 0.6 4.1 3.6 2.5 1.7 1.5

Hong Kong SAR1 –4.6 –3.9 –6.7 –2.2 –4.3 –3.1 –4.0 –5.8 –7.0 –14.0 –10.7 –5.0 –5.2 –5.2 –5.3

Iceland –1.8 0.6 1.8 4.3 3.4 14.8 2.6 1.3 –0.5 –5.4 –4.1 –3.6 –2.8 –2.9 –2.7

Ireland1 –4.1 –2.3 –1.2 0.2 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.0 –3.7 –1.4 0.4 1.1 1.2 1.3

Israel 0.2 –1.1 –1.1 –0.5 1.0 0.5 0.8 –1.5 –2.0 –8.9 –3.5 –2.1 –2.0 –1.9 –1.8

Italy 1.1 3.4 3.7 3.4 3.0 2.5 1.7 1.6 1.9 –6.4 0.2 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9

Japan –6.9 –6.5 –6.6 –4.7 –3.7 –3.4 –2.9 –2.1 –2.8 –12.5 –5.4 –2.7 –2.6 –2.7 –2.6

Korea 0.7 1.1 0.2 0.0 0.4 1.5 2.0 2.3 0.2 –2.4 –1.6 –2.1 –2.2 –2.1 –2.1

Latvia –1.3 1.6 0.1 –0.2 0.1 0.7 0.0 –0.2 0.3 –2.1 –1.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 –0.1

Lithuania –5.7 –0.3 –0.4 1.1 1.7 2.1 1.7 1.4 0.6 –6.0 –3.6 –1.1 0.1 0.1 0.5

Luxembourg 0.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.9 0.5 2.4 1.7 –5.4 –1.3 –1.2 –0.4 –0.2 –0.2

Malta 1.2 0.5 1.6 1.3 0.2 2.6 4.9 2.9 1.6 –5.3 –0.5 0.0 –0.4 –1.1 –1.2

The Netherlands –2.9 –1.4 0.2 0.8 0.4 1.9 2.3 1.8 1.6 –6.7 –3.7 –0.9 –0.1 0.6 1.0

New Zealand –2.9 –0.2 0.5 0.9 1.2 1.6 1.7 1.8 –1.7 –6.7 –7.4 –4.9 –2.7 –1.1 –0.3

Norway1 –6.5 –6.6 –7.1 –8.3 –9.6 –10.5 –10.6 –9.6 –10.5 –17.6 –16.2 –15.6 –15.1 –14.7 –14.2

Portugal –2.1 1.6 2.9 0.6 2.4 3.6 1.2 2.7 2.8 –2.6 1.3 1.2 1.6 –0.1 0.2

Singapore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Slovak Republic –2.1 –1.7 0.0 –0.8 –1.7 –1.6 –0.3 –0.6 –0.7 –4.3 –2.5 –2.5 –2.1 –1.9 –1.7

Slovenia –4.7 –0.5 –9.1 –0.5 2.0 2.1 2.7 2.4 2.0 –6.4 –0.9 0.8 1.2 1.3 1.4

Spain1 –4.9 –0.5 0.9 1.4 0.2 –0.2 –0.2 –0.1 –1.0 –5.1 –1.8 –1.9 –2.0 –2.0 –2.4

Sweden1 –0.1 –0.6 –0.7 –0.9 –0.8 0.5 0.6 –0.1 –0.7 –4.8 –1.4 –1.3 0.4 0.3 0.3

Switzerland1 1.1 0.8 –0.1 0.0 0.8 0.6 1.3 1.2 1.4 –2.3 –0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2

United Kingdom1 –3.3 –3.9 –3.0 –3.1 –2.9 –1.7 –0.8 –0.7 –0.8 –13.0 –5.3 –4.3 –3.6 –3.2 –2.8

United States1,2 –4.5 –2.8 –1.2 –0.7 –0.8 –1.8 –2.3 –3.5 –4.6 –13.0 –5.8 –4.5 –3.8 –3.7 –3.8

Average –3.4 –2.2 –1.2 –0.7 –0.7 –0.9 –1.0 –1.5 –2.3 –10.3 –4.6 –3.1 –2.6 –2.4 –2.4

Euro Area –1.2 0.2 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.1 0.7 –5.6 –1.8 –0.4 –0.5 –0.4 –0.5

G7 –3.7 –2.6 –1.4 –0.9 –0.8 –1.2 –1.4 –2.0 –2.7 –11.6 –4.8 –3.2 –2.8 –2.6 –2.6

G20 Advanced –3.6 –2.5 –1.4 –0.9 –0.8 –1.1 –1.3 –1.7 –2.6 –11.1 –4.8 –3.3 –2.7 –2.6 –2.6

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: “Cyclically adjusted primary balance” is defined as the cyclically adjusted balance plus net interest payable/paid (interest expense minus interest revenue) following the World 
Economic Outlook convention. For economy-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table B.
1 The data for these economies include adjustments beyond the output cycle.
2 For cross-economy comparability, expenditure and fiscal balances of the United States are adjusted to exclude the imputed interest on unfunded pension liabilities and the imputed 
compensation of employees, which are counted as expenditures under the 2008 System of National Accounts (2008 SNA) adopted by the United States, but not in economies that have 
not yet adopted the 2008 SNA. Data for the United States in this table may thus differ from data published by the US Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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M E T H O D O L O G I C A L A N D S T A T I S T I C A L A P P E N D I X

Table A5. Advanced Economies: General Government Revenue, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Australia 31.8 33.1 33.7 33.9 34.5 34.9 35.0 35.6 34.6 34.4 33.6 34.5 35.2 35.6 34.9

Austria 48.3 49.0 49.7 49.6 50.0 48.5 48.2 48.8 48.9 48.4 48.6 48.7 48.9 48.7 48.9

Belgium 51.0 52.2 53.0 52.5 51.3 50.7 51.2 51.4 50.4 49.9 50.1 50.1 50.2 50.3 50.2

Canada 38.3 38.4 38.5 38.5 40.0 40.3 40.4 40.7 40.8 37.4 37.3 38.4 39.0 39.5 39.8

Cyprus 36.5 36.4 37.0 40.3 39.7 37.7 38.6 39.2 41.2 42.2 43.8 45.2 45.9 46.0 45.9

Czech Republic 40.0 40.3 40.9 40.0 40.8 40.5 40.5 41.5 41.4 40.6 41.0 41.4 41.6 41.5 41.0

Denmark 54.4 54.5 54.6 56.4 53.2 52.4 52.8 51.4 53.5 53.1 50.7 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0

Estonia 38.2 38.8 38.1 38.3 39.5 38.7 38.5 38.7 38.6 33.9 38.0 38.3 39.1 39.0 39.6

Finland 52.6 53.3 54.3 54.3 54.1 54.0 53.0 52.5 52.3 53.1 53.5 53.2 52.9 52.6 52.6

France 51.1 52.1 53.1 53.3 53.2 53.0 53.5 53.4 52.6 52.3 52.6 52.0 51.3 51.2 51.1

Germany 44.4 44.9 45.0 44.9 45.1 45.5 45.6 46.3 46.7 45.7 45.8 46.5 46.7 46.7 46.7

Greece 43.9 46.3 48.0 46.2 47.9 49.5 48.4 47.8 46.8 48.3 48.3 48.7 48.5 47.1 45.2

Hong Kong SAR 22.4 21.4 21.0 20.8 18.6 22.6 22.9 20.7 19.4 16.8 19.7 21.8 21.6 21.7 21.7

Iceland 38.8 40.2 40.6 43.7 40.6 56.9 43.5 43.1 40.9 38.0 38.7 39.1 39.1 38.7 38.4

Ireland 33.8 34.0 34.3 33.9 27.0 27.2 25.7 25.2 24.6 23.4 23.6 23.7 23.7 23.4 23.0

Israel 37.0 36.2 36.4 36.6 36.8 36.6 37.8 36.0 35.3 33.6 34.8 35.3 35.3 35.3 35.3

Italy 45.6 47.6 48.1 47.9 47.8 46.7 46.3 46.3 47.1 46.7 47.6 47.6 47.5 47.5 47.4

Japan 30.0 30.8 31.6 33.3 34.2 34.3 34.2 35.0 34.4 34.0 33.9 34.4 34.6 34.7 34.8

Korea 20.7 21.2 20.5 20.2 20.3 21.1 21.8 22.9 23.0 22.9 22.9 22.9 22.9 23.0 23.0

Latvia 35.6 37.3 36.7 36.1 36.1 36.2 35.9 37.5 37.5 38.8 40.0 43.1 43.4 40.8 38.1

Lithuania 32.6 32.1 32.1 33.4 34.2 33.6 32.9 33.9 34.4 33.2 34.9 36.3 35.3 34.6 34.5

Luxembourg 43.2 44.6 44.4 43.5 43.2 42.7 43.5 45.4 44.8 44.5 44.2 44.0 44.0 44.2 44.2

Malta 38.3 38.2 38.0 38.2 37.2 36.8 38.1 38.2 37.7 37.4 38.4 38.0 37.2 36.5 36.4

The Netherlands 41.5 42.0 42.8 42.8 41.8 42.8 42.9 42.8 43.9 39.8 41.2 42.4 42.8 42.9 43.1

New Zealand 37.4 37.5 37.3 37.3 37.7 37.6 37.1 37.8 37.0 37.5 35.8 35.9 36.5 36.9 37.0

Norway 56.9 56.4 54.4 54.2 54.5 54.8 54.6 56.5 58.6 53.5 55.8 56.5 56.6 56.8 56.6

Portugal 42.4 42.7 44.8 44.4 43.8 42.9 42.4 42.9 42.9 42.1 44.6 44.9 44.8 42.1 42.0

Singapore 17.6 17.2 16.9 17.2 17.3 18.9 19.0 17.7 18.2 17.7 17.3 17.3 17.4 17.5 17.5

Slovak Republic 37.0 36.6 39.4 40.2 43.1 40.2 40.5 40.8 41.5 42.3 42.6 43.0 43.6 41.6 41.0

Slovenia 44.2 45.4 45.7 45.3 45.9 44.3 44.0 44.3 44.2 39.7 43.0 43.2 43.3 43.5 43.6

Spain 36.4 37.9 38.8 39.2 38.7 38.1 38.2 39.2 39.1 38.6 40.5 40.5 40.3 40.1 38.5

Sweden 48.4 48.8 49.1 48.2 48.4 49.8 49.7 49.6 48.7 47.4 47.1 46.3 45.5 44.7 43.8

Switzerland 32.9 32.8 32.9 32.7 33.7 33.5 34.3 34.0 34.1 33.1 32.6 32.9 32.9 32.9 32.9

United Kingdom 36.0 36.0 36.3 35.5 35.7 36.1 36.6 36.5 36.4 36.6 36.4 36.4 37.1 37.6 38.2

United States 29.2 29.2 31.4 31.4 31.6 31.1 30.7 29.6 29.4 28.5 28.8 30.0 30.3 30.3 30.4

Average 35.4 35.6 36.8 36.9 36.5 36.3 36.3 36.0 35.7 34.8 35.3 36.0 36.2 36.2 36.2

Euro Area 45.1 46.2 46.8 46.8 46.4 46.2 46.1 46.4 46.4 45.6 46.2 46.3 46.2 46.0 45.8

G7 34.8 34.9 36.4 36.5 36.3 36.1 35.9 35.6 35.2 34.3 34.8 35.6 35.8 35.8 35.9

G20 Advanced 34.2 34.4 35.7 35.8 35.6 35.4 35.3 35.1 34.7 33.9 34.3 35.1 35.3 35.3 35.4

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For economy-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table B.
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Table A6. Advanced Economies: General Government Expenditure, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Australia 36.4 36.6 36.5 36.8 37.3 37.3 36.7 36.9 38.5 44.5 44.1 40.7 39.1 38.2 36.9

Austria 50.9 51.2 51.6 52.3 51.0 50.1 48.9 48.6 48.2 58.3 52.5 51.0 50.7 49.9 49.4

Belgium 55.3 56.5 56.1 55.6 53.7 53.1 51.9 52.2 52.3 61.3 56.4 55.5 55.3 55.5 55.4

Canada 41.6 40.9 40.0 38.4 40.0 40.8 40.6 41.0 41.2 57.3 46.1 43.8 42.0 40.9 40.1

Cyprus 42.2 42.0 42.2 40.5 39.6 37.6 36.9 43.4 39.5 47.7 45.8 45.5 45.6 44.9 44.4

Czech Republic 42.7 44.2 42.1 42.1 41.4 39.8 39.0 40.6 41.2 47.9 45.3 44.6 43.9 43.2 42.2

Denmark 56.4 58.0 55.8 55.2 54.5 52.5 51.2 50.9 49.7 57.1 53.7 51.5 50.2 50.1 50.0

Estonia 37.1 39.1 38.2 37.6 39.4 39.0 38.9 39.1 39.0 40.8 42.9 42.7 42.9 42.7 42.6

Finland 53.7 55.4 56.8 57.3 56.5 55.7 53.7 53.4 53.2 59.9 57.6 55.8 55.1 54.5 54.3

France 56.3 57.1 57.2 57.2 56.8 56.7 56.5 55.7 55.6 63.1 59.1 57.3 56.2 55.9 55.8

Germany 45.2 44.9 44.9 44.3 44.1 44.4 44.2 44.5 45.2 53.9 49.0 45.9 45.9 45.6 45.7

Greece 54.1 52.8 51.6 50.3 50.7 49.0 47.4 46.9 46.2 57.3 51.3 50.1 49.5 48.3 46.7

Hong Kong SAR 18.6 18.3 20.0 17.3 18.0 18.3 17.4 18.4 20.9 28.5 26.3 21.6 21.5 21.5 21.5

Iceland 44.2 43.8 42.4 43.8 41.4 44.5 42.9 42.3 41.8 48.1 45.7 45.0 44.4 44.1 43.5

Ireland 46.7 42.1 40.5 37.5 29.0 27.9 26.0 25.0 24.2 29.4 26.3 24.3 23.6 23.1 22.5

Israel 39.8 40.4 40.4 38.9 37.7 38.0 38.9 39.6 39.2 46.5 41.8 40.7 40.2 39.7 39.2

Italy 49.2 50.6 51.0 50.9 50.3 49.1 48.8 48.5 48.7 59.7 53.8 51.5 50.2 50.0 50.0

Japan 39.4 39.4 39.5 38.9 38.0 38.0 37.3 37.5 37.7 48.1 40.3 37.6 37.4 37.4 37.5

Korea 19.1 19.7 19.9 19.8 19.7 19.5 19.6 20.4 22.6 26.1 25.2 25.6 25.6 25.5 25.5

Latvia 38.8 37.1 37.2 37.8 37.6 36.6 36.7 38.2 37.8 44.3 43.2 44.5 44.3 41.6 38.9

Lithuania 41.6 35.2 34.7 34.0 34.4 33.3 32.4 33.3 34.1 39.9 38.7 37.7 35.5 34.8 34.4

Luxembourg 42.6 44.1 43.6 42.2 41.9 40.9 42.2 42.3 42.6 51.5 45.9 45.3 44.2 44.2 44.2

Malta 40.7 41.6 40.4 39.9 38.2 35.9 34.8 36.3 37.1 46.8 42.2 40.7 39.9 39.4 39.0

The Netherlands 46.0 45.9 45.7 44.9 43.8 42.8 41.7 41.3 42.3 48.5 46.1 44.4 43.9 43.3 42.8

New Zealand 42.3 39.7 38.6 37.7 37.3 36.6 35.8 36.4 40.0 46.7 44.5 41.7 40.3 39.1 38.3

Norway 43.5 42.7 43.7 45.5 48.5 50.7 49.6 49.2 50.8 55.3 53.7 52.4 51.6 51.2 50.4

Portugal 50.0 48.9 49.9 51.7 48.1 44.8 45.4 43.4 42.7 50.5 47.3 46.4 45.5 44.3 43.8

Singapore 9.7 9.8 10.9 12.6 14.4 15.2 13.7 14.0 14.3 28.5 16.1 14.9 14.9 14.9 14.9

Slovak Republic 41.4 41.0 42.3 43.3 45.8 42.7 41.5 41.9 42.8 51.2 47.1 46.8 46.5 44.3 43.5

Slovenia 50.9 49.4 60.3 50.8 48.7 46.2 44.1 43.6 43.7 48.5 45.8 44.0 43.5 43.5 43.5

Spain 46.2 48.7 45.8 45.1 43.9 42.4 41.2 41.7 41.9 52.7 48.0 46.3 45.0 44.1 42.9

Sweden 48.6 49.8 50.5 49.7 48.4 48.8 48.2 48.8 48.3 53.3 49.1 47.8 45.2 44.4 43.5

Switzerland 32.2 32.5 33.4 33.0 33.1 33.2 33.2 32.7 32.7 37.3 34.0 33.6 33.2 33.0 32.9

United Kingdom 43.5 43.6 41.8 41.1 40.3 39.5 39.1 38.8 38.6 53.1 45.6 43.5 42.9 42.7 42.7

United States1 38.9 37.2 36.0 35.5 35.2 35.5 35.3 35.4 35.7 47.2 37.4 36.5 35.9 35.7 35.9

Average 41.8 41.1 40.5 40.0 39.1 39.0 38.6 38.7 39.0 49.2 42.2 40.6 39.9 39.6 39.5

Euro Area 49.3 49.9 49.8 49.2 48.4 47.7 47.1 46.9 47.0 55.7 51.2 49.0 48.3 47.8 47.6

G7 42.2 41.4 40.7 40.1 39.4 39.4 39.2 39.2 39.4 50.5 42.3 40.7 40.0 39.8 39.9

G20 Advanced 41.2 40.4 39.8 39.2 38.5 38.5 38.3 38.4 38.7 49.3 41.7 40.1 39.5 39.2 39.2

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For economy-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table B.
1 For cross-economy comparability, expenditure and fiscal balances of the United States are adjusted to exclude the imputed interest on unfunded pension liabilities and the imputed 
compensation of employees, which are counted as expenditures under the 2008 System of National Accounts (2008 SNA) adopted by the United States, but not in economies that have 
not yet adopted the 2008 SNA. Data for the United States in this table may thus differ from data published by the US Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Table A7. Advanced Economies: General Government Gross Debt, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Australia1 24.1 27.5 30.5 34.0 37.7 40.5 41.1 41.7 46.3 60.4 70.2 74.4 75.0 73.6 70.9

Austria 82.2 81.7 81.0 83.8 84.4 82.6 78.4 74.0 70.3 84.8 84.3 82.4 81.1 79.3 77.0

Belgium 103.5 104.8 105.5 107.0 105.2 104.9 101.8 99.9 98.7 117.7 117.1 118.3 119.6 121.2 123.0

Canada1 81.8 85.4 86.1 85.6 91.2 91.7 90.5 89.7 88.6 114.6 115.0 114.7 112.8 110.0 106.2

Cyprus 65.0 79.4 102.9 109.2 107.5 103.4 93.9 100.6 95.5 118.4 112.4 105.1 101.0 93.9 85.7

Czech Republic 39.5 44.2 44.4 41.9 39.7 36.6 34.2 32.1 30.2 39.1 41.4 42.5 42.8 42.4 41.9

Denmark 46.1 44.9 44.0 44.3 39.8 37.2 35.8 34.2 29.4 34.5 39.3 42.6 44.5 45.3 45.9

Estonia 6.1 9.8 10.2 10.4 9.8 9.1 9.1 8.3 8.4 18.7 22.4 25.6 28.0 30.3 31.9

Finland 48.3 53.6 56.2 59.8 63.6 63.2 61.3 59.6 59.0 67.9 68.6 69.1 69.8 70.3 70.5

France 87.8 90.6 93.4 94.9 95.6 98.0 98.3 98.1 98.1 118.7 118.6 120.0 121.3 122.3 123.3

Germany 79.8 81.1 78.7 75.7 72.2 69.2 65.0 61.6 59.5 73.3 72.2 68.5 65.5 62.6 59.5

Greece 180.6 159.6 177.9 180.2 177.8 181.1 179.3 184.8 180.9 205.2 200.5 187.3 177.0 169.7 165.9

Hong Kong SAR1 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0

Iceland 92.0 89.4 81.8 78.8 65.0 51.2 43.2 37.4 37.0 51.7 52.5 52.7 52.9 52.5 53.1

Ireland 111.1 120.0 120.1 104.3 76.7 74.2 67.4 62.9 57.3 63.7 61.3 59.2 55.8 52.5 49.2

Israel 68.8 68.5 67.1 65.7 63.8 62.1 60.6 60.9 60.0 76.5 80.0 81.4 82.2 82.6 82.7

Italy 119.7 126.5 132.5 135.4 135.3 134.8 134.1 134.8 134.8 161.8 158.3 156.6 154.9 153.8 152.6

Japan 221.9 228.7 232.2 235.8 231.3 236.4 234.5 236.6 238.0 266.2 264.0 263.0 262.8 263.0 264.0

Korea 33.1 35.0 37.7 39.7 40.8 41.2 40.1 40.0 41.9 48.4 52.2 55.8 59.3 62.3 65.0

Latvia 43.3 41.9 39.4 40.9 36.7 40.2 40.3 36.5 36.8 44.1 45.0 43.0 40.9 39.6 38.5

Lithuania 37.2 39.8 38.7 40.6 42.7 39.9 39.3 34.1 37.7 48.3 47.7 44.9 42.2 40.0 37.6

Luxembourg 19.0 22.0 23.7 22.7 22.0 20.1 22.3 21.0 22.1 26.9 27.5 28.3 28.4 28.4 28.4

Malta 69.3 65.9 65.8 61.6 55.9 54.5 48.8 45.2 42.6 56.7 57.1 55.4 54.6 53.1 51.4

The Netherlands 61.8 66.4 67.8 68.0 64.6 61.9 56.9 52.4 48.4 59.3 61.1 61.0 60.1 58.6 56.4

New Zealand 34.7 35.7 34.6 34.2 34.3 33.5 31.3 28.5 31.5 48.0 60.2 65.6 68.0 68.5 66.9

Norway 29.8 31.1 31.6 29.9 34.5 38.1 38.6 39.9 41.3 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0

Portugal 114.4 129.0 131.4 132.9 131.2 131.5 126.1 122.0 117.7 137.2 130.0 124.1 119.6 117.8 115.9

Singapore 103.1 106.7 98.2 97.8 102.3 106.5 108.4 110.4 130.0 131.2 132.4 133.5 134.7 135.9 137.1

Slovak Republic 43.5 51.8 54.7 53.5 51.9 52.0 51.3 49.5 48.0 61.8 60.6 59.0 56.9 55.6 55.2

Slovenia 46.5 53.6 70.0 80.3 82.6 78.7 74.1 70.4 66.1 81.0 78.0 77.3 75.5 73.9 72.7

Spain 69.9 86.3 95.8 100.7 99.3 99.2 98.6 97.6 95.5 123.0 121.3 120.4 119.3 118.1 118.8

Sweden 37.1 37.5 40.2 44.9 43.7 42.3 40.7 38.8 34.8 41.9 41.7 41.4 39.5 37.8 36.0

Switzerland 42.9 43.8 43.0 43.1 43.0 41.9 42.7 41.0 42.1 48.7 48.5 47.9 47.3 46.2 45.3

United Kingdom 80.1 83.2 84.2 86.2 86.9 86.8 86.2 85.7 85.4 108.0 111.5 113.4 115.3 116.4 117.0

United States1 99.8 103.3 104.9 104.5 104.6 106.6 105.7 106.9 108.7 131.2 133.6 134.5 135.2 136.0 136.9

Average 102.6 106.8 105.3 104.8 104.2 106.8 104.5 104.0 105.3 125.5 125.6 125.6 125.8 125.7 125.5

Euro Area 87.7 90.7 92.6 92.8 90.9 90.0 87.6 85.7 84.0 101.1 100.0 98.4 97.0 95.6 94.3

G7 117.0 121.1 118.9 117.6 116.4 119.6 117.5 117.3 118.5 141.2 141.2 141.2 141.5 141.7 141.7

G20 Advanced 110.5 114.4 112.4 111.5 110.8 113.9 111.7 111.6 113.2 135.0 135.5 135.8 136.1 136.3 136.3

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For economy-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table B.
1 For cross-economy comparability, gross debt levels reported by national statistical agencies for economies that have adopted the 2008 System of National Accounts (Australia, Canada, 
Hong Kong SAR, United States) are adjusted to exclude unfunded pension liabilities of government employees’ defined-benefit pension plans.
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Table A8. Advanced Economies: General Government Net Debt, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Australia1 10.6 13.8 16.0 19.1 22.1 23.3 23.3 24.1 27.6 39.4 49.2 53.4 54.1 52.8 50.7

Austria 60.3 60.5 60.4 59.1 58.3 57.0 55.8 50.7 47.8 61.0 61.7 60.9 60.4 59.4 57.7

Belgium2 91.6 92.0 92.5 93.3 92.0 91.1 88.1 86.5 85.8 103.8 104.0 105.8 107.5 109.5 111.6

Canada1 27.5 28.9 29.7 28.5 28.4 28.7 27.9 26.5 25.9 46.4 48.4 48.4 47.4 45.2 42.9

Cyprus 52.4 67.2 78.8 90.5 90.9 86.0 79.0 53.5 49.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Czech Republic 26.6 28.1 28.8 29.2 28.1 25.0 21.5 19.6 18.3 27.3 29.8 30.9 31.4 31.4 31.2

Denmark 15.1 18.5 18.3 18.1 16.2 16.5 15.6 14.7 10.4 14.8 17.2 18.0 17.6 17.1 16.4

Estonia –6.7 –4.7 –4.3 –3.9 –2.2 –2.6 –1.6 –1.8 –2.1 9.2 13.4 17.1 20.0 22.7 24.6

Finland3 5.0 9.4 12.9 17.2 18.4 21.2 21.9 24.3 24.5 32.0 34.5 35.8 36.8 37.6 38.1

France 76.4 80.0 83.0 85.5 86.3 89.2 89.4 89.3 89.4 110.0 109.8 111.2 112.5 113.5 114.6

Germany 60.3 59.6 58.6 55.0 52.2 49.3 45.5 42.7 41.1 54.1 54.2 51.2 48.8 46.3 43.8

Greece . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hong Kong SAR1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Iceland4 59.9 62.0 60.5 53.6 47.4 39.7 35.7 29.0 27.7 42.0 43.4 44.0 44.5 44.5 45.4

Ireland5 79.6 87.2 90.2 86.0 65.9 65.9 59.4 54.6 49.6 58.6 56.0 54.2 51.0 47.9 44.8

Israel 63.3 63.2 62.2 61.8 60.1 58.4 56.8 57.4 57.2 73.6 77.2 78.8 79.7 80.2 80.4

Italy 109.8 114.6 120.0 122.3 123.1 122.4 122.0 122.9 123.0 148.8 146.1 144.7 143.4 142.6 141.5

Japan 141.4 145.3 144.7 146.6 146.4 152.0 149.8 153.5 154.9 177.1 178.9 178.6 178.5 178.7 179.7

Korea 31.5 2.3 5.8 7.5 9.5 9.7 9.6 9.6 11.5 18.0 21.8 25.4 28.8 31.8 34.5

Latvia 31.6 29.8 29.6 29.6 30.9 31.0 31.8 28.1 28.3 35.1 36.7 35.2 33.6 32.7 32.0

Lithuania 33.2 33.4 34.1 32.7 34.7 32.2 32.3 27.5 31.5 42.0 41.8 39.4 37.0 34.9 32.8

Luxembourg –11.1 –10.4 –9.0 –10.8 –12.1 –11.5 –11.2 –10.7 –7.9 –4.8 –1.7 0.7 2.1 3.2 4.3

Malta 57.4 56.4 56.7 52.3 47.7 42.0 36.7 33.9 31.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Netherlands 48.5 52.1 53.7 54.8 52.8 51.1 46.2 42.5 41.7 48.1 49.6 49.5 48.8 47.5 45.8

New Zealand 6.6 8.5 8.6 8.0 7.4 6.7 5.6 4.8 9.0 21.3 31.0 36.9 40.4 40.9 39.4

Norway6 –47.4 –49.0 –60.1 –74.6 –85.6 –84.2 –79.3 –71.8 –105.5 –111.3 –111.9 –114.8 –118.0 –121.7 –125.1

Portugal 103.0 115.7 118.3 120.5 121.5 120.0 116.6 116.0 111.4 130.3 123.6 118.0 113.8 112.2 110.4

Singapore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Slovak Republic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Slovenia 32.3 36.6 45.2 46.5 50.3 52.3 51.9 45.9 43.1 50.2 50.7 50.3 49.1 48.0 47.3

Spain 56.4 71.8 80.8 85.2 84.9 86.1 84.5 82.7 81.3 106.9 106.4 106.3 105.9 105.3 106.4

Sweden 11.7 11.3 11.4 11.2 11.2 8.9 6.2 5.9 3.2 9.2 10.7 11.8 11.0 10.3 9.6

Switzerland 22.6 22.2 21.2 21.3 21.4 22.1 21.2 20.2 21.3 28.0 27.7 27.1 26.5 25.4 24.5

United Kingdom 71.8 74.8 75.9 78.0 78.4 77.8 76.7 75.9 75.4 98.1 101.6 103.5 105.3 106.5 107.1

United States1 76.9 80.8 81.5 81.2 80.8 81.8 81.9 83.2 84.0 106.8 107.3 109.5 110.2 111.4 113.8

Average 74.3 76.9 76.0 75.9 75.9 77.6 76.0 76.1 76.7 96.1 96.4 97.3 97.5 97.7 98.3

Euro Area 69.6 73.2 75.7 75.9 74.7 74.3 72.1 70.4 69.2 85.1 84.7 83.7 82.8 81.8 80.9

G7 85.7 88.8 87.6 87.0 86.4 88.4 87.1 87.5 88.1 109.7 109.9 110.8 111.1 111.5 112.4

G20 Advanced 80.9 82.8 81.8 81.5 81.3 83.2 81.7 82.2 83.2 103.9 104.5 105.6 106.0 106.4 107.3

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For economy-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table B.
1 For cross-economy comparability, net debt levels reported by national statistical agencies for economies that have adopted the 2008 System of National Accounts (Australia, Canada, 
Hong Kong SAR, United States) are adjusted to exclude unfunded pension liabilities of government employees’ defined-benefit pension plans.
2 Belgium’s net debt series has been revised to ensure consistency between liabilities and assets. Net debt is defined as gross debt (Maastricht definition) minus assets in the form of 
currency and deposits, loans, and debt securities.
3 Net debt figures were revised to only include categories of assets corresponding to the categories of liabilities covered by the Maastricht definition of “gross debt.”
4 “Net debt” for Iceland is defined as gross debt minus currency and deposits.
5 “Net debt” for Ireland is defined as gross general debt minus debt instrument assets, namely, currency and deposits (F2), debt securities (F3), and loans (F4). It was previously defined 
as general government debt less currency and deposits.
6 Norway’s net debt series has been revised because of a change in the net debt calculation, which excludes the equity and shares from financial assets and includes accounts receivable 
in the financial assets, following Government Finance Statistics and the Maastricht definition.
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Table A9. Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies: General Government Overall Balance, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Algeria –0.1 –4.4 –0.4 –7.3 –15.3 –13.1 –6.6 –4.5 –5.6 –11.5 –11.4 –9.2 –9.5 –9.2 –8.6
Angola 8.1 4.1 –0.3 –5.7 –2.9 –4.5 –6.3 2.2 0.8 –2.8 –0.1 1.0 1.7 1.8 1.9
Argentina –2.7 –3.0 –3.3 –4.3 –6.0 –6.7 –6.7 –5.5 –4.5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Azerbaijan 10.9 3.7 1.6 2.7 –4.8 –1.1 –1.4 5.5 8.1 –6.3 –5.8 –5.1 –5.0 –4.8 –5.2
Belarus1 –2.8 0.4 –1.0 0.1 –3.0 –1.7 –0.3 1.8 0.6 –4.7 –2.8 –1.8 –0.8 –0.7 –0.8
Brazil –2.5 –2.5 –3.0 –6.0 –10.3 –9.0 –7.9 –7.2 –6.0 –16.8 –6.5 –5.6 –5.6 –5.9 –5.9
Chile 1.4 0.7 –0.5 –1.5 –2.1 –2.6 –2.6 –1.5 –2.6 –8.7 –4.0 –3.8 –3.0 –2.3 –1.5
China –0.1 –0.3 –0.8 –0.9 –2.8 –3.7 –3.8 –4.7 –6.3 –11.9 –11.8 –10.9 –10.0 –9.1 –8.1
Colombia –2.0 0.2 –1.0 –1.7 –3.5 –2.3 –2.5 –4.7 –2.5 –9.5 –6.2 –3.2 –2.0 –0.9 –0.9
Croatia –7.9 –5.4 –5.3 –5.3 –3.3 –1.0 0.8 0.2 0.4 –8.1 –4.1 –2.5 –2.3 –2.2 –2.2
Dominican Republic –3.1 –6.6 –3.5 –2.8 0.0 –3.1 –3.1 –2.2 –2.2 –7.8 –3.3 –2.0 –1.5 –1.6 –1.6
Ecuador2 –0.1 –0.9 –4.6 –5.2 –6.1 –8.2 –4.5 –3.2 –3.2 –8.9 –2.9 0.6 1.8 2.4 2.3
Egypt3 –9.6 –10.0 –12.9 –11.3 –10.9 –12.5 –10.4 –9.4 –7.4 –7.5 –8.1 –5.2 –4.4 –4.0 –3.8
Hungary –5.2 –2.3 –2.6 –2.8 –2.0 –1.8 –2.5 –2.1 –2.0 –8.3 –3.9 –2.3 –1.3 –0.7 –0.6
India –8.3 –7.5 –7.0 –7.1 –7.2 –7.1 –6.4 –6.3 –8.2 –13.1 –10.9 –10.0 –9.6 –9.3 –9.1
Indonesia –0.7 –1.6 –2.2 –2.1 –2.6 –2.5 –2.5 –1.8 –2.2 –6.3 –5.5 –4.0 –3.0 –2.8 –2.5
Iran 0.6 –0.3 –0.9 –1.1 –1.8 –2.3 –1.8 –1.9 –5.5 –9.5 –6.8 –7.3 –7.7 –8.1 –8.2
Kazakhstan 5.8 4.4 4.9 2.5 –6.3 –4.5 –4.3 2.6 –0.6 –5.3 –3.3 –2.1 –1.5 –1.6 –1.8
Kuwait 33.3 32.4 34.1 22.4 5.6 0.3 6.3 9.0 5.4 –8.5 –10.7 –7.2 –5.2 –4.2 –3.4
Libya –17.2 28.6 –5.1 –73.8 –130.8 –113.2 –43.5 –0.2 2.2 –102.9 –43.2 –33.2 –29.4 –29.9 –28.4
Malaysia4 –3.6 –3.1 –3.5 –2.6 –2.5 –2.6 –2.4 –3.3 –3.7 –6.5 –4.7 –3.6 –3.6 –3.2 –3.1
Mexico –3.3 –3.7 –3.7 –4.5 –4.0 –2.8 –1.1 –2.2 –2.3 –5.8 –3.4 –2.6 –2.5 –2.5 –2.5
Morocco –6.6 –7.2 –5.1 –4.8 –4.2 –4.5 –3.5 –3.7 –4.1 –7.8 –6.0 –4.5 –3.8 –3.1 –2.5
Oman 9.4 4.6 4.7 –1.1 –15.9 –21.3 –14.0 –7.9 –7.1 –18.7 –16.8 –10.9 –10.0 –9.2 –8.4
Pakistan –6.7 –8.6 –8.4 –4.9 –5.3 –4.4 –5.8 –6.4 –9.0 –8.0 –6.7 –5.2 –4.0 –3.5 –3.2
Peru 2.0 2.1 0.7 –0.2 –2.1 –2.3 –2.9 –2.0 –1.4 –9.4 –4.3 –3.2 –2.6 –2.0 –1.7
Philippines –0.3 –0.3 0.2 0.8 0.6 –0.4 –0.4 –1.6 –1.8 –8.1 –7.3 –6.3 –6.2 –6.2 –6.1
Poland –4.9 –3.7 –4.2 –3.6 –2.6 –2.4 –1.5 –0.2 –0.7 –10.5 –4.3 –3.2 –3.9 –3.8 –3.8
Qatar 7.3 10.5 21.6 15.4 21.7 –4.8 –2.5 5.9 4.9 3.0 3.3 6.5 7.4 8.7 10.1
Romania –4.3 –2.5 –2.5 –1.7 –1.4 –2.4 –2.8 –2.8 –4.6 –9.6 –8.1 –8.1 –7.7 –7.4 –7.0
Russia 1.4 0.4 –1.2 –1.1 –3.4 –3.7 –1.5 2.9 1.9 –5.3 –2.6 –1.0 –1.0 –1.0 –0.5
Saudi Arabia 11.6 11.9 5.6 –3.5 –15.8 –17.2 –9.2 –5.9 –4.5 –10.6 –6.0 –4.0 –2.9 –1.6 –0.4
South Africa –4.1 –4.4 –4.3 –4.3 –4.8 –4.1 –4.4 –4.1 –6.3 –14.0 –11.1 –7.9 –5.6 –4.2 –3.1
Sri Lanka –6.2 –5.6 –5.2 –6.2 –7.0 –5.3 –5.5 –5.3 –8.2 –9.6 –8.1 –7.6 –7.7 –7.5 –7.4
Thailand 0.1 –0.9 0.5 –0.8 0.1 0.6 –0.4 0.1 –0.8 –5.2 –4.9 –1.7 –1.9 –1.9 –1.9
Turkey –0.7 –1.8 –1.5 –1.4 –1.3 –2.3 –2.2 –3.7 –5.6 –7.9 –7.9 –8.1 –7.7 –7.4 –7.4
Ukraine –2.8 –4.3 –4.8 –4.5 –1.2 –2.2 –2.2 –2.1 –2.0 –7.8 –5.2 –3.5 –2.4 –2.4 –2.4
United Arab Emirates 5.3 9.0 8.4 1.9 –3.4 –2.8 –2.0 1.9 –0.8 –9.9 –5.1 –3.7 –2.9 –2.5 –2.2
Uruguay5 –0.4 –2.4 –1.9 –2.8 –2.0 –2.9 –2.7 –2.0 –3.0 –5.8 –4.0 –3.6 –3.1 –2.8 –2.7
Venezuela –8.2 –10.4 –11.3 –15.6 –10.7 –10.8 –23.0 –31.0 –10.0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Average –0.9 –0.9 –1.5 –2.4 –4.3 –4.8 –4.2 –3.8 –4.9 –10.7 –9.2 –8.1 –7.5 –6.9 –6.3

Asia –1.6 –1.6 –1.8 –1.9 –3.3 –3.9 –4.0 –4.5 –6.1 –11.4 –11.0 –10.0 –9.2 –8.5 –7.7
Europe –0.2 –0.7 –1.5 –1.4 –2.7 –2.9 –1.8 0.4 –0.7 –7.2 –4.5 –3.4 –3.4 –3.3 –3.2
Latin America –2.7 –2.9 –3.2 –5.0 –6.8 –6.2 –5.5 –5.2 –4.1 –11.1 –5.3 –4.2 –3.9 –3.8 –3.7
MENAP 4.3 5.6 3.9 –1.4 –7.4 –9.6 –5.7 –2.9 –3.9 –9.7 –7.0 –5.3 –4.6 –4.1 –3.6
G20 Emerging –1.1 –1.2 –1.8 –2.6 –4.5 –4.9 –4.3 –4.3 –5.5 –11.3 –9.9 –9.0 –8.3 –7.7 –7.0

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table C. MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 For Belarus, the underlying assumption for IMF staff projections is no compensation for the loss of oil-related discounts and transfers as a result of internal changes in Russia’s taxation 
system. (Negotiations between Russia and Belarus on this issue are ongoing.)
2 The data for Ecuador reflect net lending/borrowing for the nonfinancial public sector. Ecuadorian authorities, in the context of the Extended Fund Facility approved in March 2019 and with the techni-
cal support from IMF staff, are undertaking revisions of the historical fiscal data for the net lending/borrowing of the nonfinancial public sector correcting recently identified statistical errors, mostly in 
the recording of revenues and expenditures of local governments. Fiscal data reported in the table for 2018 and 2019 reflect the corrected series, while data for earlier years are still under revisions and 
will be corrected in subsequent World Economic Outlook releases as far back as 2012. The authorities are also working on reconciling historical revenue and expenditure data with financing.
3 Based on nominal GDP series before the recent revision; therefore, data in the tables are not comparable to the authorities’ numbers.
4 The general government overall balance in 2019 includes a one-off refund of tax arrears in 2019 of 2.4 percent of GDP.
5 Data are for the nonfinancial public sector, which includes central government, local government, social security funds, nonfinancial public corporations, and Banco de Seguros del Estado. The 
coverage of the fiscal data was changed from the consolidated public sector to the nonfinancial public sector with the October 2019 submission. With this narrower coverage, the central bank 
balances are not included in fiscal data. Historical data were also revised accordingly. Starting in October 2018, the public pension system has been receiving transfers in the context of a new law 
that compensates persons affected by the creation of the mixed pension system. These funds are recorded as revenues, consistent with the IMF’s methodology. Therefore, data and projections for 
2018–21 have been affected by these transfers, which amounted to 1.3 percent of GDP in 2018 and 1.2 percent of GDP in 2019, and are projected to be 0.8 percent of GDP in 2020, 0.2 percent of 
GDP in 2021, and zero thereafter. Please see IMF Country Report No. 19/64 (https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/CR/Issues/2019/02/22/Uruguay-2018-Article-IV-Consultation-Press-Release-Staff-
Report-and-Statement-by-the-46624) for further details. The disclaimer about the public pension system applies only for the revenues and net lending/borrowing series.
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Table A10. Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies: General Government Primary Balance, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Algeria –1.3 –5.3 –0.5 –7.4 –15.8 –13.1 –6.3 –4.7 –6.3 –11.9 –11.5 –9.1 –8.7 –7.6 –6.3
Angola 9.0 5.0 0.4 –4.7 –1.1 –1.7 –3.0 6.7 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.6 6.6 6.2 5.8
Argentina –1.6 –1.7 –2.6 –3.5 –4.4 –4.8 –4.2 –2.3 –0.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Azerbaijan 10.9 3.8 1.7 2.9 –4.4 –0.7 –0.8 6.2 8.9 –5.4 –4.9 –4.4 –4.3 –4.2 –4.6
Belarus1 –1.7 1.7 0.0 1.1 –1.3 0.3 1.6 3.8 2.4 –2.6 –0.8 –0.1 0.7 0.7 0.6
Brazil 2.9 1.9 1.7 –0.6 –1.9 –2.5 –1.8 –1.7 –1.0 –12.0 –3.1 –2.0 –1.3 –0.6 –0.1
Chile 1.5 0.8 –0.4 –1.3 –1.9 –2.4 –2.3 –1.1 –2.3 –8.1 –3.7 –3.5 –2.5 –1.9 –1.1
China 0.4 0.2 –0.3 –0.3 –2.3 –3.0 –3.1 –3.8 –5.5 –10.9 –10.9 –9.9 –8.9 –8.0 –7.1
Colombia 0.1 1.8 0.9 –0.2 –1.7 –0.4 –0.5 –2.5 0.0 –6.2 –2.9 0.0 1.2 2.2 2.1
Croatia –5.6 –2.6 –2.6 –2.4 –0.2 1.9 3.2 2.3 2.4 –6.0 –1.9 –0.3 –0.2 –0.2 –0.2
Dominican Republic –1.0 –4.2 –1.2 –0.4 2.3 –0.6 –0.5 0.4 0.6 –4.6 0.2 1.4 1.8 1.5 1.4
Ecuador2 0.5 –0.2 –3.5 –4.2 –4.7 –6.7 –2.3 –0.7 –0.5 –5.8 –1.3 2.4 3.7 4.4 4.5
Egypt3 –4.8 –4.9 –5.9 –4.2 –4.1 –4.3 –2.5 –0.4 1.2 1.4 0.4 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1
Hungary –1.5 1.9 1.7 1.0 1.3 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 –6.2 –2.1 –0.6 0.5 1.2 1.5
India –4.0 –3.2 –2.4 –2.6 –2.7 –2.5 –1.6 –1.6 –3.3 –7.2 –4.9 –3.9 –3.5 –3.3 –3.1
Indonesia 0.5 –0.4 –1.0 –0.9 –1.2 –1.0 –0.9 0.0 –0.5 –4.5 –3.6 –2.0 –1.0 –0.8 –0.5
Iran 0.7 –0.2 –0.8 –1.1 –1.7 –2.2 –1.5 –1.5 –4.9 –8.6 –4.4 –3.9 –3.4 –3.2 –2.9
Kazakhstan 5.7 3.8 4.4 2.0 –5.9 –4.3 –5.2 1.8 –0.8 –5.5 –3.4 –2.0 –1.5 –1.5 –1.7
Kuwait4 26.5 25.4 25.8 12.7 –7.5 –14.2 –9.4 –3.0 –7.8 –22.4 –22.9 –20.6 –19.1 –17.9 –16.6
Libya –17.2 28.6 –5.1 –73.8 –130.8 –113.2 –43.5 –0.2 2.2 –102.9 –43.2 –33.2 –29.4 –29.9 –28.4
Malaysia –2.0 –2.1 –2.1 –0.9 –0.9 –0.8 –0.6 –1.4 –1.7 –4.0 –2.2 –1.2 –1.3 –1.0 –1.0
Mexico –0.7 –0.9 –0.9 –1.7 –1.2 0.4 2.6 1.6 1.3 –2.0 0.2 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Morocco –4.4 –4.7 –2.5 –2.1 –1.4 –1.8 –0.9 –1.3 –1.6 –5.1 –3.2 –1.7 –1.1 –0.5 –0.1
Oman 8.9 3.3 2.6 –2.1 –16.1 –21.8 –13.4 –6.9 –5.6 –16.5 –14.6 –8.1 –6.5 –5.2 –4.0
Pakistan –2.9 –4.2 –3.9 –0.3 –0.5 –0.1 –1.5 –2.1 –3.5 –1.7 –0.4 0.7 1.6 1.6 1.7
Peru 3.0 3.0 1.7 0.7 –1.2 –1.3 –1.9 –0.9 –0.2 –7.9 –2.6 –1.4 –0.7 –0.2 0.2
Philippines 2.2 2.2 2.6 3.0 2.5 1.4 1.3 0.1 –0.2 –6.0 –4.9 –3.6 –3.6 –3.5 –3.3
Poland –2.3 –1.1 –1.7 –1.7 –0.9 –0.7 0.1 1.2 0.6 –9.1 –2.6 –1.4 –2.1 –1.9 –1.8
Qatar 8.8 12.0 22.8 16.6 23.2 –3.3 –1.1 7.4 6.5 5.1 5.3 8.3 9.1 10.2 11.4
Romania –2.8 –0.7 –0.8 –0.2 –0.1 –1.1 –1.7 –1.5 –3.5 –8.2 –6.6 –6.4 –5.8 –5.4 –4.9
Russia 1.7 0.7 –0.8 –0.7 –3.1 –3.2 –1.0 3.4 2.2 –4.9 –2.1 –0.5 –0.5 –0.5 0.0
Saudi Arabia 11.6 11.7 5.2 –4.2 –17.9 –20.2 –11.1 –6.5 –4.5 –12.2 –5.3 –3.2 –1.9 –0.6 0.7
South Africa –1.5 –1.7 –1.4 –1.3 –1.6 –0.7 –0.8 –0.4 –2.3 –9.3 –6.1 –2.4 0.2 1.8 3.1
Sri Lanka –1.3 –0.9 –0.6 –2.0 –2.2 –0.2 0.0 0.6 –2.2 –3.2 –1.5 –1.1 –0.9 –0.7 –0.5
Thailand 0.9 0.0 1.3 –0.1 0.7 1.0 0.1 0.6 –0.3 –4.8 –4.3 –0.9 –1.0 –1.0 –0.9
Turkey 1.8 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.6 –1.0 –0.9 –2.2 –3.9 –5.1 –4.4 –4.1 –3.8 –3.4 –3.4
Ukraine –0.8 –2.4 –2.3 –1.2 3.0 1.9 1.6 1.1 1.0 –4.0 –1.7 –0.1 0.9 0.7 0.5
United Arab Emirates 5.5 9.3 8.8 2.2 –3.2 –2.7 –1.8 2.3 –0.3 –9.3 –4.4 –3.0 –2.2 –1.8 –1.5
Uruguay5 2.0 –0.1 0.5 –0.5 0.3 –0.3 –0.1 0.6 –0.6 –2.9 –1.2 –0.6 –0.2 0.1 0.2
Venezuela –6.1 –6.9 –8.1 –11.9 –9.0 –10.6 –23.0 –31.0 –10.0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Average 0.8 0.6 0.1 –0.8 –2.5 –3.1 –2.4 –2.1 –3.1 –8.8 –7.2 –6.1 –5.4 –4.8 –4.2

Asia –0.3 –0.4 –0.6 –0.6 –2.1 –2.6 –2.5 –3.1 –4.6 –9.7 –9.3 –8.2 –7.4 –6.6 –5.9
Europe 1.0 0.5 –0.3 –0.3 –1.5 –1.7 –0.8 1.4 0.3 –5.9 –3.0 –1.8 –1.8 –1.6 –1.4
Latin America 0.9 0.2 –0.1 –1.6 –2.5 –2.4 –1.6 –1.4 –0.4 –7.5 –2.2 –1.0 –0.4 0.1 0.4
MENAP 4.8 6.1 4.5 –0.8 –6.9 –9.2 –5.5 –2.1 –2.8 –8.4 –4.8 –3.1 –2.3 –1.7 –1.1
G20 Emerging 0.8 0.4 –0.2 –0.9 –2.7 –3.1 –2.4 –2.5 –3.7 –9.4 –8.1 –7.0 –6.2 –5.5 –4.8

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: “Primary balance” is defined as the overall balance, excluding net interest payments. For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table C. MENAP = Middle East, 
North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 For Belarus, the underlying assumption for IMF staff projections is no compensation for the loss of oil-related discounts and transfers as a result of internal changes in Russia’s taxation 
system. (Negotiations between Russia and Belarus on this issue are ongoing.)
2 The data for Ecuador reflect net lending/borrowing for the nonfinancial public sector. Ecuadorian authorities, in the context of the Extended Fund Facility approved in March 2019 and with the techni-
cal support from IMF staff, are undertaking revisions of the historical fiscal data for the net lending/borrowing of the nonfinancial public sector correcting recently identified statistical errors, mostly in 
the recording of revenues and expenditures of local governments. Fiscal data reported in the table for 2018 and 2019 reflect the corrected series, while data for earlier years are still under revisions and 
will be corrected in subsequent World Economic Outlook releases as far back as 2012. The authorities are also working on reconciling historical revenue and expenditure data with financing.
3 Based on nominal GDP series before the recent revision; therefore, data in the tables are not comparable to the authorities’ numbers.
4 Interest revenue is proxied by IMF staff estimates of investment income. The country team does not have the breakdown of investment income between interest revenue, and dividends.
5 Data are for the nonfinancial public sector, which includes central government, local government, social security funds, nonfinancial public corporations, and Banco de Seguros del Estado. The 
coverage of the fiscal data was changed from the consolidated public sector to the nonfinancial public sector with the October 2019 submission. With this narrower coverage, the central bank 
balances are not included in fiscal data. Historical data were also revised accordingly. Starting in October 2018, the public pension system has been receiving transfers in the context of a new law 
that compensates persons affected by the creation of the mixed pension system. These funds are recorded as revenues, consistent with the IMF’s methodology. Therefore, data and projections for 
2018–21 have been affected by these transfers, which amounted to 1.3 percent of GDP in 2018 and 1.2 percent of GDP in 2019, and are projected to be 0.8 percent of GDP in 2020, 0.2 percent of 
GDP in 2021, and zero thereafter. Please see IMF Country Report No. 19/64 (https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/CR/Issues/2019/02/22/Uruguay-2018-Article-IV-Consultation-Press-Release-Staff-
Report-and-Statement-by-the-46624) for further details. The disclaimer about the public pension system applies only for the revenues and net lending/borrowing series.
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Table A11. Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies: General Government Cyclically Adjusted Balance, 
2011–25
(Percent of potential GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Algeria –0.7 –3.3 2.1 –8.8 –17.8 –14.7 –9.0 –7.7 –11.1 –19.0 –18.9 –15.0 –14.4 –12.4 –9.7
Angola 3.4 –0.3 –2.2 –5.3 0.7 –1.4 –3.3 3.0 1.2 –1.4 –0.2 0.5 1.2 1.5 1.8
Argentina –3.7 –2.9 –3.6 –3.4 –6.2 –6.0 –7.2 –5.1 –3.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Azerbaijan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Belarus1 –3.6 –0.2 –1.5 –0.8 –2.3 –0.1 0.3 1.6 0.3 –3.6 –2.2 –1.7 –0.6 –0.4 –0.6
Brazil –3.9 –3.7 –4.5 –7.6 –10.1 –7.4 –6.5 –6.0 –5.0 –14.7 –5.4 –5.0 –5.4 –5.8 –5.9
Chile2 –1.0 –0.4 –0.5 –0.5 0.5 –1.0 –2.0 –1.5 –1.7 –3.3 –4.4 –3.0 –2.5 –2.0 –1.5
China –0.5 –0.4 –0.9 –0.9 –2.5 –3.4 –3.6 –4.5 –5.9 –10.2 –10.9 –10.3 –9.6 –8.9 –8.1
Colombia –2.2 0.1 –1.5 –2.4 –3.9 –2.6 –2.3 –4.0 –2.0 –6.5 –4.2 –1.8 –1.1 –0.4 –0.8
Croatia –8.8 –6.1 –6.3 –5.2 –2.9 –1.0 0.8 0.4 0.4 –6.5 –3.4 –2.3 –2.3 –2.2 –2.2
Dominican Republic –3.1 –6.2 –3.1 –4.8 –4.6 –4.2 –4.1 –4.0 –4.1 –8.5 –4.0 –2.9 –2.5 –2.5 –2.5
Ecuador3 –1.5 –2.3 –6.0 –6.5 –6.8 –7.6 –3.9 –3.8 –3.6 –5.7 –1.5 1.9 2.7 2.9 2.5
Egypt4 –9.6 –9.9 –13.2 –11.6 –11.4 –12.0 –10.7 –9.5 –7.2 –7.5 –8.5 –5.7 –4.8 –4.4 –4.1
Hungary –4.1 0.2 –0.2 –1.4 –1.2 –1.0 –2.3 –2.7 –3.2 –6.5 –2.9 –1.7 –1.1 –0.6 –0.6
India –8.5 –7.3 –6.6 –6.7 –7.0 –7.4 –6.4 –7.1 –8.2 –10.2 –9.2 –8.9 –8.9 –9.0 –9.0
Indonesia –1.0 –1.9 –2.5 –2.3 –2.7 –2.5 –2.4 –1.7 –2.2 –5.3 –5.0 –3.7 –2.8 –2.7 –2.4
Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kazakhstan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kuwait . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Libya . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Malaysia –3.3 –3.3 –3.2 –2.5 –2.7 –2.7 –2.6 –4.2 –3.3 –5.7 –4.4 –3.5 –3.5 –3.2 –3.1
Mexico –3.3 –3.9 –3.6 –4.5 –4.2 –4.1 –2.6 –2.4 –2.1 –4.3 –2.5 –2.0 –2.1 –2.4 –2.5
Morocco –6.9 –7.7 –5.9 –6.3 –4.6 –4.8 –4.2 –3.9 –4.1 –5.6 –5.1 –4.0 –3.7 –3.1 –2.7
Oman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pakistan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Peru2 1.2 1.3 0.1 –0.1 –1.6 –1.9 –2.1 –1.7 –0.7 –6.3 –2.5 –2.2 –2.2 –1.9 –1.6
Philippines –0.1 –0.3 0.2 0.7 0.6 –0.4 –0.5 –1.6 –1.8 –7.5 –7.1 –6.2 –6.2 –6.2 –6.1
Poland –5.3 –3.6 –3.6 –3.1 –2.3 –2.1 –1.7 –0.6 –1.2 –8.8 –3.6 –3.1 –4.0 –3.9 –3.8
Qatar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Romania –3.2 –1.2 –1.4 –0.7 –0.5 –2.0 –3.4 –3.6 –5.5 –9.2 –7.8 –7.8 –7.6 –7.4 –7.1
Russia 1.5 0.1 –1.6 –0.1 –3.1 –3.2 –1.0 2.9 2.0 –3.5 –1.8 –0.7 –0.9 –1.0 –0.5
Saudi Arabia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
South Africa –3.7 –4.2 –4.1 –4.1 –4.2 –3.8 –3.8 –3.5 –4.8 –9.1 –7.9 –5.9 –4.4 –3.6 –2.7
Sri Lanka . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Thailand 0.1 –0.6 0.3 –0.4 0.5 0.9 –0.2 0.1 –0.7 –3.0 –2.9 –0.7 –1.2 –1.7 –1.8
Turkey –1.1 –1.7 –1.9 –1.5 –1.5 –2.0 –3.1 –4.6 –6.3 –6.2 –7.3 –7.9 –7.6 –7.4 –7.4
Ukraine –3.2 –4.5 –4.6 –3.3 0.9 –1.2 –1.4 –2.1 –1.8 –4.5 –3.8 –3.0 –2.1 –2.2 –2.4
United Arab Emirates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Uruguay5 –1.6 –3.3 –2.9 –3.7 –2.1 –2.8 –2.7 –2.0 –2.6 –4.7 –3.9 –3.5 –3.2 –2.9 –2.7
Venezuela . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Average –2.1 –2.0 –2.4 –2.7 –3.7 –4.0 –3.8 –3.9 –4.8 –9.0 –8.5 –7.8 –7.4 –7.0 –6.6

Asia –1.9 –1.6 –1.8 –1.8 –3.0 –3.7 –3.8 –4.5 –5.8 –9.6 –10.0 –9.3 –8.8 –8.3 –7.7
Europe –0.8 –1.1 –2.0 –1.1 –2.2 –2.4 –1.7 –0.1 –1.1 –5.6 –3.8 –3.2 –3.4 –3.3 –3.2
Latin America –3.2 –3.1 –3.6 –5.3 –6.5 –5.4 –4.8 –4.2 –3.4 –8.6 –4.2 –3.4 –3.5 –3.7 –3.7
MENAP –6.7 –7.8 –7.7 –9.8 –11.7 –11.3 –8.7 –7.7 –7.5 –9.7 –10.1 –7.3 –6.6 –5.7 –4.8
G20 Emerging –2.0 –1.9 –2.4 –2.6 –3.9 –4.2 –4.0 –4.2 –5.2 –9.4 –9.1 –8.4 –8.0 –7.6 –7.1

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table C. MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 For Belarus, the underlying assumption for IMF staff projections is no compensation for the loss of oil-related discounts and transfers as a result of internal changes in Russia’s taxation 
system. (Negotiations between Russia and Belarus on this issue are ongoing.)
2 Data for these countries include adjustments beyond the output cycle.
3 The data for Ecuador reflect net lending/borrowing for the nonfinancial public sector. Ecuadorian authorities, in the context of the Extended Fund Facility approved in March 2019 and with the tech-
nical support from IMF staff, are undertaking revisions of the historical fiscal data for the net lending/borrowing of the nonfinancial public sector correcting recently identified statistical errors, mostly 
in the recording of revenues and expenditures of local governments. Fiscal data reported in the table for 2018 and 2019 reflect the corrected series, while data for earlier years are still under revisions 
and will be corrected in subsequent World Economic Outlook releases as far back as 2012. The authorities are also working on reconciling historical revenue and expenditure data with financing.
4 Based on nominal GDP series before the recent revision; therefore, data in the tables are not comparable to the authorities’ numbers.
5 Data are for the nonfinancial public sector, which includes central government, local government, social security funds, nonfinancial public corporations, and Banco de Seguros del 
Estado. The coverage of the fiscal data was changed from the consolidated public sector to the nonfinancial public sector with the October 2019 submission. With this narrower coverage, 
the central bank balances are not included in fiscal data. Historical data were also revised accordingly. Starting in October 2018, the public pension system has been receiving transfers 
in the context of a new law that compensates persons affected by the creation of the mixed pension system. These funds are recorded as revenues, consistent with the IMF’s methodology. 
Therefore, data and projections for 2018–21 have been affected by these transfers, which amounted to 1.3 percent of GDP in 2018 and 1.2 percent of GDP in 2019, and are projected to 
be 0.8 percent of GDP in 2020, 0.2 percent of GDP in 2021, and zero thereafter. Please see IMF Country Report No. 19/64 (https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/CR/Issues/2019/02/22/
Uruguay-2018-Article-IV-Consultation-Press-Release-Staff-Report-and-Statement-by-the-46624) for further details.
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Table A12. Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies: General Government Cyclically Adjusted Primary 
Balance, 2011–25
(Percent of potential GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Algeria –2.6 –4.7 2.0 –9.0 –18.5 –14.8 –8.6 –7.9 –11.8 –19.4 –19.1 –15.0 –13.5 –10.6 –6.9
Angola 4.4 0.7 –1.4 –4.3 2.2 0.9 –0.5 7.3 6.3 4.7 6.0 6.3 6.3 6.0 5.8
Argentina –2.6 –1.6 –3.0 –2.7 –4.6 –4.1 –4.7 –1.9 0.5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Azerbaijan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Belarus1 –2.5 1.2 –0.5 0.2 –0.7 1.8 2.2 3.6 2.1 –1.6 –0.3 0.1 0.9 1.0 0.7
Brazil 1.8 0.9 0.4 –2.0 –1.8 –1.2 –0.6 –0.7 0.0 –10.2 –2.1 –1.5 –1.0 –0.6 0.0
Chile2 –0.9 –0.3 –0.4 –0.4 0.7 –0.7 –1.6 –1.1 –1.3 –2.7 –4.0 –2.7 –2.0 –1.5 –1.0
China 0.0 0.1 –0.4 –0.4 –2.0 –2.7 –2.9 –3.7 –5.1 –9.3 –10.0 –9.3 –8.5 –7.8 –7.1
Colombia –0.1 1.7 0.5 –0.8 –2.1 –0.6 –0.3 –1.9 0.4 –3.5 –1.1 1.3 2.0 2.6 2.2
Croatia –6.4 –3.3 –3.5 –2.3 0.2 1.9 3.2 2.5 2.4 –4.5 –1.2 –0.1 –0.1 –0.2 –0.2
Dominican Republic –1.1 –3.9 –0.9 –2.5 –2.3 –1.6 –1.6 –1.3 –1.2 –5.4 –0.7 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.5
Ecuador3 –0.8 –1.6 –5.0 –5.4 –5.4 –6.1 –1.8 –1.4 –0.9 –2.9 0.0 3.6 4.5 4.8 4.7
Egypt4 –4.7 –4.9 –6.1 –4.5 –4.6 –3.9 –2.7 –0.5 1.5 1.4 0.0 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8
Hungary –0.4 4.2 3.9 2.2 2.1 1.9 0.2 –0.4 –0.8 –4.5 –1.3 0.0 0.7 1.4 1.5
India –4.2 –3.0 –2.1 –2.3 –2.5 –2.7 –1.6 –2.3 –3.3 –4.9 –3.5 –3.1 –3.0 –3.1 –3.1
Indonesia 0.2 –0.7 –1.3 –1.1 –1.3 –1.0 –0.8 0.0 –0.4 –3.5 –3.1 –1.7 –0.9 –0.7 –0.5
Iran . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kazakhstan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kuwait . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Libya . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Malaysia –1.7 –2.3 –1.9 –0.8 –1.1 –0.9 –0.8 –2.3 –1.3 –3.2 –2.0 –1.1 –1.3 –1.0 –1.0
Mexico –0.7 –1.1 –0.9 –1.7 –1.4 –0.9 1.1 1.4 1.5 –0.7 1.0 1.3 1.1 0.9 0.8
Morocco –4.7 –5.2 –3.3 –3.6 –1.9 –2.2 –1.7 –1.5 –1.5 –3.1 –2.4 –1.3 –1.0 –0.5 –0.2
Oman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Pakistan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Peru2 2.2 2.3 1.1 0.8 –0.6 –0.9 –1.1 –0.5 0.5 –5.0 –0.8 –0.4 –0.4 –0.1 0.2
Philippines 2.3 2.2 2.6 2.8 2.6 1.4 1.2 0.1 –0.2 –5.5 –4.7 –3.6 –3.5 –3.5 –3.3
Poland –2.8 –0.9 –1.1 –1.2 –0.6 –0.4 –0.1 0.9 0.2 –7.5 –1.9 –1.3 –2.2 –1.9 –1.8
Qatar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Romania –1.8 0.5 0.2 0.8 0.7 –0.7 –2.3 –2.3 –4.4 –7.8 –6.3 –6.1 –5.7 –5.3 –4.9
Russia 1.8 0.3 –1.2 0.3 –2.8 –2.8 –0.5 3.4 2.2 –3.1 –1.4 –0.2 –0.4 –0.4 0.0
Saudi Arabia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
South Africa –1.2 –1.5 –1.2 –1.1 –1.0 –0.4 –0.2 0.2 –0.8 –4.7 –3.1 –0.6 1.3 2.3 3.4
Sri Lanka . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Thailand 1.0 0.3 1.1 0.3 1.1 1.3 0.3 0.6 –0.2 –2.6 –2.4 0.1 –0.3 –0.7 –0.8
Turkey 1.4 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.4 –0.7 –1.7 –3.2 –4.5 –3.5 –3.9 –3.9 –3.8 –3.4 –3.4
Ukraine –1.2 –2.6 –2.2 0.0 4.9 2.8 2.3 1.1 1.2 –1.0 –0.4 0.4 1.2 0.9 0.5
United Arab Emirates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Uruguay5 0.9 –1.0 –0.5 –1.4 0.2 –0.2 –0.2 0.6 –0.1 –1.9 –1.0 –0.6 –0.3 0.1 0.2
Venezuela . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Average –0.2 –0.3 –0.7 –0.9 –1.8 –2.1 –1.8 –2.0 –2.9 –7.0 –6.6 –5.8 –5.3 –4.9 –4.4

Asia –0.6 –0.4 –0.6 –0.6 –1.8 –2.4 –2.4 –3.1 –4.3 –8.0 –8.4 –7.6 –7.0 –6.5 –5.9
Europe 0.6 0.3 –0.7 0.2 –0.9 –1.2 –0.6 1.0 0.0 –4.2 –2.2 –1.5 –1.6 –1.5 –1.4
Latin America 0.5 0.1 –0.4 –1.8 –2.0 –1.5 –0.9 –0.4 0.4 –5.2 –1.2 –0.3 0.0 0.3 0.5
MENAP –4.1 –4.9 –3.4 –5.5 –7.3 –6.0 –4.1 –2.7 –2.4 –4.1 –4.7 –2.5 –2.0 –1.2 –0.2
G20 Emerging 0.0 –0.2 –0.7 –0.8 –2.0 –2.3 –2.0 –2.3 –3.3 –7.5 –7.2 –6.5 –6.0 –5.5 –5.0

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: Cyclically adjusted primary balance is defined as the cyclically adjusted balance plus net interest payable/paid (interest expense minus interest revenue) following the World 
Economic Outlook convention. For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table C. MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 For Belarus, the underlying assumption for IMF staff projections is no compensation for the loss of oil-related discounts and transfers as a result of internal changes in Russia’s taxation 
system. (Negotiations between Russia and Belarus on this issue are ongoing.)
2 Data for these countries include adjustments beyond the output cycle. For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table C.
3 The data for Ecuador reflect net lending/borrowing for the nonfinancial public sector. Ecuadorian authorities, in the context of the Extended Fund Facility approved in March 2019 and with the techni-
cal support from IMF staff, are undertaking revisions of the historical fiscal data for the net lending/borrowing of the nonfinancial public sector correcting recently identified statistical errors, mostly in 
the recording of revenues and expenditures of local governments. Fiscal data reported in the table for 2018 and 2019 reflect the corrected series, while data for earlier years are still under revisions and 
will be corrected in subsequent World Economic Outlook releases as far back as 2012. The authorities are also working on reconciling historical revenue and expenditure data with financing.
4 Based on nominal GDP series before the recent revision; therefore, data in the tables are not comparable to the authorities’ numbers.
5 Data are for the nonfinancial public sector, which includes central government, local government, social security funds, nonfinancial public corporations, and Banco de Seguros del 
Estado. The coverage of the fiscal data was changed from the consolidated public sector to the nonfinancial public sector with the October 2019 submission. With this narrower coverage, 
the central bank balances are not included in fiscal data. Historical data were also revised accordingly. Starting in October 2018, the public pension system has been receiving transfers 
in the context of a new law that compensates persons affected by the creation of the mixed pension system. These funds are recorded as revenues, consistent with the IMF’s methodology. 
Therefore, data and projections for 2018–21 have been affected by these transfers, which amounted to 1.3 percent of GDP in 2018 and 1.2 percent of GDP in 2019, and are projected to 
be 0.8 percent of GDP in 2020, 0.2 percent of GDP in 2021, and zero thereafter. Please see IMF Country Report No. 19/64 (https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/CR/Issues/2019/02/22/
Uruguay-2018-Article-IV-Consultation-Press-Release-Staff-Report-and-Statement-by-the-46624) for further details.
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Table A13. Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies: General Government Revenue, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Algeria 40.0 39.1 35.8 33.3 30.5 28.6 32.6 33.7 32.6 28.2 27.8 27.7 26.6 26.0 26.1
Angola 45.5 41.3 36.7 30.7 24.1 17.5 17.5 21.9 20.0 17.9 19.7 20.2 20.1 19.6 19.0
Argentina 32.2 33.8 34.3 34.6 35.4 34.9 34.4 34.0 33.9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Azerbaijan 44.6 40.3 39.4 39.1 33.9 34.3 34.2 38.6 41.5 36.0 35.6 35.5 34.9 34.1 33.2
Belarus1 37.5 39.3 39.8 38.9 38.8 39.0 38.7 39.6 39.2 36.0 36.3 36.7 36.5 36.5 36.4
Brazil 35.1 34.7 34.5 32.5 28.2 30.6 30.4 30.9 31.8 28.0 29.8 30.7 30.7 30.4 30.2
Chile 24.2 23.8 22.6 22.3 22.8 22.6 22.8 23.9 23.2 20.6 25.8 23.9 24.1 24.0 23.8
China 27.0 27.9 27.7 28.1 28.8 28.2 27.8 28.3 27.7 24.4 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Colombia 28.2 29.2 29.0 29.5 27.8 27.7 26.8 30.0 29.4 26.0 26.6 27.4 28.1 28.5 28.3
Croatia 41.1 43.0 42.9 43.4 45.3 46.5 46.1 46.5 47.5 42.5 46.9 50.3 50.3 50.3 46.4
Dominican Republic 12.9 13.6 14.2 14.2 16.6 13.9 14.0 14.2 14.4 12.5 13.9 14.5 14.5 14.5 14.5
Ecuador2 39.3 39.3 39.2 38.4 33.6 30.3 32.0 35.3 33.4 30.1 31.6 34.6 35.2 35.5 35.6
Egypt3 20.9 20.8 21.7 24.4 22.0 20.3 21.8 20.7 20.1 19.2 20.0 20.2 20.6 21.0 21.4
Hungary 44.1 47.0 47.6 47.4 48.6 45.4 44.5 44.5 44.0 43.8 45.0 46.1 45.4 44.6 44.3
India 19.3 19.8 19.6 19.1 19.9 20.1 19.9 20.2 19.3 18.1 19.0 19.5 19.8 19.9 19.9
Indonesia 17.0 17.2 16.9 16.5 14.9 14.3 14.1 14.9 14.2 11.8 11.9 12.4 12.8 13.1 13.3
Iran 18.9 13.9 13.5 14.3 16.1 17.3 17.5 16.1 11.5 9.4 11.7 12.0 12.2 12.3 12.5
Kazakhstan 27.0 26.3 24.8 23.7 16.6 17.0 19.8 21.4 19.7 17.8 18.6 18.4 18.5 18.2 17.8
Kuwait 72.3 71.2 72.3 66.6 60.0 54.1 57.7 58.4 58.1 56.3 51.1 52.9 53.6 53.2 52.5
Libya 42.4 74.2 83.0 69.3 51.2 31.7 52.4 85.6 104.0 62.0 63.3 64.1 62.6 58.0 55.1
Malaysia 23.5 25.4 24.3 23.3 22.2 20.1 19.5 19.4 20.2 20.3 19.2 19.3 19.3 19.3 19.3
Mexico 24.4 24.5 24.1 23.4 23.5 24.6 24.6 23.5 24.1 24.4 23.0 23.1 22.9 23.0 23.0
Morocco 27.2 28.0 27.8 28.0 26.5 26.1 26.6 26.2 25.9 27.5 26.6 27.0 27.2 27.4 27.7
Oman 48.7 48.7 49.5 46.3 34.9 29.9 31.8 37.2 37.1 30.7 31.4 34.2 34.5 34.5 34.6
Pakistan 12.6 13.0 13.5 15.2 14.5 15.5 15.5 15.2 13.0 15.1 16.1 17.0 17.7 17.8 17.8
Peru 21.8 22.4 22.3 22.4 20.3 18.8 18.3 19.4 19.9 18.3 20.2 20.6 20.6 20.8 20.9
Philippines 16.8 17.8 18.0 18.1 18.5 18.3 18.7 19.3 19.9 17.2 17.5 17.7 17.7 17.9 18.0
Poland 39.0 39.1 38.4 38.7 39.1 38.7 39.8 41.3 41.3 40.7 40.0 41.1 40.0 39.5 39.1
Qatar 35.8 41.5 49.9 47.7 60.3 35.3 32.2 34.8 37.5 35.4 33.4 34.1 34.0 33.6 33.9
Romania 32.5 32.5 31.5 32.1 32.8 28.9 28.0 29.1 28.9 29.0 29.1 28.9 28.8 28.7 28.9
Russia 34.7 34.4 33.5 33.9 31.9 32.9 33.4 35.3 35.5 32.0 32.6 33.1 33.4 33.5 33.4
Saudi Arabia 44.4 45.2 41.2 36.7 25.0 21.5 24.1 30.7 31.2 28.4 31.1 31.0 31.4 31.8 32.3
South Africa 26.8 26.9 27.3 27.6 28.2 28.6 28.2 29.0 29.1 27.0 26.9 28.4 29.0 29.3 29.5
Sri Lanka 13.6 12.2 12.0 11.6 13.3 14.1 13.8 13.5 12.6 9.3 10.7 11.6 11.8 12.0 12.2
Thailand 21.2 21.4 22.2 21.4 22.3 21.9 21.1 21.4 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Turkey 32.4 32.3 32.5 31.6 31.9 32.5 31.2 31.0 29.5 29.0 28.5 28.8 29.1 29.3 29.4
Ukraine 42.9 44.7 43.3 40.3 41.9 38.3 39.3 39.6 39.4 39.1 40.6 40.8 40.8 40.7 40.6
United Arab Emirates 36.5 38.1 38.7 35.0 29.0 28.9 28.6 30.8 29.8 26.0 28.0 27.9 27.9 27.5 27.1
Uruguay4 28.4 27.8 29.6 28.9 28.9 29.4 29.7 31.2 30.9 30.7 30.4 30.6 30.6 30.6 30.6
Venezuela 31.1 29.8 28.4 34.6 19.7 14.3 14.7 17.4 11.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Average 29.0 29.5 29.1 28.5 27.4 26.8 26.8 27.6 27.0 24.3 24.9 25.2 25.2 25.2 25.2

Asia 24.4 25.3 25.3 25.6 26.2 25.6 25.2 25.8 25.2 22.5 23.1 23.2 23.3 23.3 23.4
Europe 35.3 35.1 34.4 34.3 33.3 33.7 33.7 35.1 34.9 33.1 33.4 33.9 33.8 33.7 33.5
Latin America 30.8 30.6 30.3 29.5 26.8 27.4 27.8 27.9 28.1 25.9 26.9 27.4 27.5 27.5 27.5
MENAP 33.8 36.2 35.4 32.6 27.4 24.1 25.6 28.6 27.1 23.3 24.7 25.2 25.4 25.5 25.6
G20 Emerging 28.6 29.0 28.6 28.2 27.4 27.2 27.0 27.6 27.1 24.2 24.8 25.0 25.1 25.1 25.1

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table C. MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 For Belarus, the underlying assumption for IMF staff projections is no compensation for the loss of oil-related discounts and transfers as a result of internal changes in Russia’s taxation 
system. (Negotiations between Russia and Belarus on this issue are ongoing.)
2 The data for Ecuador reflect net lending/borrowing for the nonfinancial public sector. Ecuadorian authorities, in the context of the Extended Fund Facility approved in March 2019 and 
with the technical support from IMF staff, are undertaking revisions of the historical fiscal data for the net lending/borrowing of the nonfinancial public sector correcting recently identified 
statistical errors, mostly in the recording of revenues and expenditures of local governments. Fiscal data reported in the table for 2018 and 2019 reflect the corrected series, while data for 
earlier years are still under revisions and will be corrected in subsequent World Economic Outlook releases as far back as 2012. The authorities are also working on reconciling historical 
revenue and expenditure data with financing.
3 Based on nominal GDP series before the recent revision; therefore, data in the tables are not comparable to the authorities’ numbers.
4 Data are for the nonfinancial public sector, which includes central government, local government, social security funds, nonfinancial public corporations, and Banco de Seguros del 
Estado. The coverage of the fiscal data was changed from the consolidated public sector to the nonfinancial public sector with the October 2019 submission. With this narrower coverage, 
the central bank balances are not included in fiscal data. Historical data were also revised accordingly. Starting in October 2018, the public pension system has been receiving transfers 
in the context of a new law that compensates persons affected by the creation of the mixed pension system. These funds are recorded as revenues, consistent with the IMF’s methodology. 
Therefore, data and projections for 2018–21 have been affected by these transfers, which amounted to 1.3 percent of GDP in 2018 and 1.2 percent of GDP in 2019, and are projected to 
be 0.8 percent of GDP in 2020, 0.2 percent of GDP in 2021, and zero thereafter. Please see IMF Country Report No. 19/64 (https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/CR/Issues/2019/02/22/
Uruguay-2018-Article-IV-Consultation-Press-Release-Staff-Report-and-Statement-by-the-46624) for further details. The disclaimer about the public pension system applies only for the 
revenues and net lending/borrowing series.
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Table A14. Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies: General Government Expenditure, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Algeria 40.1 43.5 36.2 40.6 45.8 41.7 39.2 38.2 38.2 39.6 39.1 36.9 36.1 35.3 34.7
Angola 37.4 37.2 37.0 36.5 27.1 22.0 23.8 19.7 19.2 20.7 19.8 19.3 18.5 17.8 17.2
Argentina 34.9 36.8 37.6 38.9 41.4 41.5 41.1 39.5 38.3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Azerbaijan 33.7 36.6 37.8 36.4 38.7 35.4 35.6 33.1 33.4 42.3 41.4 40.7 39.9 39.0 38.3
Belarus1 40.3 38.9 40.8 38.8 41.8 40.7 39.0 37.8 38.6 40.7 39.1 38.6 37.3 37.2 37.2
Brazil 37.6 37.2 37.4 38.5 38.5 39.6 38.3 38.1 37.9 44.8 36.3 36.3 36.3 36.3 36.1
Chile 22.8 23.1 23.1 23.8 24.9 25.3 25.4 25.4 25.8 29.3 29.8 27.7 27.2 26.3 25.4
China 27.1 28.2 28.6 29.0 31.6 31.9 31.6 32.9 34.0 36.3 36.8 35.9 35.0 34.1 33.1
Colombia 30.2 29.1 30.0 31.3 31.3 30.0 29.3 34.7 31.9 35.5 32.8 30.6 30.1 29.4 29.2
Croatia 49.0 48.3 48.3 48.7 48.6 47.4 45.3 46.3 47.1 50.6 51.0 52.8 52.6 52.6 48.6
Dominican Republic 15.9 20.1 17.7 17.0 16.7 17.0 17.1 16.3 16.6 20.3 17.2 16.4 15.9 16.1 16.0
Ecuador2 39.5 40.3 43.7 43.6 39.7 38.6 36.5 38.5 36.6 39.0 34.6 34.0 33.3 33.1 33.3
Egypt3 30.5 30.8 34.6 35.7 33.0 32.7 32.2 30.1 27.5 26.6 28.1 25.4 25.0 25.0 25.1
Hungary 49.4 49.4 50.2 50.2 50.6 47.2 47.0 46.7 46.1 52.1 48.8 48.4 46.7 45.3 44.9
India 27.6 27.4 26.6 26.2 27.1 27.2 26.2 26.5 27.5 31.2 30.0 29.6 29.3 29.2 29.0
Indonesia 17.7 18.8 19.1 18.6 17.5 16.8 16.6 16.6 16.4 18.1 17.4 16.3 15.7 15.9 15.8
Iran 18.3 14.3 14.4 15.4 17.9 19.5 19.3 18.1 17.0 18.9 18.5 19.3 19.9 20.4 20.8
Kazakhstan 21.2 21.9 19.8 21.3 22.9 21.5 24.1 18.8 20.2 23.1 22.0 20.5 20.0 19.8 19.7
Kuwait 39.1 38.8 38.1 44.3 54.4 53.8 51.4 49.4 52.7 64.8 61.8 60.1 58.7 57.4 55.9
Libya 59.7 45.7 88.1 143.1 181.9 144.9 95.9 85.8 101.8 165.0 106.6 97.3 92.0 87.9 83.6
Malaysia 27.1 28.5 27.8 26.0 24.7 22.7 21.9 22.7 23.9 23.0 23.9 22.9 22.9 22.5 22.5
Mexico 27.7 28.2 27.8 28.0 27.5 27.4 25.7 25.7 26.4 30.2 26.4 25.7 25.4 25.5 25.5
Morocco 33.8 35.2 32.9 32.9 30.7 30.5 30.0 29.9 30.0 35.3 32.6 31.5 31.0 30.5 30.2
Oman 39.3 44.1 44.9 47.4 50.9 51.2 45.8 45.1 44.2 49.4 48.2 45.1 44.5 43.7 43.0
Pakistan 19.3 21.7 21.8 20.1 19.8 19.9 21.3 21.6 22.0 23.1 22.8 22.2 21.7 21.3 20.9
Peru 19.7 20.3 21.6 22.6 22.4 21.1 21.2 21.4 21.3 27.7 24.5 23.8 23.2 22.8 22.6
Philippines 17.1 18.1 17.9 17.3 17.9 18.7 19.1 20.9 21.7 25.3 24.8 24.0 24.0 24.1 24.1
Poland 43.9 42.9 42.6 42.4 41.7 41.1 41.2 41.5 42.0 51.2 44.3 44.3 43.9 43.3 42.9
Qatar 28.5 31.0 28.3 32.3 38.6 40.1 34.7 28.9 32.6 32.3 30.0 27.6 26.6 24.9 23.8
Romania 36.7 35.0 34.0 33.8 34.2 31.3 30.8 32.0 33.4 38.6 37.2 37.0 36.6 36.1 35.9
Russia 33.3 34.0 34.7 34.9 35.3 36.6 34.8 32.4 33.6 37.3 35.2 34.1 34.4 34.6 33.9
Saudi Arabia 32.8 33.2 35.5 40.2 40.8 38.7 33.3 36.6 35.6 38.9 37.0 35.0 34.2 33.4 32.7
South Africa 30.9 31.4 31.6 31.9 32.9 32.7 32.6 33.2 35.3 41.1 38.0 36.2 34.6 33.5 32.6
Sri Lanka 19.9 17.8 17.2 17.9 20.4 19.5 19.3 18.7 20.8 18.9 18.8 19.2 19.5 19.6 19.6
Thailand 21.1 22.3 21.6 22.2 22.2 21.3 21.5 21.4 21.8 26.2 25.9 22.8 22.9 22.9 22.9
Turkey 33.1 34.2 33.9 33.1 33.2 34.8 33.4 34.6 35.2 36.9 36.5 36.9 36.7 36.7 36.8
Ukraine 45.7 49.0 48.1 44.8 43.0 40.6 41.5 41.7 41.4 46.9 45.9 44.3 43.2 43.1 43.0
United Arab Emirates 31.2 29.1 30.3 33.1 32.4 31.7 30.5 28.9 30.6 35.9 33.0 31.7 30.8 30.0 29.3
Uruguay4 28.7 30.2 31.4 31.7 30.9 32.3 32.4 33.2 33.9 36.5 34.5 34.1 33.7 33.4 33.3
Venezuela 39.4 40.3 39.7 50.1 30.3 25.2 37.7 48.4 21.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Average 29.9 30.4 30.5 30.9 31.6 31.5 30.9 31.4 31.9 35.0 34.1 33.3 32.7 32.1 31.5

Asia 26.0 26.9 27.1 27.4 29.5 29.5 29.2 30.3 31.3 33.9 34.1 33.2 32.5 31.8 31.1
Europe 35.5 35.8 35.9 35.8 36.0 36.6 35.6 34.8 35.6 40.2 37.9 37.4 37.2 37.0 36.6
Latin America 33.4 33.5 33.5 34.5 33.6 33.6 33.3 33.1 32.2 37.0 32.2 31.6 31.4 31.3 31.1
MENAP 29.5 30.6 31.5 34.0 34.8 33.7 31.4 31.5 31.0 33.0 31.7 30.5 30.1 29.6 29.2
G20 Emerging 29.7 30.2 30.4 30.7 31.8 32.0 31.3 31.8 32.6 35.5 34.8 34.0 33.3 32.7 32.1

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table C. MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 For Belarus, the underlying assumption for IMF staff projections is no compensation for the loss of oil-related discounts and transfers as a result of internal changes in Russia’s taxation 
system. (Negotiations between Russia and Belarus on this issue are ongoing.)
2 The data for Ecuador reflect net lending/borrowing for the nonfinancial public sector. Ecuadorian authorities, in the context of the Extended Fund Facility approved in March 2019 and 
with the technical support from IMF staff, are undertaking revisions of the historical fiscal data for the net lending/borrowing of the nonfinancial public sector correcting recently identified 
statistical errors, mostly in the recording of revenues and expenditures of local governments. Fiscal data reported in the table for 2018 and 2019 reflect the corrected series, while data for 
earlier years are still under revisions and will be corrected in subsequent World Economic Outlook releases as far back as 2012. The authorities are also working on reconciling historical 
revenue and expenditure data with financing.
3 Based on nominal GDP series before the recent revision; therefore, data in the tables are not comparable to the authorities’ numbers.
4 Data are for the nonfinancial public sector, which includes central government, local government, social security funds, nonfinancial public corporations, and Banco de Seguros del 
Estado. The coverage of the fiscal data was changed from the consolidated public sector to the nonfinancial public sector with the October 2019 submission. With this narrower coverage, 
the central bank balances are not included in fiscal data. Historical data were also revised accordingly.
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Table A15. Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies: General Government Gross Debt, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Algeria 9.3 9.3 7.6 7.7 8.7 20.5 27.3 38.2 46.3 57.2 66.6 74.7 83.2 90.8 96.7

Angola 29.6 26.7 33.1 39.8 57.1 75.7 69.3 89.0 109.2 120.3 107.5 93.8 83.7 74.3 67.2

Argentina 38.9 40.4 43.5 44.7 52.6 53.1 57.0 86.4 90.4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Azerbaijan 5.0 5.8 6.2 8.5 18.0 20.6 22.5 18.7 17.7 20.1 20.0 21.4 23.6 23.6 26.2

Belarus1 58.2 36.9 36.9 38.8 53.0 53.5 53.2 47.5 41.9 50.9 48.6 48.2 45.2 44.3 43.0

Brazil2 61.2 62.2 60.2 62.3 72.6 78.3 83.7 87.1 89.5 101.4 102.8 103.5 103.8 104.2 104.4

Chile 11.1 11.9 12.7 15.0 17.3 21.0 23.6 25.6 27.9 32.8 37.5 41.7 44.9 47.7 48.0

China 33.8 34.4 37.0 40.0 41.5 44.3 46.4 48.8 52.6 61.7 66.5 71.2 74.6 76.8 78.1

Colombia 35.8 34.0 37.6 43.3 50.4 49.8 49.4 53.7 52.3 68.2 68.1 67.3 65.5 62.3 59.5

Croatia 64.4 70.1 81.2 84.7 84.3 80.8 77.8 74.7 73.2 87.7 85.5 82.7 80.3 78.0 76.0

Dominican Republic 39.1 42.3 46.7 44.9 44.9 46.8 49.2 50.7 53.8 68.8 68.2 66.8 65.0 63.3 61.7

Ecuador3 16.8 17.5 20.0 27.1 33.8 43.2 44.6 46.1 51.8 68.9 67.4 65.8 62.3 60.0 56.1

Egypt4 72.8 73.8 84.0 85.1 88.5 96.8 103.2 92.7 83.8 86.6 90.6 87.8 84.4 80.8 77.0

Hungary 80.8 78.6 77.4 76.8 76.2 75.5 72.9 70.2 66.3 77.4 75.9 73.2 69.8 66.4 63.5

India 68.3 67.7 67.4 66.8 68.8 68.7 69.4 69.6 72.3 89.3 89.9 89.5 89.0 88.6 88.2

Indonesia 23.1 23.0 24.8 24.7 27.0 28.0 29.4 30.1 30.5 38.5 41.8 43.2 43.3 43.2 43.1

Iran 9.1 12.1 10.7 11.8 39.7 46.2 38.2 40.3 44.7 45.4 40.4 39.2 38.6 38.5 38.3

Kazakhstan 10.2 12.1 12.6 14.5 21.9 19.7 19.9 20.3 19.9 23.4 24.1 25.3 26.2 28.0 29.8

Kuwait 4.6 3.6 3.1 3.4 4.7 10.0 20.5 14.8 11.8 19.3 36.6 49.3 65.2 78.4 89.9

Libya . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Malaysia 51.9 53.8 55.7 55.4 57.0 55.8 54.4 55.5 57.2 67.6 66.0 65.0 64.1 63.0 62.0

Mexico 42.9 42.7 45.9 48.9 52.8 56.7 54.0 53.6 53.7 65.5 65.6 65.4 65.2 65.0 64.9

Morocco 52.5 56.5 61.7 63.3 63.7 64.9 65.1 65.3 65.8 76.9 76.6 75.6 74.3 72.4 70.0

Oman 5.2 4.9 5.0 4.9 15.5 32.7 46.4 53.2 63.1 81.5 88.7 86.7 90.8 95.3 99.1

Pakistan 59.0 63.4 64.5 63.5 63.3 67.6 67.1 72.1 85.6 87.2 86.0 82.1 78.3 73.6 69.3

Peru 23.0 21.2 20.0 20.6 24.1 24.5 25.4 26.2 27.1 39.5 39.1 39.7 39.4 38.8 37.8

Philippines 45.4 45.7 43.8 40.2 39.6 37.3 38.1 37.1 37.0 48.9 52.5 55.0 57.0 58.4 59.3

Poland 54.5 54.1 56.0 50.8 51.3 54.3 50.6 48.8 46.0 60.0 60.2 59.2 59.3 59.9 60.9

Qatar 33.5 32.1 30.9 24.9 35.5 46.7 51.6 46.5 56.2 68.1 60.6 54.0 48.0 43.0 38.0

Romania 34.2 37.8 39.0 40.5 39.4 38.9 36.8 36.4 36.8 44.8 49.6 54.4 58.5 62.2 65.4

Russia 10.3 11.2 12.3 15.1 15.3 14.8 14.3 13.5 13.9 18.9 19.0 18.5 18.2 18.0 17.9

Saudi Arabia 5.4 3.0 2.1 1.6 5.8 13.1 17.2 19.0 22.8 33.4 34.3 34.1 33.0 34.4 35.5

South Africa 38.2 41.0 44.1 47.0 49.3 51.5 53.0 56.7 62.2 78.8 82.8 85.7 87.3 86.9 85.2

Sri Lanka 71.1 69.6 71.8 72.2 78.5 79.0 77.9 83.8 86.8 98.3 98.3 97.8 97.7 97.3 96.6

Thailand 39.1 41.9 42.2 43.3 42.6 41.7 41.8 42.0 41.1 50.4 56.4 56.1 56.9 56.9 56.9

Turkey 36.2 32.4 31.2 28.5 27.4 28.0 28.0 30.2 33.0 41.7 45.5 47.3 48.1 49.3 50.4

Ukraine 36.9 37.5 40.5 70.3 79.5 81.2 71.6 60.6 50.1 65.7 64.3 61.8 58.2 55.0 52.1

United Arab Emirates 21.5 21.2 16.0 14.2 16.7 19.4 21.6 20.9 27.3 36.9 38.2 39.6 39.6 39.3 38.8

Uruguay5 45.0 54.3 54.6 55.8 63.2 61.7 61.0 63.4 65.9 69.5 69.0 69.2 69.4 69.8 69.5

Venezuela 31.7 30.1 33.2 25.1 11.0 5.1 26.0 180.8 232.8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Average 37.1 37.0 38.2 40.3 43.7 46.5 48.1 50.1 52.6 62.2 65.0 67.5 69.2 70.4 71.1

Asia 39.7 39.6 41.3 43.4 44.9 47.1 49.0 50.6 53.8 63.7 67.8 71.4 74.0 75.7 76.6

Europe 26.6 25.3 26.2 28.2 30.5 31.4 29.6 29.3 29.0 37.8 38.8 39.2 39.5 40.1 40.7

Latin America 47.5 47.1 47.8 50.1 53.9 57.4 62.3 69.7 70.8 81.6 81.0 80.9 80.6 80.3 80.0

MENAP 22.1 23.3 23.6 23.4 33.2 40.4 40.1 40.0 44.7 53.4 53.8 53.5 53.2 53.4 53.2

G20 Emerging 37.8 37.4 38.6 41.0 44.0 46.7 48.6 50.4 53.3 62.8 66.1 69.2 71.3 72.9 73.7

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table C. MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 For Belarus, the underlying assumption for IMF staff projections is no compensation for the loss of oil-related discounts and transfers as a result of internal changes in Russia’s taxation 
system. (Negotiations between Russia and Belarus on this issue are ongoing.)
2 “Gross debt” refers to the nonfinancial public sector, excluding Eletrobras and Petrobras and including sovereign debt held on the balance sheet of the central bank.
3 In late 2016, the authorities changed the definition of “debt” to a consolidated basis, which in 2016 was 11.5 percent of GDP lower than the previous aggregate definition. Both the 
historic and projection numbers are now presented on a consolidated basis.
4 Based on nominal GDP series before the recent revision; therefore, data in the tables are not comparable to the authorities’ numbers.
5 Data are for the nonfinancial public sector, which includes central government, local government, social security funds, nonfinancial public corporations, and Banco de Seguros del 
Estado. The coverage of the fiscal data was changed from the consolidated public sector to the nonfinancial public sector with the October 2019 submission. With this narrower coverage, 
the central bank balances are not included in fiscal data. Historical data were also revised accordingly. Data estimates before 2012 are preliminary.
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Table A16. Emerging Market and Middle-Income Economies: General Government Net Debt, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Algeria –31.1 –29.0 –29.5 –21.8 –7.6 13.3 21.6 25.4 30.5 53.5 64.0 71.9 80.0 87.1 92.7

Angola . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Argentina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Azerbaijan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Belarus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Brazil 34.5 32.2 30.5 32.6 35.6 46.1 51.4 53.6 55.7 68.5 74.0 76.9 79.1 81.2 82.8

Chile –8.6 –6.8 –5.6 –4.4 –3.4 0.9 4.4 5.7 7.9 14.7 18.3 21.8 24.4 25.7 26.7

China . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Colombia 27.2 24.8 26.9 32.9 42.1 38.6 38.6 43.1 43.8 59.2 61.8 61.1 59.7 57.1 54.7

Croatia 53.2 58.4 65.7 69.7 70.9 68.7 65.8 62.8 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Dominican Republic 31.9 37.6 40.3 38.5 38.1 39.2 40.9 41.9 43.6 58.4 57.3 55.5 53.4 51.6 49.8

Ecuador . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Egypt1 61.3 63.5 73.7 77.1 78.8 88.2 93.9 81.3 74.4 78.0 82.7 80.8 81.6 78.3 74.8

Hungary 72.8 70.9 71.1 70.6 70.9 68.5 65.9 63.2 59.3 70.4 68.9 66.2 62.8 59.4 56.5

India . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Indonesia 17.8 18.6 20.6 20.4 22.0 23.5 25.3 26.3 27.0 35.0 38.6 40.2 40.5 40.6 40.7

Iran –2.4 1.3 –5.6 –5.6 23.0 33.1 24.5 27.9 41.0 44.0 39.7 38.7 38.4 38.4 38.3

Kazakhstan –12.7 –15.9 –17.6 –19.1 –30.8 –23.8 –15.8 –15.8 –13.9 –12.2 –7.7 –4.9 –2.9 –1.0 0.9

Kuwait . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Libya . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Malaysia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Mexico 37.2 37.2 40.0 42.6 46.5 48.7 45.7 44.8 44.9 56.7 56.8 56.6 56.3 56.2 56.1

Morocco 52.1 56.0 61.2 62.8 63.1 64.4 64.7 65.0 65.5 76.6 76.3 75.3 74.0 72.1 69.7

Oman –16.8 –15.6 –28.8 –27.6 –22.8 –1.0 13.4 32.1 41.5 66.2 78.4 81.4 87.3 94.3 98.1

Pakistan 55.9 59.4 60.7 58.1 58.2 61.3 61.5 66.5 77.2 79.7 79.1 76.1 72.9 68.8 64.9

Peru 6.1 2.8 1.5 2.7 5.3 7.0 8.7 10.2 11.2 22.0 24.1 25.7 26.6 27.2 27.4

Philippines . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Poland 48.7 48.2 51.2 44.9 46.5 48.1 44.8 42.4 39.5 53.5 53.7 52.7 52.8 53.4 54.4

Qatar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Romania 27.4 29.0 29.6 29.7 29.7 27.7 28.3 28.0 28.5 36.6 41.5 46.4 50.6 54.4 57.7

Russia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Saudi Arabia –37.0 –47.1 –50.9 –47.1 –35.9 –17.1 –7.7 –0.1 5.0 16.8 21.5 24.4 26.1 26.6 25.7

South Africa 31.3 34.8 37.9 40.7 43.6 45.4 47.8 51.0 56.1 74.5 80.0 83.4 85.0 84.7 83.1

Sri Lanka . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Thailand . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Turkey 30.9 27.3 25.8 23.7 22.8 23.3 22.1 23.9 26.6 35.2 39.9 42.5 44.0 45.8 47.4

Ukraine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

United Arab Emirates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Uruguay2 32.3 41.4 43.1 45.1 49.6 49.5 49.3 51.8 56.0 59.7 59.3 59.6 59.9 60.4 60.2

Venezuela . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Average 24.1 22.7 22.9 24.3 28.7 34.5 35.7 36.8 38.8 48.9 51.5 52.8 53.6 54.1 54.3

Asia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Europe 34.8 32.0 31.6 29.7 28.7 31.0 30.0 30.5 29.7 39.9 42.8 44.0 44.9 46.1 47.3

Latin America 31.2 29.6 29.7 32.3 35.7 41.1 43.3 44.0 45.3 56.7 59.3 60.8 61.8 62.7 63.2

MENAP –0.6 –2.5 –3.4 –0.1 15.5 28.9 28.8 31.5 37.8 48.3 49.9 50.5 51.5 51.3 50.4

G20 Emerging 24.8 21.9 21.7 23.1 26.1 32.0 35.1 36.3 38.1 48.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table C. MENAP = Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan.
1 Based on nominal GDP series before the recent revision; therefore, data in the tables are not comparable to the authorities’ numbers.
2 Data are for the nonfinancial public sector, which includes central government, local government, social security funds, nonfinancial public corporations, and Banco de Seguros del 
Estado. The coverage of the fiscal data was changed from the consolidated public sector to the nonfinancial public sector with the October 2019 submission. With this narrower coverage, 
the central bank balances are not included in fiscal data. Historical data were also revised accordingly. Data estimates before 2012 are preliminary.
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Table A17. Low-Income Developing Countries: General Government Overall Balance, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Bangladesh –3.6 –3.0 –3.4 –3.1 –4.0 –3.4 –3.3 –4.6 –5.4 –6.8 –6.1 –5.5 –5.0 –4.4 –4.3

Benin –1.0 –0.2 –1.4 –1.7 –5.6 –4.3 –4.2 –3.0 –0.5 –3.7 –3.4 –2.8 –2.6 –2.2 –2.1

Burkina Faso –2.0 –2.8 –3.5 –1.7 –2.1 –3.1 –6.9 –4.4 –3.5 –6.1 –4.6 –4.0 –3.5 –3.0 –3.0

Cambodia –4.7 –4.5 –2.6 –1.6 –0.6 –0.3 –0.8 0.7 3.2 –2.4 –2.4 –3.2 –3.9 –4.5 –4.3

Cameroon –2.4 –1.4 –3.7 –4.3 –4.4 –6.1 –4.9 –2.5 –3.3 –4.1 –3.3 –2.6 –2.0 –1.7 –1.4

Chad 2.4 0.5 –2.1 –4.2 –4.4 –1.9 –0.2 1.9 –0.2 –0.6 –1.2 0.8 2.2 0.9 1.8

Congo, Democratic Republic of the –1.0 1.8 1.9 0.0 –0.4 –0.5 1.4 0.0 –2.1 –1.9 –0.3 –0.3 –0.7 –0.9 –0.9

Congo, Republic of 16.1 7.2 –2.8 –10.7 –17.8 –15.6 –5.9 5.8 5.8 –2.1 1.8 3.8 4.8 5.1 5.5

Côte d'Ivoire –2.9 –2.3 –1.6 –1.6 –2.0 –3.0 –3.3 –2.9 –2.3 –5.4 –4.1 –3.0 –3.0 –3.0 –3.0

Ethiopia –1.6 –1.2 –1.9 –2.6 –1.9 –2.3 –3.2 –3.0 –2.5 –3.5 –3.1 –1.9 –1.9 –1.9 –1.9

Ghana –5.5 –8.4 –9.2 –8.0 –4.1 –6.9 –4.1 –7.0 –7.3 –16.4 –9.3 –8.1 –7.8 –7.2 –6.3

Guinea –0.9 –2.5 –3.9 –3.2 –6.9 –0.1 –2.1 –1.1 –0.5 –3.7 –3.1 –2.4 –1.9 –2.1 –2.2

Haiti –2.5 –4.7 –7.0 –6.3 –2.5 0.0 0.0 –1.7 –2.3 –5.9 –4.7 –2.1 –2.2 –2.5 –2.6

Honduras –2.9 –3.5 –5.7 –2.9 –0.8 –0.4 –0.4 0.2 0.1 –3.1 –2.7 –0.6 –0.8 –0.9 –0.9

Kenya –4.1 –5.0 –5.7 –7.4 –8.1 –8.5 –7.8 –7.4 –7.7 –8.4 –8.5 –7.9 –7.6 –7.2 –7.0

Kyrgyz Republic –4.7 –5.9 –3.7 –3.1 –2.5 –5.8 –3.7 –0.6 –0.1 –7.3 –5.5 –3.0 –3.0 –3.0 –3.0

Lao P.D.R. –1.4 –2.3 –4.0 –3.1 –5.6 –5.1 –5.5 –4.7 –5.0 –6.4 –5.7 –5.0 –4.4 –3.8 –3.7

Madagascar –2.0 –2.2 –3.4 –2.0 –2.9 –1.1 –2.1 –1.3 –1.4 –5.5 –5.3 –5.2 –4.8 –4.4 –4.0

Mali –3.4 –1.0 –2.4 –2.9 –1.8 –3.9 –2.9 –4.8 –1.7 –6.2 –4.5 –3.5 –3.5 –3.0 –3.0

Moldova –2.0 –1.9 –1.6 –1.6 –1.9 –1.5 –0.6 –0.8 –1.4 –8.0 –4.3 –3.0 –2.6 –2.4 –2.4

Mozambique –4.4 –3.6 –2.6 –10.3 –6.7 –5.5 –2.9 –6.8 –0.1 –7.1 –5.3 –3.4 –1.5 –1.0 –0.7

Myanmar –4.4 –2.7 –1.7 –1.3 –2.8 –3.9 –2.9 –3.4 –3.9 –6.0 –6.5 –5.6 –5.0 –4.7 –4.2

Nepal –0.8 –1.3 1.8 1.5 0.7 1.4 –3.1 –6.7 –4.6 –7.9 –6.7 –4.7 –4.4 –4.1 –4.0

Nicaragua –0.1 –0.1 –0.7 –1.3 –1.4 –1.7 –1.6 –3.0 –0.5 –4.3 –3.0 –1.0 –1.0 –2.2 –2.7

Niger –2.2 –0.8 –1.9 –6.1 –6.7 –4.5 –4.1 –3.0 –3.6 –4.8 –4.7 –3.2 –2.5 –2.5 –2.5

Nigeria 0.4 0.3 –2.2 –2.0 –3.2 –4.0 –5.4 –4.3 –4.8 –6.7 –5.0 –5.1 –4.4 –4.5 –4.6

Papua New Guinea 2.2 –1.2 –6.9 –6.3 –4.5 –4.7 –2.5 –2.6 –5.0 –6.3 –5.4 –4.5 –4.1 –3.7 –3.4

Rwanda –0.9 –2.4 –1.3 –3.9 –2.7 –2.3 –2.5 –2.6 –5.2 –7.7 –7.1 –4.1 –3.5 –3.9 –3.7

Senegal –4.9 –4.1 –4.3 –3.4 –3.7 –3.3 –3.0 –3.6 –3.8 –6.2 –4.5 –3.0 –3.0 –3.0 –3.0

Somalia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Sudan –2.3 –7.4 –5.8 –4.7 –3.8 –4.6 –6.5 –7.9 –10.9 –6.8 –4.3 –2.6 –2.4 –2.0 –1.6

Tajikistan –2.1 0.6 –0.9 –0.1 –2.0 –9.0 –6.0 –2.8 –2.1 –6.0 –4.4 –2.6 –2.5 –2.5 –2.5

Tanzania –3.5 –4.1 –3.8 –2.9 –3.2 –2.1 –1.2 –1.9 –1.7 –1.9 –2.8 –2.7 –2.5 –2.4 –2.2

Timor-Leste –25.1 –39.1 –14.4 –37.5 –33.1 –55.2 –33.4 –28.1 –32.1 –17.5 –33.8 –57.0 –51.5 –42.4 –36.3

Uganda –2.0 –2.4 –3.2 –2.7 –2.6 –3.6 –2.7 –2.7 –5.0 –6.6 –6.9 –7.0 –7.0 –5.7 –5.0

Uzbekistan 5.4 6.2 2.3 2.1 –0.3 0.8 1.3 1.7 –0.3 –4.1 –2.7 –1.8 –1.0 –0.7 –0.6

Vietnam –0.9 –5.5 –6.0 –5.0 –5.0 –3.2 –2.0 –1.0 –3.3 –6.0 –5.2 –4.5 –4.1 –3.9 –3.3

Yemen –4.5 –6.3 –6.9 –4.1 –8.7 –8.5 –4.9 –7.8 –5.3 –9.2 –6.0 –4.6 –5.0 –3.0 –2.1

Zambia –1.8 –2.8 –6.2 –5.8 –9.5 –6.1 –7.6 –8.4 –8.1 –6.0 –5.0 –4.0 –2.9 –2.0 –0.1

Zimbabwe –2.2 0.8 –0.6 –0.4 –1.4 –6.2 –8.1 –4.5 –1.6 –1.8 –0.8 0.1 0.2 –0.1 –0.4

Average –1.2 –2.0 –3.3 –3.1 –3.7 –3.7 –3.6 –3.4 –4.0 –6.2 –5.1 –4.5 –4.1 –3.9 –3.7

Oil Producers 0.6 0.0 –2.6 –2.5 –4.0 –4.7 –5.4 –4.1 –4.5 –6.7 –4.9 –4.9 –4.3 –4.3 –4.3

Asia –2.2 –4.0 –4.3 –3.7 –4.1 –3.3 –2.7 –2.9 –4.1 –6.3 –5.7 –5.0 –4.6 –4.2 –3.9

Latin America –2.0 –2.8 –4.6 –3.2 –1.3 –0.7 –0.7 –1.1 –0.5 –3.9 –3.1 –1.0 –1.1 –1.5 –1.6

Sub–Saharan Africa –0.9 –1.2 –3.0 –3.1 –3.7 –4.3 –4.5 –3.9 –4.1 –6.3 –4.9 –4.4 –4.0 –3.9 –3.8

Others –0.3 –1.4 –2.5 –1.7 –3.3 –3.0 –2.8 –3.0 –3.7 –6.1 –3.9 –2.5 –2.1 –1.6 –1.3

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table D.
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Table A18. Low-Income Developing Countries: General Government Primary Balance, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Bangladesh –1.9 –1.1 –1.4 –1.0 –1.9 –1.5 –1.6 –2.8 –3.3 –4.8 –3.7 –3.0 –2.5 –1.9 –1.8

Benin –0.7 0.2 –1.0 –1.4 –5.0 –3.4 –2.8 –1.4 1.1 –1.9 –1.1 –0.5 –0.5 –0.3 –0.3

Burkina Faso –1.5 –2.1 –3.0 –1.1 –1.5 –2.2 –6.0 –3.3 –2.2 –4.6 –3.0 –2.3 –1.7 –1.2 –1.2

Cambodia –4.4 –4.2 –2.3 –1.3 –0.3 0.1 –0.5 1.0 3.6 –2.1 –2.0 –2.8 –3.5 –4.1 –4.0

Cameroon –2.0 –1.1 –3.3 –3.9 –4.0 –5.3 –4.0 –1.6 –2.3 –3.2 –2.4 –1.7 –1.1 –0.9 –0.7

Chad 3.0 0.9 –1.5 –3.6 –2.7 0.1 1.3 3.0 0.8 0.3 –0.3 1.6 2.9 1.6 2.4

Congo, Democratic Republic of the –0.3 2.3 2.4 0.3 –0.1 –0.2 1.6 0.4 –1.7 –1.3 0.3 0.3 –0.1 –0.3 –0.2

Congo, Republic of 16.1 7.2 –2.7 –10.6 –17.2 –13.7 –4.3 7.7 8.2 –0.4 3.2 4.8 5.9 6.2 6.4

Côte d'Ivoire –1.6 –1.0 –0.6 –0.7 –0.9 –1.7 –2.1 –1.6 –0.8 –3.4 –2.5 –1.4 –1.4 –1.3 –1.4

Ethiopia –1.2 –0.9 –1.6 –2.2 –1.5 –1.9 –2.8 –2.5 –2.0 –3.0 –2.4 –1.1 –0.9 –0.8 –0.4

Ghana –3.5 –5.8 –5.6 –3.4 1.0 –1.5 1.2 –1.4 –1.7 –10.5 –3.6 –2.1 –1.6 –0.6 –0.2

Guinea 0.5 –1.2 –3.0 –2.2 –6.1 0.9 –1.1 –0.3 0.0 –3.0 –2.1 –1.4 –0.9 –1.1 –1.1

Haiti –2.1 –4.4 –6.7 –5.9 –2.3 0.3 0.3 –1.4 –1.8 –5.6 –4.3 –1.7 –1.8 –2.1 –2.2

Honduras –3.2 –3.6 –5.6 –2.6 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.8 –2.5 –1.7 0.3 0.0 –0.1 0.0

Kenya –2.2 –2.9 –3.3 –4.8 –5.3 –5.3 –4.5 –3.7 –3.9 –4.5 –4.4 –3.8 –3.4 –3.0 –2.8

Kyrgyz Republic –3.7 –4.9 –2.9 –2.3 –1.7 –4.9 –2.9 0.4 0.8 –5.9 –4.3 –1.9 –1.8 –1.8 –1.8

Lao P.D.R. –0.9 –1.7 –3.2 –2.4 –4.8 –4.2 –4.6 –3.5 –3.7 –4.2 –3.4 –2.6 –2.1 –1.5 –1.4

Madagascar –1.3 –1.6 –2.8 –1.5 –2.2 –0.4 –1.4 –0.6 –0.7 –4.5 –4.5 –4.3 –4.0 –3.7 –3.2

Mali –2.8 –0.4 –1.9 –2.3 –1.2 –3.3 –2.0 –3.9 –0.7 –5.0 –3.0 –1.8 –1.7 –1.2 –1.2

Moldova –1.4 –1.3 –1.1 –1.1 –1.2 –0.4 0.5 0.0 –0.7 –7.0 –3.4 –2.0 –1.7 –1.5 –1.5

Mozambique –3.6 –2.7 –1.8 –9.2 –5.5 –3.0 0.0 –2.4 3.1 –3.8 –2.1 –0.5 1.1 1.3 1.3

Myanmar –3.1 –1.3 –0.4 –0.1 –1.6 –2.6 –1.5 –1.6 –2.4 –4.4 –4.8 –3.7 –3.0 –2.7 –2.3

Nepal 0.0 –0.5 2.6 2.1 1.1 1.7 –2.8 –6.2 –4.0 –7.2 –6.0 –3.8 –3.4 –3.1 –2.9

Nicaragua 0.4 0.5 –0.4 –0.9 –1.0 –1.1 –0.7 –1.9 0.8 –3.0 –2.1 –0.1 0.4 –0.7 –1.2

Niger –1.9 –0.6 –1.7 –5.8 –6.3 –3.8 –3.4 –2.1 –2.6 –3.8 –3.7 –1.9 –1.3 –1.3 –1.3

Nigeria 1.3 1.3 –1.2 –1.1 –2.0 –2.7 –4.0 –2.6 –3.1 –4.7 –3.4 –3.4 –2.7 –2.6 –2.4

Papua New Guinea 3.2 –0.2 –5.8 –4.6 –2.8 –2.8 –0.4 –0.2 –2.4 –3.7 –2.8 –2.1 –1.7 –1.2 –1.1

Rwanda –0.5 –2.0 –0.4 –3.1 –1.8 –1.3 –1.5 –1.4 –3.9 –6.0 –5.3 –2.5 –2.1 –2.4 –2.2

Senegal –3.7 –3.0 –3.1 –2.0 –2.1 –1.6 –1.1 –1.7 –1.9 –4.0 –2.6 –1.0 –1.0 –1.1 –1.0

Somalia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Sudan –1.3 –6.2 –5.3 –3.9 –3.1 –4.1 –6.0 –7.7 –10.7 –6.8 –4.2 –2.6 –2.4 –1.9 –1.4

Tajikistan –1.6 1.1 0.1 0.4 –1.5 –8.3 –5.5 –1.7 –1.2 –5.0 –3.5 –1.7 –1.6 –1.6 –1.6

Tanzania –2.8 –3.1 –2.6 –1.6 –1.7 –0.6 0.4 –0.2 0.0 –0.1 –0.6 –0.2 0.0 –0.1 0.0

Timor-Leste –25.1 –39.1 –14.4 –37.5 –33.1 –55.2 –33.4 –28.0 –31.9 –17.5 –33.5 –56.4 –50.7 –41.7 –35.5

Uganda –1.3 –1.4 –2.1 –1.5 –1.1 –1.5 –0.7 –0.9 –2.9 –4.5 –4.4 –3.9 –3.6 –2.2 –1.5

Uzbekistan 5.5 6.2 2.2 1.9 –0.4 0.7 1.1 1.3 –0.3 –4.0 –2.5 –1.8 –0.9 –0.5 –0.5

Vietnam –0.1 –4.5 –4.8 –3.7 –3.4 –1.6 –0.4 0.5 –1.9 –4.6 –3.7 –3.0 –2.5 –2.2 –1.5

Yemen –0.2 –0.9 –1.5 1.5 –2.6 –3.2 –4.7 –7.8 –5.1 –8.9 –5.7 –4.2 –2.9 0.1 1.8

Zambia –0.8 –1.5 –4.7 –3.6 –6.7 –2.7 –3.6 –3.8 –1.4 2.4 3.4 4.2 4.7 4.9 6.2

Zimbabwe –1.9 1.0 0.0 0.3 –0.5 –5.6 –7.3 –3.6 –1.2 –1.2 0.3 1.2 1.2 0.8 0.5

Average –0.2 –0.9 –2.1 –1.9 –2.3 –2.2 –2.1 –1.8 –2.3 –4.4 –3.2 –2.6 –2.1 –1.8 –1.5

Oil Producers 1.6 1.3 –1.3 –1.3 –2.5 –3.1 –4.1 –2.5 –2.9 –4.7 –3.4 –3.3 –2.6 –2.4 –2.1

Asia –1.1 –2.7 –2.9 –2.2 –2.5 –1.7 –1.2 –1.3 –2.5 –4.7 –3.9 –3.2 –2.7 –2.2 –1.9

Latin America –2.0 –2.6 –4.3 –2.8 –0.8 –0.2 0.0 –0.4 0.3 –3.2 –2.2 –0.1 –0.2 –0.6 –0.6

Sub–Saharan Africa 0.0 –0.1 –1.8 –1.9 –2.4 –2.7 –2.8 –2.0 –2.1 –4.0 –2.8 –2.2 –1.8 –1.6 –1.4

Others 1.0 0.1 –1.2 –0.2 –1.8 –1.9 –2.5 –2.9 –3.5 –5.8 –3.6 –2.3 –1.6 –1.0 –0.7

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: “Primary balance” is defined as the overall balance, excluding net interest payments. For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table D.
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Table A19. Low-Income Developing Countries: General Government Revenue, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Bangladesh 10.4 11.2 11.2 10.9 9.8 10.1 10.2 9.7 9.7 8.2 8.8 9.8 10.0 9.9 9.9

Benin 13.7 14.0 13.5 12.6 12.6 11.1 13.6 13.6 14.1 13.7 14.0 14.2 14.1 14.1 14.0

Burkina Faso 18.4 19.9 21.7 19.2 18.3 18.6 19.2 19.4 20.4 22.1 21.1 21.5 21.7 21.9 22.2

Cambodia 15.9 17.2 18.7 20.1 19.6 20.8 21.6 23.9 26.2 21.6 21.4 21.0 20.7 20.6 20.7

Cameroon 16.3 16.3 16.3 16.6 16.5 14.8 15.0 16.1 15.7 13.2 14.2 14.6 14.7 14.8 15.0

Chad 24.8 24.4 20.7 17.8 14.0 12.4 14.6 15.3 14.2 18.7 16.3 17.5 18.5 17.1 17.5

Congo, Democratic Republic of the 13.0 15.5 14.6 18.5 16.8 14.0 11.7 11.1 10.9 10.6 13.9 14.5 14.8 15.0 15.0

Congo, Republic of 43.9 37.9 39.5 37.8 23.5 26.1 22.4 25.4 27.3 22.1 23.7 24.8 25.3 25.8 26.1

Côte d'Ivoire 10.3 13.9 14.2 13.6 14.5 14.7 15.1 14.9 15.0 14.4 14.5 14.5 14.6 14.5 14.6

Ethiopia 16.6 15.5 15.8 14.9 15.4 15.9 14.7 13.1 12.8 11.5 11.9 14.0 14.7 15.1 15.2

Ghana 14.1 13.7 12.5 13.4 14.9 13.4 13.9 14.5 13.7 11.8 12.8 13.6 14.4 14.5 14.5

Guinea 15.1 17.5 14.8 17.0 14.8 16.0 15.3 14.5 14.1 13.6 14.9 15.6 16.3 16.8 16.9

Haiti 22.0 23.8 20.9 19.0 19.2 18.7 17.7 17.3 12.2 13.8 17.3 16.6 17.6 18.0 18.6

Honduras 23.0 22.9 23.8 24.7 25.2 27.0 26.5 26.5 25.8 25.5 26.8 27.4 27.4 27.5 27.5

Kenya 19.5 19.1 19.7 19.8 19.1 19.2 18.2 18.2 17.7 16.7 16.4 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5

Kyrgyz Republic 32.7 34.7 34.4 35.4 35.6 33.1 33.3 32.5 34.0 31.8 31.5 31.8 32.1 32.7 33.2

Lao P.D.R. 18.8 22.4 20.2 21.9 20.2 16.0 16.1 16.2 15.4 11.8 13.8 14.8 15.4 15.7 15.8

Madagascar 10.0 9.3 9.3 10.6 10.2 12.4 12.8 12.9 13.9 12.5 11.5 12.1 12.3 12.5 12.6

Mali 17.1 14.6 17.4 17.1 19.1 18.3 20.1 15.7 21.4 20.3 21.6 21.5 21.8 21.8 21.9

Moldova 30.5 31.7 30.9 31.8 30.0 28.6 29.8 30.5 30.0 29.9 29.9 30.4 30.4 30.5 30.5

Mozambique 25.0 25.2 29.6 30.4 26.0 23.9 27.1 25.8 29.9 24.6 26.4 27.2 27.7 25.8 24.0

Myanmar 9.5 15.5 20.8 22.5 21.4 19.6 17.9 17.6 16.4 15.0 14.7 15.2 16.0 16.3 16.6

Nepal 17.8 18.0 19.6 20.4 20.8 23.3 24.1 25.3 26.0 20.3 25.0 25.3 25.3 25.4 25.5

Nicaragua 23.5 23.9 23.5 23.3 23.9 25.1 25.5 24.5 27.1 26.0 26.5 27.3 27.7 27.6 27.6

Niger 13.1 15.8 18.5 17.5 17.5 14.9 15.4 18.1 18.0 19.0 18.5 18.3 18.3 18.5 18.8

Nigeria 17.7 14.7 11.5 10.9 7.9 6.0 6.6 8.5 7.9 5.9 7.1 7.1 7.2 7.4 7.4

Papua New Guinea 21.9 21.2 20.7 20.8 18.3 16.1 15.9 17.8 16.3 14.0 14.6 15.7 16.0 16.3 16.3

Rwanda 23.7 22.1 24.8 23.5 23.8 22.8 22.6 23.8 23.6 20.1 20.7 20.6 20.6 20.9 21.2

Senegal 18.2 18.6 17.7 19.7 19.3 20.7 19.5 18.8 20.2 21.5 20.4 21.0 21.5 21.7 22.4

Somalia . . . . . . . . 2.8 3.7 3.5 4.1 6.0 5.7 6.8 12.7 10.7 12.3 13.5 10.5 11.2

Sudan 15.9 9.1 9.6 8.8 8.4 7.1 7.2 8.9 7.9 6.8 12.8 12.9 13.9 14.6 15.3

Tajikistan 24.9 25.1 26.9 28.4 29.9 29.9 29.7 29.1 27.4 24.3 25.6 27.5 27.7 27.8 27.9

Tanzania 15.4 15.4 15.0 14.4 14.0 14.8 15.4 14.7 14.7 15.1 15.0 15.2 15.4 15.4 15.6

Timor-Leste 106.6 91.6 81.8 73.5 64.6 55.9 52.7 58.2 56.4 46.5 52.9 51.6 48.7 46.9 44.7

Uganda 11.1 10.7 10.1 10.8 12.8 12.5 12.8 13.2 13.7 12.9 13.7 14.4 14.5 14.8 16.2

Uzbekistan 30.6 31.6 29.1 28.3 25.6 25.4 24.7 27.8 28.0 24.7 24.6 24.6 24.7 24.8 25.1

Vietnam 20.3 18.0 18.5 17.7 19.2 19.1 19.6 19.5 19.5 17.0 17.8 18.0 18.3 18.5 18.7

Yemen 25.3 29.9 23.9 23.6 10.7 7.5 3.5 6.4 8.5 5.7 5.2 5.2 7.4 13.2 18.8

Zambia 17.7 18.7 17.6 18.9 18.8 18.2 17.5 18.9 19.7 18.0 18.9 19.3 19.6 19.6 19.7

Zimbabwe 21.1 21.2 20.3 20.0 19.1 17.1 14.4 13.2 14.7 14.2 14.5 14.8 14.8 13.9 13.9

Average 17.8 17.1 16.1 15.8 14.5 14.2 14.4 14.8 14.7 13.0 13.8 14.2 14.4 14.5 14.5

Oil Producers 19.5 16.9 13.6 12.8 8.7 6.8 7.2 9.2 8.7 6.7 7.8 7.8 7.9 8.2 8.2

Asia 15.8 16.1 16.9 16.7 16.4 16.0 16.1 16.0 15.9 13.6 14.4 15.0 15.2 15.3 15.4

Latin America 22.9 23.4 23.1 23.1 23.6 24.9 24.6 24.0 23.6 23.4 25.1 25.5 25.8 25.9 26.1

Sub-Saharan Africa 17.3 16.0 14.3 14.1 12.5 11.9 12.4 13.0 12.7 11.4 12.2 12.5 12.6 12.6 12.6

Others 24.0 24.7 22.3 21.7 17.7 17.4 16.5 19.3 20.2 18.3 19.9 20.6 21.4 22.3 23.2

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table D.
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Table A20. Low-Income Developing Countries: General Government Expenditure, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Bangladesh 14.0 14.2 14.6 14.0 13.8 13.4 13.6 14.3 15.1 15.0 14.9 15.2 15.0 14.4 14.2

Benin 14.7 14.2 14.9 14.2 18.2 15.4 17.8 16.6 14.6 17.4 17.5 17.0 16.7 16.3 16.2

Burkina Faso 20.4 22.7 25.3 20.9 20.4 21.6 26.1 23.8 23.9 28.2 25.7 25.5 25.2 24.9 25.2

Cambodia 20.6 21.7 21.4 21.7 20.3 21.1 22.4 23.2 23.0 24.0 23.8 24.2 24.5 25.1 25.0

Cameroon 18.6 17.8 20.0 20.9 20.9 20.9 19.8 18.5 19.1 17.3 17.5 17.2 16.6 16.5 16.3

Chad 22.4 23.9 22.8 22.0 18.3 14.4 14.9 13.3 14.4 19.3 17.5 16.7 16.3 16.2 15.7

Congo, Democratic Republic of the 14.0 13.7 12.7 18.5 17.2 14.5 10.4 11.1 12.9 12.5 14.2 14.8 15.5 15.9 15.8

Congo, Republic of 27.9 30.7 42.4 48.6 41.3 41.7 28.3 19.6 21.4 24.2 21.9 21.0 20.5 20.7 20.6

Côte d'Ivoire 13.2 16.1 15.9 15.2 16.5 17.7 18.4 17.8 17.3 19.8 18.6 17.5 17.6 17.5 17.5

Ethiopia 18.2 16.6 17.8 17.5 17.3 18.2 18.0 16.1 15.3 15.0 15.0 15.9 16.7 17.1 17.1

Ghana 19.6 22.1 21.7 21.4 18.9 20.3 18.0 21.5 21.1 28.3 22.0 21.7 22.2 21.7 20.8

Guinea 16.0 20.0 18.6 20.2 21.7 16.1 17.3 15.6 14.6 17.3 18.0 18.0 18.2 18.9 19.0

Haiti 24.5 28.6 28.0 25.2 21.7 18.7 17.7 19.0 14.4 19.7 21.9 18.6 19.8 20.5 21.2

Honduras 25.9 26.4 29.6 27.6 26.0 27.4 26.9 26.3 25.7 28.6 29.5 28.0 28.2 28.4 28.4

Kenya 23.6 24.2 25.4 27.2 27.2 27.7 26.1 25.6 25.4 25.1 25.0 24.4 24.1 23.7 23.5

Kyrgyz Republic 37.4 40.6 38.1 38.5 38.1 38.9 37.0 33.1 34.2 39.0 36.9 34.8 35.1 35.7 36.2

Lao P.D.R. 20.2 24.7 24.2 25.0 25.8 21.1 21.6 20.9 20.4 18.3 19.5 19.7 19.8 19.5 19.5

Madagascar 12.0 11.5 12.7 12.6 13.0 13.5 14.9 14.3 15.3 18.0 16.8 17.2 17.1 16.9 16.6

Mali 20.6 15.5 19.8 20.0 20.9 22.2 22.9 20.4 23.1 26.5 26.1 25.0 25.3 24.8 24.9

Moldova 32.6 33.7 32.4 33.4 31.9 30.1 30.5 31.4 31.4 37.9 34.2 33.3 33.0 32.9 32.9

Mozambique 29.4 28.8 32.2 40.7 32.7 29.4 30.0 32.6 30.0 31.7 31.7 30.6 29.2 26.8 24.7

Myanmar 13.9 18.1 22.6 23.8 24.2 23.4 20.8 21.0 20.3 21.1 21.2 20.8 21.0 21.0 20.8

Nepal 18.6 19.3 17.8 18.8 20.1 21.9 27.2 31.9 30.6 28.2 31.7 30.0 29.7 29.6 29.5

Nicaragua 23.5 24.1 24.2 24.6 25.3 26.8 27.0 27.5 27.6 30.3 29.5 28.3 28.8 29.8 30.3

Niger 15.3 16.6 20.4 23.6 24.2 19.4 19.5 21.1 21.6 23.9 23.3 21.4 20.8 21.0 21.3

Nigeria 17.3 14.4 13.7 13.0 11.1 10.0 12.0 12.8 12.6 12.7 12.1 12.2 11.6 12.0 11.9

Papua New Guinea 19.7 22.4 27.6 27.1 22.8 20.9 18.4 20.4 21.2 20.2 19.9 20.2 20.1 20.0 19.7

Rwanda 24.6 24.5 26.1 27.4 26.5 25.0 25.1 26.4 28.8 27.8 27.7 24.8 24.1 24.8 24.9

Senegal 23.1 22.8 22.0 23.1 22.9 24.0 22.5 22.4 24.0 27.7 24.9 24.0 24.5 24.7 25.4

Somalia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Sudan 18.2 16.5 15.3 13.5 12.2 11.6 13.6 16.8 18.8 13.7 17.1 15.5 16.3 16.6 16.9

Tajikistan 27.0 24.5 27.8 28.5 31.9 38.9 35.6 31.9 29.5 30.3 30.0 30.0 30.2 30.3 30.4

Tanzania 18.9 19.5 18.8 17.3 17.2 16.9 16.6 16.6 16.4 17.0 17.8 17.9 17.8 17.8 17.9

Timor-Leste 131.7 130.7 96.1 111.0 97.7 111.1 86.1 86.2 88.5 64.1 86.7 108.5 100.1 89.4 80.9

Uganda 13.2 13.1 13.3 13.6 15.3 16.1 15.5 16.0 18.7 19.5 20.7 21.4 21.4 20.5 21.2

Uzbekistan 25.2 25.4 26.8 26.2 25.9 24.5 23.4 26.0 28.2 28.9 27.3 26.4 25.8 25.5 25.7

Vietnam 21.2 23.5 24.5 22.8 24.2 22.2 21.5 20.5 22.8 23.0 23.0 22.6 22.4 22.3 22.0

Yemen 29.8 36.2 30.8 27.8 19.4 16.1 8.4 14.3 13.8 14.9 11.2 9.8 12.4 16.2 20.9

Zambia 19.5 21.5 23.8 24.7 28.3 24.3 25.1 27.4 27.9 24.0 23.9 23.3 22.5 21.5 19.8

Zimbabwe 23.2 20.4 20.9 20.4 20.5 23.4 22.5 17.7 16.3 16.1 15.3 14.6 14.6 14.0 14.3

Average 19.1 19.1 19.4 19.0 18.3 17.9 18.0 18.3 18.7 19.2 18.9 18.7 18.5 18.3 18.2

Oil Producers 18.9 16.9 16.2 15.4 12.7 11.5 12.6 13.4 13.2 13.3 12.6 12.7 12.2 12.5 12.5

Asia 18.1 20.1 21.2 20.4 20.5 19.3 18.8 18.9 20.0 19.9 20.1 20.0 19.8 19.5 19.3

Latin America 24.9 26.2 27.7 26.2 24.9 25.6 25.2 25.1 24.1 27.4 28.2 26.5 26.9 27.4 27.7

Sub-Saharan Africa 18.3 17.1 17.3 17.2 16.2 16.1 16.9 17.0 16.8 17.7 17.1 16.9 16.6 16.5 16.4

Others 24.3 26.1 25.2 23.7 21.2 20.7 19.6 22.8 24.4 24.6 24.1 23.4 23.8 24.3 25.0

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessment of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table D.
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Table A21. Low-Income Developing Countries: General Government Gross Debt, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Bangladesh 36.6 36.2 35.8 35.3 33.7 33.3 33.4 34.6 35.8 39.6 41.9 42.3 42.4 41.9 41.3

Benin 21.9 19.5 18.5 22.3 30.9 35.9 39.6 41.1 41.2 41.8 41.4 39.9 38.4 36.8 35.2

Burkina Faso 24.5 25.2 25.9 26.6 31.4 33.3 33.5 37.7 42.7 46.6 48.1 48.4 48.3 47.7 47.1

Cambodia 29.7 31.5 31.7 31.9 31.2 29.1 30.0 28.6 28.6 31.5 31.4 32.1 33.4 35.1 36.9

Cameroon 15.7 15.4 18.2 21.5 32.0 33.3 37.7 39.5 42.7 44.7 45.0 44.9 44.1 42.8 41.4

Chad 30.6 28.8 30.6 39.5 43.9 51.3 50.3 49.1 44.3 46.4 44.4 41.9 39.1 37.8 35.1

Congo, Democratic Republic of the 25.0 21.8 19.1 16.8 17.0 21.7 19.1 15.3 14.7 16.1 13.4 11.3 9.3 7.7 6.3

Congo, Republic of 34.4 30.2 33.9 42.3 74.2 91.0 94.2 78.6 83.7 104.5 98.4 90.4 81.8 70.3 63.7

Côte d'Ivoire 50.0 32.6 31.4 32.4 34.2 35.6 36.9 39.7 37.9 41.7 42.6 42.4 42.2 41.9 42.1

Ethiopia 45.3 42.2 47.5 47.6 54.5 55.8 57.7 61.1 57.6 56.1 58.5 56.9 53.9 48.6 43.3

Ghana 31.4 35.6 43.2 51.2 54.8 57.1 58.3 59.1 62.8 76.7 74.7 74.6 72.4 71.9 71.3

Guinea 58.1 27.2 34.0 35.1 41.9 42.5 40.5 38.0 34.5 44.9 45.9 44.3 42.9 42.0 41.0

Haiti 23.7 27.6 31.0 35.5 38.5 40.3 38.0 39.7 47.7 54.4 52.4 48.9 46.3 44.8 43.8

Honduras 24.6 29.2 39.4 37.1 37.1 38.2 38.9 40.1 40.3 46.0 50.4 52.4 53.9 53.7 51.1

Kenya 43.0 43.9 44.0 42.9 48.6 50.5 56.9 60.2 62.1 66.4 70.5 73.3 76.3 77.7 78.6

Kyrgyz Republic 50.1 50.5 47.1 53.6 67.1 59.1 58.8 54.8 54.1 68.1 66.8 64.1 61.2 59.7 58.6

Lao P.D.R. 43.0 46.1 49.5 53.5 53.1 54.5 57.2 59.7 62.6 70.9 70.7 70.6 70.0 68.8 67.4

Madagascar 29.9 30.4 36.2 37.8 44.1 40.3 40.0 39.9 38.4 44.2 45.0 47.0 48.8 50.0 51.0

Mali 24.0 25.4 26.4 26.9 30.7 36.0 36.0 37.7 40.5 44.8 46.2 46.2 46.6 46.4 46.2

Moldova 24.2 31.2 29.8 35.0 42.4 39.2 34.3 31.6 28.4 37.8 39.2 40.4 40.7 39.8 38.9

Mozambique 34.7 37.4 50.1 64.3 87.4 119.9 102.4 106.2 104.4 121.3 123.5 123.4 116.8 104.9 92.1

Myanmar 47.7 36.9 36.5 35.2 36.3 38.3 38.5 40.4 38.8 42.4 45.2 47.0 48.4 49.7 50.5

Nepal 31.7 34.3 32.2 28.2 25.6 27.9 26.1 30.2 30.1 39.2 43.7 45.0 46.3 47.4 48.2

Nicaragua 28.8 27.9 28.8 28.7 28.9 30.9 34.1 37.5 42.1 48.3 50.3 50.5 51.2 53.4 55.5

Niger 14.7 18.1 19.5 22.0 29.9 32.8 39.5 38.9 41.7 48.3 48.6 45.5 43.0 42.2 41.6

Nigeria1 17.4 17.6 18.3 17.5 20.3 23.4 25.3 27.7 29.1 35.0 35.5 36.2 36.5 37.0 37.4

Papua New Guinea 16.3 19.1 24.9 26.9 29.9 33.7 32.5 36.8 40.1 46.7 47.7 49.2 47.8 47.7 45.7

Rwanda 18.6 19.0 26.0 28.2 32.2 36.4 41.3 45.0 51.4 61.6 69.4 69.5 67.6 67.0 66.9

Senegal2 32.7 34.2 36.8 42.4 44.5 47.5 61.1 63.2 64.1 65.4 65.4 64.6 60.4 58.3 57.5

Somalia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Sudan 60.5 77.8 76.7 67.8 66.5 58.6 159.2 186.7 201.6 259.4 250.7 221.2 210.0 204.9 198.9

Tajikistan 35.3 32.3 29.1 27.7 34.7 42.1 50.3 47.8 43.1 47.8 48.9 48.5 48.3 48.2 48.0

Tanzania 27.8 29.2 31.4 34.6 37.1 37.0 37.7 38.7 38.2 38.5 39.2 39.0 38.3 37.4 36.8

Timor-Leste 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.5 2.8 4.6 6.6 9.2 11.4 11.7 15.6 17.7 19.5 21.6 23.3

Uganda 18.0 19.5 22.1 24.8 28.8 31.2 33.8 35.1 38.2 46.0 50.9 54.9 57.3 57.8 55.4

Uzbekistan 6.8 7.2 6.6 6.4 7.1 8.6 20.2 20.4 29.3 36.1 40.1 40.2 40.2 39.3 38.8

Vietnam 35.8 38.3 41.4 43.6 46.1 47.6 46.3 43.6 43.4 46.6 47.1 47.2 46.9 46.4 45.6

Yemen 45.7 47.3 48.2 48.7 57.0 72.3 77.4 74.5 76.5 81.7 79.3 78.4 71.9 65.5 60.4

Zambia 20.8 25.4 27.1 36.1 65.6 60.6 65.5 77.2 91.9 120.0 119.6 116.5 112.3 107.7 102.7

Zimbabwe 41.4 37.2 38.6 40.3 41.8 54.2 52.9 37.3 10.8 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.0

Average 29.6 29.4 30.9 31.5 35.3 37.9 42.4 42.9 43.3 48.8 49.7 49.1 48.4 47.7 46.8

Oil Producers 20.2 20.2 21.1 20.8 24.7 28.8 30.9 32.1 33.0 38.6 38.6 38.7 38.4 38.2 38.3

Asia 36.4 36.3 37.8 38.5 39.0 39.9 39.3 39.1 39.4 43.3 44.8 45.2 45.3 45.1 44.6

Latin America 25.6 28.5 34.5 34.3 34.9 36.3 37.3 39.3 42.2 48.2 50.7 51.3 51.9 52.1 50.9

Sub-Saharan Africa 24.8 24.4 26.1 27.0 32.3 36.6 39.7 41.3 41.7 46.9 47.9 47.7 47.1 46.3 45.5

Others 37.6 39.7 39.1 37.2 39.7 38.0 75.3 77.7 79.3 97.4 95.1 85.3 80.4 76.7 73.5

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessments of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table D.
1 Debt includes overdrafts from the Central Bank of Nigeria and liabilities of the Asset Management Corporation of Nigeria.
2 From 2017 onward, Senegal data include the whole of the public sector, whereas before 2017, only central government debt stock was taken into account.
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Table A22. Low-Income Developing Countries: General Government Net Debt, 2011–25
(Percent of GDP)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Bangladesh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Benin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Burkina Faso . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Cambodia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Cameroon 12.6 13.1 15.9 19.9 27.8 31.6 34.4 37.0 40.4 42.8 43.5 43.7 43.6 42.5 41.1

Chad . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Congo, Democratic Republic of the . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Congo, Republic of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Côte d'Ivoire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ethiopia 40.0 37.0 41.9 43.0 49.6 51.8 53.8 57.5 53.8 52.6 55.6 54.5 51.7 46.4 36.2

Ghana 28.6 34.0 40.2 46.3 50.7 52.0 53.1 57.8 58.0 72.3 70.8 71.1 69.3 69.1 68.8

Guinea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Haiti . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Honduras . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Kenya 39.1 40.1 40.1 38.7 43.5 45.1 51.1 54.5 57.2 62.7 66.9 69.2 71.8 72.7 74.4

Kyrgyz Republic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Lao P.D.R. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Madagascar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Mali 17.5 21.3 20.2 19.7 23.1 30.0 31.1 34.3 34.3 31.3 29.4 27.7 26.6 26.2 26.3

Moldova . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Mozambique . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Myanmar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Nepal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Nicaragua . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Niger 12.0 14.4 15.3 17.2 25.9 29.5 35.4 36.0 37.9 44.6 45.2 42.4 40.2 39.5 39.0

Nigeria1 12.5 10.7 11.4 13.8 15.9 19.0 20.9 23.5 25.4 31.5 32.5 33.5 34.2 34.9 35.6

Papua New Guinea . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Rwanda . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Senegal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Somalia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Sudan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Tajikistan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Tanzania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Timor-Leste . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Uganda . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Uzbekistan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Vietnam . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Yemen 42.3 45.3 46.7 47.8 56.1 71.3 76.6 73.8 75.8 81.1 78.9 78.0 71.6 65.2 60.1

Zambia 16.4 20.1 25.2 31.8 56.1 51.3 55.8 66.5 76.5 99.7 99.0 97.3 94.9 91.8 87.9

Zimbabwe . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Average . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Oil Producers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Asia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Latin America . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Sub-Saharan Africa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Others . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Source: IMF staff estimates and projections. Projections are based on staff assessment of current policies (see “Fiscal Policy Assumptions” in text).
Note: For country-specific details, see “Data and Conventions” in text, and Table D.
1 The overdrafts and government deposits at the Central Bank of Nigeria almost cancel each other out, and the Asset Management Corporation of Nigeria debt is roughly halved. 
See footnote 1 in Table A21.
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IMF EXECUTIVE BOARD DISCUSSION OF THE OUTLOOK,  
OCTOBER 2020

Executive Directors broadly concurred with the 
assessment of the global economic outlook, 
risks, and policy priorities. While noticing the 
stronger-than-expected economic activity in 

the second quarter, especially in advanced economies, 
they agreed that the path to prepandemic activity will 
be long and precarious with persistent scarring effects 
on output and employment. They noted that the 
projections assume that social distancing will con-
tinue into 2021 and then fade over time as therapies 
improve and vaccines become more broadly available. 
Directors noted with concern that the pandemic is 
having dramatic effects on vulnerable people, leading 
to higher inequality, and a sharp increase in the num-
ber of people living in extreme poverty.

Directors agreed that the uncertainty surrounding 
the baseline projections remains exceptionally large 
as the economic recovery will be shaped primarily 
by the path of the pandemic, the efficacy of contain-
ment measures, and pharmaceutical innovations. 
More rapid development of new therapeutics and 
wide distribution of effective vaccines could acceler-
ate the economic recovery, while medical setbacks 
and new waves of infections could require new 
lockdowns. Other important sources of uncertainty 
include the extent of global spillovers, the damage 
to the supply potential, the efficacy and duration 
of policy support, and potential shifts in financial 
market sentiment. Directors also noted prepandemic 
risks stemming from trade and technology tensions, 
geopolitical challenges, and climate change. 

Directors agreed that effective and decisive policy 
support is needed to ensure stronger, more equitable, 
and resilient growth. Key near-term priorities include 
supporting the economic recovery, protecting vulner-
able people, and strengthening health care systems. 
They stressed the need to reduce the scarring effects of 
the crisis on potential output and employment and to 
reverse the development toward greater inequality and 

setbacks to human capital accumulation. Most Direc-
tors also saw the crisis as an opportunity to stimulate 
innovation, develop the digital infrastructure, and to 
transition to lower carbon emissions using different 
climate tools, such as green investment and a gradual 
increase of the carbon price, with due consideration to 
offsetting negative social impact.

Directors welcomed the unprecedented fiscal actions 
in response to the pandemic. Directors emphasized 
that, as economies tentatively reopen, governments 
should ensure that lifelines are not withdrawn prema-
turely. Support should gradually shift from protect-
ing jobs to helping displaced workers find new jobs 
through retraining and reskilling. Directors noted that 
when the pandemic is under control, governments 
will need to address the legacies of the crisis, including 
record deficits and public debt levels, elevated unem-
ployment, and increased poverty. Directors agreed 
that public investment should play a crucial role in 
supporting the postpandemic recovery, noted its siz-
able job creation potential, and underlined that good 
governance, budget execution, and communication, 
remain crucial to reap the full benefits of fiscal support 
and maintain public trust.

Directors emphasized that governments will need 
to do more with less and prepare credible and equi-
table measures to reduce fiscal deficits and debts over 
the medium term. Countries with limited fiscal space 
should protect public investment and support lower-
income households that have been disproportionately 
hit by the pandemic. Governments could consider 
increasing progressive taxation as well as reforms to 
modernize business taxation, including multilateral 
cooperation on the design of international corporate 
taxation to respond to the challenges of the digital 
economy. LICs in particular are faced with significant 
financing constraints, and many countries will require 
external support, including in the form of debt relief, 
grants, and concessional financing.

The following remarks were made by the Chair at the conclusion of the Executive Board’s discussion of the  
Fiscal Monitor, Global Financial Stability Report, and World Economic Outlook on September 30, 2020.



F I S C A L M O N I TO R: P O L I C I E S F O R T H E R E COV E RY

106 International Monetary Fund | October 2020

Directors agreed that bold policy actions taken by 
central banks to ease monetary policy, provide ample 
liquidity, and maintain the flow of credit have helped 
contain the near-term risks to global financial stabil-
ity. They noted, however, that vulnerabilities are rising, 
most notably in the nonfinancial corporate sector 
as liquidity pressures may morph into insolvencies, 
especially for small and medium-sized enterprises. 
The credit outlook will ultimately be shaped by the 
extent of continued policy support and the pace of the 
recovery, which is expected to be uneven across sectors 
and countries. Rising defaults could lead to significant 
losses at banks and nonbank financial institutions. 
While the global banking system is overall well capital-
ized, some banks and banking systems may experi-
ence aggregate capital shortfalls in the WEO adverse 
scenario. Directors also highlighted the importance 
of improving access of emerging markets and frontier 
economies to capital markets.

Directors emphasized that as economies reopen, 
accommodative policies and the continued flow of 
credit to borrowers will be essential to sustaining 
the recovery. Once the pandemic is under control, 

policy support can be gradually withdrawn. The 
postpandemic financial reform agenda should focus 
on strengthening the regulatory framework to address 
vulnerabilities in the nonbank financial sector exposed 
by the crisis and stepping up prudential supervision 
to contain excessive risk taking in the lower-for-longer 
interest rate environment.

Directors underscored the importance of inter-
national cooperation in the fight against the global 
health and economic crisis. A key priority is to scale up 
production capacity and develop distribution channels 
to ensure that all countries have access to an effective, 
affordable, and safe vaccine. Directors noted that sev-
eral emerging market and developing countries require 
international assistance through debt relief, grants, and 
concessional financing. They pointed out that the IMF 
has rapidly scaled up its lending facilities since the 
onset of the pandemic, providing swift financial assis-
tance to more than 80 countries. Directors discussed 
opportunities for multilateral cooperation to alleviate 
trade and technology tensions between countries and 
to collectively implement climate change mitigation 
policies.



IMF Special Series on COVID-19
The IMF has responded to the COVID-19 crisis by quickly deploying financial assistance, 
developing policy advice, and creating special tools to assist member countries.  
The Special Notes Series (IMF.org/COVID19notes) features the latest analysis and research 
from IMF staff in response to the pandemic. Below are four recent Notes from the dozens 
published to date.

Digital Solutions for Direct  
Cash Transfers in Emergencies
Gerardo Una, Richard Allen, Sailendra Pattanayak and 
Gwenaelle Suc

Digital solutions for direct cash transfers 
help to identify and validate intended 
beneficiaries, make payments in a 
timely and secure manner, and ensure 
transparency and accountability by 
providing a reliable audit trail and 
publishing timely data.

Managing the Impacts of the 
Coronavirus: Guidance on Health 
Spending Policies
Ignatius de Bidegain, Paolo Dudine, Klaus Hellwig,  
Samir Jahan and Geneviève Verdier

The immediate response to the outbreak 
should be to increase spending for 
mitigation and medical treatment. Costs 
will depend on country-specific factors, e.g. 
virus exposure, capacity of health systems, 
and effectiveness of mitigation measures.

Challenges in Forecasting  
Tax Revenue
A. Klemm, A. Aslam, T. Baunsgaard, T. Benninger, S. Beer,  
S. Hebous, G. Kalyandu, S. Leduc, L. Liu, and D. Prihardini

Forecasting tax revenue during the 
pandemic is challenging. Standard 
buoyancy approaches likely overestimate 
revenues. A disaggregated approach using 
information on the sector- and tax-specific 
impact of the pandemic improves forecasts.

Keeping the Receipts: Transparency, 
Accountability, and Legitimacy  
in Emergency Responses
Claude Wendling, Virginia Alonso, Sandeep Saxena, 
Vincent Tang, and Concepcion Verdugo

Keeping the receipts” (as governments 
“do what it takes” to support people and 
firms during the global pandemic and 
economic downturn) requires strong fiscal 
transparency, public accountability and 
institutional legitimacy.

I N T E R N A T I O N A L  M O N E T A R Y  F U N D

The views expressed in these notes are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent the views of the IMF,  
its Executive Board, or IMF management.  

COVID-19 Policy Tracker   

This periodically updated policy tracker summarizes the key economic responses  
196 governments are taking to limit the human and economic impact of the pandemic. 

IMF.org/COVID19policytracker
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