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Executive Summary

This paper: Jiexamines the latest IMF government spending projections for 181 countries by comparing
the four distinct periods of 20887 (precrisis), 20089 (crisis phase I: fiscal expansion), 2Q2Qcrisis
phase II: onset of fiscal contraction) and 2aE3(criss phase lllI: intensification of fiscal contraction); (ii)
reviews 314 IMF country reports in 174 countries to identify the main adjustment measures considered
in highrincome and developing countries; (iv) discussesttireats of austerityto developmentgoals

and social progress; and (v) calls for urgent action by governgtenadopt alternative and equitable
policies for socigeconomic recovery.

In a first phaseof the global economicrisis (200809), most governments introduced fiscal stirusl
programsand ramped up public spendings the world wa able to coordinate policiedHowever,

premature expenditure contraction became widespread in 20d@ich markedthe beginning ofa

second phase of the crisiRSa LA GS Gdzf ySNI 6fS LR2LJz I GA2yaQ dzNBS
assistanceln 2013, the scope of public penditure casolidation is expected totensify significantly,
impactingl19 countriesn terms of GDP, and thesteadily increaséo reach 12 countries in 2015The
latest IMF projections suggest thahis trendwill continue at least through 2016.

One of thekeyfindingsof this analysiss that iscal contraction isnost severe in the developing world.
Overall, 6&eveloping countrieare projected to cut public spending [8/7%of GDR on average, in th

third phase of the crisig201315) compared to 26hightincome countries, which are expected to
contract by2.2%of GDR on averageMoreover, comparing the 20185 and 20057 periods sugest

that a quarter of countries are undergoing excessive contraction, defined as cutting expenditures below
pre-crisis levelsinterms of population, asterity willbe affecting 5.8 billion people or 80% of the global
populationin 2013; this is expected iacrease to 6.3 billion or 90% of persons worldwide by 2015.

Regarding austerity measures, a desk review of IMF country repobitsshed sinc&€010indicates that
governments are weighing varioasljustmentstrateges Thesenclude: (i) elimination or reduction of
subsidies, including on fuel, agriculture and food products (in 100 countries); (ii) wage bill cuts/caps,
including the salaries of education, health and other public sector workers (in 98 countries); (iii)
rationdlizing and further targeting of safety nets (in 80 countries); (iv) pension reform (in 86 countries);
(v) healthcare reform (in 37 countries); and (vi) labor flexibilization (in 32 deaghtMany governments

are also considering revenuside measureshat can adversely impact vulnerable populations, mainly
through introducing or broadening consumption taxes, suchvalsie added taxesVATB), on basic
products that are disproportionately consumed by poor households (in 94 count@iesjrary to public
perception, austerity measures are not limited to Europe; in fact, many of the principal adjustment
measures feature most prominently in developing countries.

This paper questions if the projected fiscal contraction trajeatdry terms of timing, scope and
magnitude as well as the specific austerity measures being considered are conducive te socio
economic recovery and the achievement of development gd&is.worldwide prognsity toward fiscal
consolidationcan be expected taggravate the employment crisééd diminishpublic support at a time
when it is most neededThe costs of adjustment are beirlgrust upon populations who have been
relentlesslycoping with fewer and lowefpaying job opportunitieshigher food and fuel costs, and
reducedaccess taessetial servicessince the crisis began. In short, millionshouseholdscontinue to
bearthe costs of arecoverg that has largely excluded thenthis paper encourages policymakers to
recognize thehigh human and developmental costs of poedgsignedadjustment strategies and to
consider alternative policies that pport a recovery for all



The Age of Austerity
A Review of Public Expenditures and Adjustment Measures in 181 Countries

Isabel Ortz and Matthew Cummins

1. Introduction

In the wake of the food, fuel and financial shocks, a fourth wave of the global economic crisis began to
sweep across countries in 2010: fiscal adjustment. It was the beginning of an age of austerity that is
forecasted to continue at least through 2016 pioth highincome and developing countries.

Serving as an update of our earlier work (Ortiz and Cummins 2012), this paper: (i) examines the latest
IMF government spending projections for 181 countries by comparing the four distinct periods ef 2005
07 (pre-crisis), 20089 (crisis phase I. fiscal expansion), 2@20(crisis phase II: onset of fiscal
contraction) and 20135 (crisis phase llI: intensification of fisc@ntraction); (i) reviews 314MF
country reports in 174 countries to identify the imaadjustment measures consideréd highrincome

and developing countries(iv) discusses the threats afusterity to development goalsind social
progress; and (v) calls for urgent action by governmémtadopt alternative and equitable policies for
SOcD-economic recovery.

Our review ishasedon information published by the IMF. The fiscal trend analysis uses cdentrly
fiscal indicators extracted from the October 20¥2orld Economic Outloodlatabase. To serve as a
general reference, the projectechanges in total government expendituresoth in terms of GDP as
well as in real growth for 181 countries are provided in Annex 1. Regarding the analysis of adjustment
measures, the identification of different options considered by governments is infercad policy
discussions contained Bil4 IMF ©untry reports in 174 countriegublished between January 2010 and
February 2013. Annex 2 presents the complete list of country reports reviewed.

2.  Global Expenditure Trends, 2085

2.1. Data and Methodology

Our analysis of government expenditure trends is based on IMF projections contained Woithe
Economic Outloo#latabase (October 2012), which is the only source of comparable -catiesal fiscal

data. Several data caveats are worth mentioning. Fitst, scope of expenditure data varies across
countries. While in most instances the data refer to central and local government, for some countries,
the data refer to the public sector, which includes public enterprises. Second, total government
spending pojections may differ from the estimates used in this study as more economic and fiscal
indicators become availabfeThird, expenditure data from IMF sources may vary from those reported in
national budgets due to alternative projection assumptions andhods.

! |sabel Ortiz is Director of the Global Social Justice Program, Initiative for Policy Dialogue, Columbia University. Matthew
Cummins ign economist who has worked at UNDP, UNI&tRheWorld BankComments may be addressed by email to the
authors atisabel.ortiz@ymail.corand matthewwcummins@gmail.com

2 See detailed discussion in Annex 3.
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In terms of methodology, we analyze changes in total government spending using two measures: (i)
public expenditure as a percentage of GDP and (ii) the real value of public experthiturgominal

value adjusted by inflation)Regarding the formetthis is the most commonly used metric for cross
YEGAZ2YEFE O2YLI NRaz2ya FyYyR GKS Y2ad dzaSTdA F2NI |
latter, absolute spending changes offer a better indication of the possible impact on the real welfare of
populations. We apply both of these measures to the 181 countries that have government expenditure
estimatesduring 200515, and we analyze the data across four time periods: ZD0Fprecrisis), 2008

09 (crisis phase I: fiscal expansion), 2020(criss phase Il: onset of fiscal contraction) and 2053
(crisis phase lllI: intensification of fiscal contraction).

2.2. Results

Analysis of fiscal projection data verifies three distinct phases of government spending patterns since
the onset of the global econaoimcrisis (Figure 1hn the first phase, nearly atiountries introduced fiscal
stimulus and ramped up spending during 2d8 Overall, the number of countries contracting public
expenditures in terms of GDFas 46, on average, durirp07 and 2008andonly affected37 countries

in the latter year(or about 20% othe sample worldwidg

Figurel: Number of Countries Contracting Public Expenditugessa % GDR008-15

Phase 1 I Phase 2 I Phase 3 I ?
140 -
High-income Countries
120 -
m Developing Countries
100 -

80 -

60

40

- B ~

0 - : : : : : : : :

{2dzNDOSY ! dzi K2NBRQ Ol f ®odfi BEcdnandcyOitlo@OcdeiR012)y (1 KS LacCcQa

2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

In 2010, however, governments started to scale back stimulus programs and reduce expenditures, which
characterized a second phase of the crisis that lasted until p@dset of fiscal contractionDverall, the
number of caintries reducing their budgets as a % of GDP mushroomed between 2009 and 2010 and
impacted 111 countriegn 2011 (or more than 60% of countries). Interestingly, the worldwide drive
toward austerity appears to have temporarily tapered off during 2012, WwRhgovernmentscutting
spending as percentageof GDP.

Then, beginning in 2013, the scope of public expenditure contractions is again projected to intensify in a
third phase of the crisis. Overall, budget reductions in terms of GDP are expected to impact 119
countries in 2013 and steadily increase, reaching @Buntries in 2015. According to IMF projections,

aa

é
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this trend is forecasted to continue at least through 2016 terms of population, austerity withe
affecting 5.8 billion peopler more than 80% of the global population in 2013; this is expected to
steadily increase to 6.3 billion or 99 of persons worldwide by 2015 (Table 1).

Tablel: Number of Countries anéopulation Affected by Public Expenditure Contractid@00815
(in % of GDP)

Developing
Region / Indicator 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Income Group
. No. of countries contracting 8 3 10 8 6 10 14 16
East Asia and L
Pacific No. of persons affectef(hillions) 313 252 1,702 248 117 1,598 1785 1956
% of population affected 156 126 848 123 58 796 89.0 975
Eastern No. of countries contracting 6 4 16 19 7 17 19 16
Europe and No.of persons affected (millions 35 29 322 391 48 351 380 366
Central Asia % of population affected 8.4 70 769 934 114 837 90.7 87.3
Latin America No. of countries contracting . 9 4 14 15 10 19 17 17
and CaribbearNo'Of persons affected (millions 310 42 263 451 285 478 311 369
% of population affected 51.7 6.9 438 752 476 79.6 519 615
Middle East No.of countries contracting 2 5 9 5 5 9 9 9
and North No.of persons affected (millions 11 227 280 153 125 314 317 317
Africa % of population affected 34 700 864 471 384 966 97.7 97.7
No. of countries contracting 3 3 5 5 2 3 6 3
South Asia  No.of persons affected (millions 57 341 1,373 1523 53 1,320 1,648 1,491
% of population affected 3.3 199 80.1 88.9 3.1 770 96.1 87.0
No.of countries contracting 16 14 17 22 17 31 26 33
SubSaharan -
Africa No.of persons affected (millions 323 307 389 388 433 701 651 749
% of population affected 36,0 343 435 433 484 783 727 836
No. of countries contracting 13 9 11 17 12 21 19 22
Lowincome No.of persons affected (millions 339 312 175 386 224 502 541 460
% of population affected 422 390 218 481 280 626 675 574
Lowermiddie No. of countries contracting . 18 14 28 27 12 35 34 36
income No.of persons affected (millions 324 713 1,962 1,965 319 2,009 2,385 2,483
% of population affected 125 274 755 755 123 772 917 955
Uppermiddie No. of countries contracting . 13 10 32 30 23 33 38 36
income No.of persons affected (millions 386 173 2192 803 518 2250 2166 2304
% of population affected 151 68 857 314 203 880 847 90.1
Developing No.of countries contracting . 44 33 71 74 47 89 91 94
countries No.of persons affected (millions 1,049 1,199 4,330 3,154 1,061 4,761 5,092 5,247
% of population affected 176 201 727 529 178 799 855 88.1
Highincome No.of countries contracting . 11 4 35 37 21 30 40 38
countries No.of persons affected (millions 73 16 1,071 933 682 1,040 1,130 1,095
% of population affected 6.2 1.4 919 80.1 585 892 97.0 94.0
No. of countries contracting 55 37 106 111 68 119 131 132
All countries  No.of persons affected (millions 1,122 1,215 5,401 4,087 1,743 5,800 6,222 6,343
% of population affected 157 171 758 574 245 814 873 89.0

(2dZNDSY ! dzZiK2 NEQ OF f G\vzidiEGoReEni dutldok i G R2 @ S/NJ GHUBM HLua CWSER Popujation Bréspebts: G A 2 y Q &
The 201@Revisior(2011)

In what follows, we provide a detailed analysis of each of these phases, after which we gauge whether
some countries may be undergoing excessive contraction in the current phase of the crisi¢$2013



2.2.1. CrisisPhase I, 200®9: Fiscal ¥pansion

The vast majority of governmentsoosted public expenditures to buffer the impact of the different
global shocks on their populations in what could be described as the expansionary phase of the global
economic crisis. When comparing presis spnding levels to this first phase, 80% of countries (or 144

in total) ramped up public expenditures, with the average expansion amounting to 3.9% of GDP (Table
2). It is interesting that this countegyclical, expansive fiscal policy was adopted quite gvecrossall

income categorieglow, middle and high)both in terms of the number of countries increasing spending

as well as the overall size of the increase.

Table2: Changes in Total Government Spending, 2@®avg. over 20807 avg.
(in % of GDP)

Developing Region / Total Sample Contracted Expanded
Income Group No.qf 5 Avg. No.o_f 5 Avg. No.o_f 5 Avg.
countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R
East Asia and Pacific 19 3.1 3 2.1 16 4.1
Eastern Europe an@entral Asial 23 3.9 2 -2.2 21 4.4
Latin America and Caribbean 28 1.7 7 -1.5 21 2.8
Middle East and North Africa 11 3.6 4 -1.0 7 6.3
South Asia 8 1.1 2 -1.2 6 1.9
SubSaharan Africa 43 2.0 13 -3.5 30 4.4
Lowincome 32 2.1 8 -3.0 24 3.8
Lowermiddle-income 49 2.5 13 -1.9 36 4.1
Uppermiddle-income 51 2.8 10 -2.4 41 4.1
Developing countries 132 2.5 31 -2.3 101 4.0
Highincome countries 49 3.1 6 -1.2 43 3.7
All countries 181 2.7 37 2.2 144 3.9
{ 2dzNDOSY ! dzi K2NBQ OI f ®ozfl Econbrio/Gutlo@dcdeiR012)y (1 KS LaCQa

Positive trends are also evidenced in terms of real government spending @)ableproximately93%

of countries (or 169 in total) increased real expenditures, with the average growth totaling 24% when
comparing spending levels in 2008 and 20087. In terms of developing regions, expansions were
largest in East Asia and the Pacidis,well as ifEastern Europe and Central Asia, with real expenditure
growth amounting to an average of 41% and 34%, respectively. When looking at countries by income
categories, it is surprising to find that fiscal stimuli measured in real terms were smallest-ind¢oghe
countries. While expenditure growth equaled 16%, on averagéhenwealthiestcountries, spending
growth was about 28%, on average, in the cohort of-lamd middleincome countries.

Table3: Growth of Real Government Spenmui, 200809 avg. over 20007 avg.

(as a %)
: : Total Sample Contracted Expanded

Developing Region /
Income Group No.o.1c 5 A\!g. ) No.o_f 5 A\!g. ) No.o_f ) A\fg. )

countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R
East Asia and Pacific 19 35.2 2 -10.6 17 40.6
Eastern Europe and Central AS 23 33.7 0 23 33.7
Latin America and Caribbean 28 16.5 3 -3.0 25 18.8
Middle East and North Africa 11 22.3 1 -0.9 10 24.6
South Asia 8 25.4 0 8 25.4
SubSaharan Africa 43 21.6 3 -20.1 40 24.7




: . Total Sample Contracted Expanded
Developing Region /
Income Group No.o_f 5 A\A/g. ) No.qf 5 A\A/g. ) No.o_f 5 A\fg. 5
countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R| countries aLJSY R
Lowincome 32 25.8 2 -20.3 30 28.9
Lowermiddle-income 49 24.8 3 -7.3 46 26.9
Uppermiddle-income 51 24.4 4 -7.3 47 27.1
Developing countries 132 24.9 9 -10.1 123 27.4
Highincome countries 49 15.0 3 -4.0 46 16.3
All countries 181 22.2 12 -8.6 169 24.4
{2dz2NDSY ! dzi K2NRQ OI f Wadfl Ecinbraig/Cutlo@dcd®i@012)y (KS LaCQa

2.2.2. CrisisPhase II, 201€12: Onset ofFscalContraction

Beginning in 2010, many governments started to withdraw fiscal stimulus programs and scale back
public spendingWhen comparing expenditure levels in this second phase of the crisis-{2)16 the
expansionary phase (20d@8®), 40% of countries worldwide (or 73 in total) reduced total expenditures

by 2.3% of GDP, on average (TafleThis initial shift toward austiy was most acute in the group of
middle-income countries and largely concentrated in Eastern Europe and Central Asia as well as in the
Middle East and North Africa. In both of these developing regions, about-tiuagers of countries
moved to cut speding by more than 3.0% of GDP, on average. Note that the magnitude of contraction
in developing countries was nearly thrimes larger than in higincome countries, on average.

Table4: Changes in Total Government Spending, 24P avg. over 20089 avg.
(in % of GDP)

Developing Region / Total Sample Contracted Expanded
Income Group No.of 5 A\[g. ) No.o_f 5 A\fg. ) No.o_f 5 A\fg. )
countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R
East Asia and Pacific 19 2.2 6 -1.5 13 3.8
Eastern Europe and Central Ag 23 -0.9 17 2.1 6 2.5
Latin America and Caribbean 28 1.2 9 -1.9 19 2.6
Middle East and North Africa 11 2.1 8 -4.3 3 3.8
South Asia 8 0.8 3 -1.6 5 2.3
SubSaharan Africa 43 1.0 13 -3.7 30 3.0
Lowincome 32 1.7 8 -2.2 24 3.1
Lowermiddle-income 49 0.2 23 -2.9 26 3.0
Uppermiddle-income 51 0.2 25 -2.6 26 2.9
Developing countries 132 0.6 56 -2.7 76 3.0
Highincome countries 49 0.7 17 -1.0 32 1.7
All countries 181 0.6 73 -2.3 108 2.6
{2dzNOSY ! dzi K2NBRQ Ol f ®ozfl Econbraig/Tutlog@dcdeirR012)y (1 KS LacCQa

When examining the average changes in real government spending betweerl 2Gk@ 20089, 22%

of the sample (or 40 countries) experienced negative growtrabyaverage ohearly 9% (Tabl&).
Although the depth of fiscal contraction appears less severe through the real spending gauge, the
substantial rise in the overall number of countries undergoing negative spending growth from the
previous period of analysi(from 12 to 40) is a clear indication that austerity was taking hold during this
second phase of the crisis.



Table5: Growth of Real Government Spending, 2012 avg. over 20089 avg.

(as a %)

Developing Region / Total Sample Contracted Expanded
Income Group No.of 5 A\A/g. ) No.o_f 5 A\A/g. ) No.o_f ) A\fg. )

countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R
East Asia and Pacific 19 21.9 1 -1.5 18 23.2
Eastern Europe and Central Ag 23 9.2 8 -5.9 15 17.2
Latin America an@€aribbean 28 14.7 5 -12.2 23 20.5
Middle East and North Africa 11 2.7 4 -9.7 7 9.8
South Asia 8 19.0 0 8 19.0
SubSaharan Africa 43 18.1 9 -9.4 34 25.4
Lowincome 32 23.6 5 -6.3 27 29.1
Lowermiddle-income 49 14.8 9 -6.3 40 19.5
Uppermiddle-income 51 10.2 13 -11.2 38 17.6
Developing countries 132 15.2 27 -8.6 105 21.3
Highincome countries 49 4.6 13 -6.5 36 8.6
All countries 181 12.3 40 -7.9 141 18.0
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2.2.3. CrisisPhase Il, 201315: Intensification of iscalContraction

Although public spending contractions became widespread during-2@1Ghey are projected to gain
further momentum in a third of phase of the crisis. Contrasting levels of government expenditures in
201315 to the expansionary phase (2008), just over half of all countries (or 94 in total) are expected

to slash their budgets by 3.3% of GDP, on average g BblCompared to the initial phase of fiscal
contraction, there are significant increases in both the scope and depth of austerity in this latest phase
when looking at expenditures in terms of GDP. Overall, the number of countries affected by spending
cuts jumps from 73 to 94, with the average contraction size increasing from 2.3% to 3.3% of GDP. In this
third phase, the intensifying drive toward austerity appears to be mainly affecting middbk high

income countries, especially in the Middle East amdtiNAfrica, Central Asia and across Europe. As an
average, fiscal contraction is significantly larger in developing countries (3.7% GDP, on average) than in
highrincome countries (2.2% GDP, on averagedte that expenditure data from 2016s not
incorporated in theanalysis for a variety of reasons that aescribed in Annex.3

Table6: Changes in Total Government Spending, 2dE3avg. over 20089 avg.
(in % of GDP)

Developing Region / Total Sample Contracting Expanding
Income Group No.of A\!g. ) No.of A\!g. ) No.o.f A\A/g. )
countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R
East Asia and Pacific 19 1.2 8 2.7 11 4.0
Eastern Europe and Central Ag 23 2.1 18 -3.4 5 2.8
Latin America and Caribbean 28 0.8 11 -2.4 17 2.9
Middle East and North Africa 11 -3.3 8 -6.2 3 4.4
South Asia 8 0.9 4 -3.0 4 4.9
SubSaharan Africa 43 0.2 19 -4.2 24 3.6
Lowincome 32 1.9 11 -2.3 21 4.0
Lowermiddle-income 49 -0.9 27 -4.3 22 3.3
Uppermiddle-income 51 -0.8 30 -3.7 21 3.2




: . Total Sample Contracting Expanding

Developing Region /

Income Group No. of A\A/g. ) No. of A\A/g. ) No. of A\fg. 5
countries a LJSy R| countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R

Developing countries 132 -0.2 68 -3.7 64 3.5

Highincome countries 49 -0.3 26 2.2 23 1.8

All countries 181 -0.2 94 -3.3 87 3.1

{2dz2NDSY ! dzi K2NRQ OI f Wadfl Ecinbraig/Cutlo@dcd®i@012)y (KS LaCQa

In terms of real spending growth, traimber of countries contracting slightly eases from 40 ta8&n
comparing the third phase of the crisis to the expansionary phasethe average real decline deepens

from 8% to 11% (Tablé). According to IMF projections, tlargest realcontractionsare expectedo
occurin the Middle East and North Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, ar8a®aban Africa.

Table7: Growth of Real Government Spending, 2018 avg. over 20089 avg.

(as a %)

Developing Region / Total Sample Contracted Expanded
IncomeGroup No.o_f : Avg. No.qf : Avg. No.o_f 5 Avg.

countries a LJSy R| countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R
East Asia and Pacific 19 40.0 1 -3.5 18 42.4
Eastern Europe and Central Ag 23 22.4 5 -6.8 18 30.5
Latin Americaand Caribbean 28 28.0 5 -14.3 23 37.2
Middle East and North Africa 11 124 2 -19.4 9 195
South Asia 8 41.4 0 X 8 41.4
SubSaharan Africa 43 34.4 6 -10.6 37 41.7
Lowincome 32 47.1 2 -2.8 30 50.4
Lowermiddle-income 49 29.9 3 -21.3 46 33.3
Uppermiddle-income 51 20.3 14 -10.1 37 31.8
Developing countries 132 30.3 19 -11.1 113 37.3
Highincome countries 49 7.4 16 -9.9 33 15.7
All countries 181 24.1 35 -10.6 146 32.4
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2.2.4. Excessiv&ontraction in QisisPhase I, 20135

For purposes of this papeexcessive fiscal austeritg definedas reducing government expenditure
below precrisis levels (the average spending values during B8 Comparing the 20135 and 2005

07 periods shows that the vast majority of countries are expected to maintain total expenditures far
above precrisis levels. Projected spending amounts in the latest phase of the crisis are#4@BP
higher, on average han those in the prerisis phase in threéourths ofthe sample(Table8); in real
terms, public expenditures are projected to be 60% above earlier spending levels in @Untifes
(Table8). These findings indicate that most governments @ntaining considerably higher levels of
public assistance compared to the start of the global economic crisis.

®The analysis does not make a judgment about the adequacy or not -@figie spending levels; expenditures in 2@5are
used to establish some type of reasonable baseline.



Table8: Changes in Total Government Spending, 2dB3avg. over 20097 avg.
(in % of GDP)

: . Total Sample Contracted Expanded
Developing Region /
Income Group No.o_f 5 A\A/g. ) No.qf 5 A\A/g. ) No.o_f 5 A\fg. )
countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R
East Asia and Pacific 19 4.3 4 -2.3 15 6.0
Eastern Europe and Central As 23 1.8 5 2.7 18 3.0
LatinAmerica and Caribbean 28 2.5 4 -3.6 24 3.5
Middle East and North Africa 11 0.4 7 -4.7 4 9.2
South Asia 8 2.1 2 -5.9 6 4.7
SubSaharan Africa 43 2.2 11 5.4 32 4.8
Lowincome 32 4.0 5 -6.4 27 5.9
Lowermiddle-income 49 1.6 15 -4.3 34 4.2
Uppermiddle-income 51 2.0 13 -3.5 38 3.8
Developing countries 132 2.3 33 -4.3 99 4.5
Highincome countries 49 2.7 11 -1.8 38 4.1
All countries 181 2.4 44 -3.7 137 4.4
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Table9: Growth of Real Government Spending, 2018 avg. over 20097 avg.

(as a %)

Developing Region / Total Sample Contracted Expanded
Income Group No.o_f : Avg. No.qf : Avg. No.o_f 5 Avg.

countries a LJSy R| countries a LJSY R| countries a LJSY R
East Asia and Pacific 19 95.3 2 -2.2 17 106.7
Eastern Europe and Central Ag 23 66.4 0 X 23 66.4
Latin America and Caribbean 28 51.2 3 -15.6 25 59.2
Middle East and North Africa 11 38.8 2 -17.1 9 51.3
SouthAsia 8 78.3 0 X 8 78.3
SubSaharan Africa 43 63.5 3 -22.9 40 70.0
Lowincome 32 85.9 2 -21.6 30 93.1
Lowermiddle-income 49 65.2 3 -15.4 46 70.4
Uppermiddle-income 51 51.2 5 -13.0 46 58.2
Developing countries 132 64.8 10 -15.4 122 71.4
Highincomecountries 49 24.6 7 -11.5 42 30.6
All countries 181 53.9 17 -13.8 164 60.9
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However, an alarming number of countriappear to beundergoing excessive fiscal contractiovhich

has major risks (see Section 5)n terms of GDP, analysis of expenditure projections reveals that 44
governmentamaybe slashing their budgets excessively during 203 3Figure 2A). Tweriyne of these

courtries are expected to be spending more than 3.0% of GDP less, on average, during this latest phase
of the crisis when compared to expenditure levels during thegisis period These countries include:

Antigua and Barbuda, Belarus, Bhutan, Botswana, Gégide, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Guyana, Iran, Iraq,

Israel, Jordan, Madagascar, Mali, Papua New Guinea, Sdo Tomé and Principe, Seychelles, Sri Lanka, St.
Kitts and Nevis, Sudan and Yemen. In real terms, 17 governments are forecasted to have fiscal envelopes
in 201315 that are smaller than those during 2003, on average (Figure 2B).



Figure2: Changes in Total Government Spending, 2dB3avg. over 20007 avg.
B. Growth, as a %

A. Change, in % of GDP
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Excessive contraction is perhaps best illustrated by several country examples. Figure 3 presents cases
from different regions. It is clear that each of these countries moved to bolster expenditures in the face

of the global shocks during the 2088period, but have since undergone steep spending cuts to the
extent that projected levels were far below peeisis levels.



Figure3: Total Government Expenditures, 20055
(in % of GDP)
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3. From Fiscal Stimulus to Fiscal Contraction

In 200809 there was a global countercyclical consensus, whereby countries coordinated policies to
combat the negative social and economic impacts of the crisis. The IMF spelled out the need for global
fiscal stimulusad LY Yy 2 NX I f A Y S aal bdirdcSnmerdiiyigRo niaBydaiuiried: tyaRtigey
NBRdzZOS GKSANI 6dzRISG RSFAOAG FYR GKSANI LMzt AO RSoI
AYLX SYSYGSRE (GKSYy RSYFYR Yle& O2yiliAydsS (G2 FrftX o¢k
thatthSe GAff F2ft26 O6KFIGSOASNI LRtAOASAa AG d(dMFASa G2 |
discussed earlierl44 countries ramped up public expenditures during the first phase of the global
economic crisis, with the average expansion amounting tarlge4.0% of GDP. At least 48 countries
announced fiscal stimulus packages totalld&2.4 trillion, of whichapproximatelya quarter was

invested in social protection measurdsdure 4.

Figure4: Size of Social Protection Compent of Stimulus Packages 2009
(in %of total announced amount)

60.0 -
50.0 -
40.0 - o _
Developing countries Highincome countries
30.0 A average: 24 percent average: 2'percent
20.0 -
10.0 -
0'0->\O.Q%DWE®(U‘D.QC5W¢U.§!U T ERT O g 8 gcs8ux"gcg
202352 czE582E292 585G 085288°5¢858
S X LTC A EcE0523852080% oS s8S_c£2c2a882>228
FsS9o5 [SHR] O‘ﬁa:c—ucxw =3 X QT og =20 5D 5% 0 S © 5
T2 =3 i [} (ORE= m o S g 020 n2z--utk ¢
c < £> = = S = < N O o 0n c =
= ®© o T o = O 5 n
m ] ) 2

{ 2dz2NDOSayY ! dzii K2 NE Qhafy; Théearhrd REELG) and BVEGuISriRreparts for Chile and Peru

4 Olivier Blanchard, Economic Counselod ®irector, IMF Research DepartmeiF Survey Magazin29 December 2008.

10



What induced the change in fiscal policy stances between -B@0&xpansionand the period since

2010 (contraction)? The conventional answer is obvious: to address debt and fiscal deficits. However
this seemingly straightforward explanation deserves further exploration, especially given the fragile
state of recovery in 2010 anché clear, negative impacts that fiscal retrenchment would have on
economic activity.

Early in 2010, IMF advice underwent a major change. Two IMF Board papers approved in February
20000 A9 EAGAY 3 FNRBY [/ NAR&AA LyidSNDS CandohdgtiontiretheAPOst Sa ¢ |
/ NXAaA&caeifoflaRges OF £ S FAaOIE | R2dzaldYSyild aoKSYy GKS NI
A0NHzOGdzNF £ NBF2NXa Ay Lzt A0 FAYyFyOS G2 0SS AyAGAL
notyetsecurely unE N+ &8¢ 6LaC wanmnl FYR HAMAoO®d ¢KS h9/ 5 HJ
the urgent need for fiscal consolidation and structural reforms (such as labor and product market
reforms), pointing that in OECD and rRG&ECD countries the economic slack waagphearing rapidly.

While these documents generally focused on higher income countries, they also urged fiscal adjustment

in developing countries given that the risk of debt distress was increasiray were the first signs of a

worldwide policy reversal, ich had the implicit support of the G20.

Thus the sovereign debt crises in Europe raised concerns about debt levels in governments everywhere,
and public attention focused on government spending as if ¢teased the crisis. Yet debt and deficits
were synptoms of the crisis, not the cause. In reality, rising debts and deficit s resulted (obank
bailouts to rescue the financial sector from bankruptcy estimated at US$11.7 trillion in G20 countries
alone (IMF 2010c); (ii) lower government revenue due to the slowdown in economic activity; and, to a
lesser degree, (iii) stimulus packages, eated at US$2.4 trillion. The austerity arguments focused on
deep cutbacks to public policies and shrinking the state as a main way to fix the deficit, calm the markets
and revitalize the economy; following this logic, the social welfare state was de@stedaffordable

and burdensome, which ultimately reduced competitiveness and discouraged growth.

Numerous studies have highlighted the fallacious basis of austerity programs (CESR 2012, ILO 2012,
Krugman 2012, Stiglitz 2012, UNCTAD 2011b, United N&@ik8 Weisbrot and Jorgensen 2013). In

the short term, austerity depresses incomes and jobs, hinders domestic demand and ultimately recovery
efforts. Austerity also has negative impacts on employment, economic activity and development over
the long term.Even recent research at the IMF acknowledges that fiscal consolidation has adverse
effects on both short and loaterm unemployment, private demand and GDP growth, with wage
earners hurt disproportionately more than profiand rentearners Guajardo, Leig and Pescatori

2011; Ball, Leigh and Loungani 2011). Further, IMF Chief Economist Olivier Blanchard recently admitted
serious underestimation of multipliers with respect to the depth of the economic contraction in the
design of austerity policies (Blaraold and Leigh 2013). However, these IMF research papers do not
appear to be reflected in IMF operations.

In both highincome and developing countries, there is a strong need to continue countercyclical policies
and higher public spending to avert recessiorevitalize the economy, generate productive
employment, support development needs amepair the social contractFurther, the focus on fiscal
balances deviates public attention from the unsolved root cause of the crisis, which is excessive
deregulationof financial markets, as well as from logical global solutions, like a sovereign debt workout
mechanism that deals fairly with both lenders and borrowers (UNCTAD 2011a). The United Nations
(2009a, 2009b, 2012 and 2013) has repeatedly called for forcaefillicancerted policy action at the
global level to promote fiscal and employment policies, financial market stability and support
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development. In 2013, however, the earlier mentioned fiscal fallacies remain prominent among high
level policy discussions as®the globe.

It is less clear, though, why the drive to slash budgets in developing countries was as quick, intense and
LINPEf 2y3ASR & 2dzNJ FylFfeaAra 2F ALISYRAYy3a RFEGE NBOSH
contributing factor (Molim 2010; Van Waeyenberge, Bargawi and McKinley 2010; Weisbrot and
Montecino 2010). Here it is important to recognize that few governments actually have IMF programs,
FYR GKS LacCcQa Ay¥FtdzSyOS 27F It 2061t | YR adyitelard2 y I f L.
surveillance (Box 1). Other international institutions also played a role, such as the Bank of International
Settlements (BI$)the bank for central banketsjoining the IMF in advocating for frotdaded fiscal
consolidation and structural reforsas the limits to fiscal stimulus had been reached in a number of
countries (BIS 2010 and 2011). Nonetheless, the earlier international coordination of economic
policieg that can enhance policy effectivenasdisappeared in 2010, and governments started to

address their fiscal balances in isolation.

Box 1 The IMF, Fiscal and Social Policy

The IMF influences fiscal and other policies through several charinelisdingadvice to policymakers at glob
and national levels, surveillance missions (eAgticle IV consultations), consultations under Hending
arrangements (e.g. Staff Monitored Prograragdloan conditionalities under lending arrangements (e.g. Stiayd
Arrangements and Extended Credit Facility).

In April 2009, G20 leaders designathe IMF as the central vehicle for global economic recovery and tripled
Cdzy RQ& f Sy RA yUS250 billigh ©US780 bilionRrainforced by raadditional allocation olUS$100
billion from the United Statesn June 2009Still, few countries borrow from the IMBnd most of the IMFQ
influence comes from policy discussions, ofteragmrt of surveillancectivitesp C2 NJ SE YLX SZ
consultations, carried ouannuallyin nearly everycountry, provide recommendations on a broad range of issyg
from fiscal, monetary and exchange rate p@& to pensions, healtbare systemssafety nets,labor policies
among others. Following the 2009 summit ihondon the G20CommuniquéSy R2 NE SR a i NBy
evenKF YRSR YR AYRSLISYRSyi{é¢ LaC adiNBSAttlyOS 2F Y
The high social costs of IMF structural adjustment programs in the 19&p®rted among others by Cornia, Jo
and Stewart (1987%) led to the questioring of conditionalitiesattached toIMF loans andmore generally of the
LaCQa YI ONR SO2 y 2 baded bryaRnarw éo€bnthinmenR @rspective instead of on broal
based development needs. Furthedthoughsocial policy is notithe L a CQ&  YtheyirRtitufioS &dvises on
labor marketregulations the design and targeting @ocial programsandwage bill ceilingsamong others.

In response, the IMF has gone to great lengths to demonstrate a commitment to cHamgestance, it supported
countercyclical policies in 2068, protection of priority pro-poor social expenditures now a feature of many d
the IMFQ & O quigddinyg; éand wage bill ceilings are lomger included asard-core loan conditionalies (or
performance criteria)n low-income countriegIMF 2009)

In practice however, little has changeddespitethe fragility ofrecovery andhe UNQ geporting of rising levels of
hunger, poverty and unemployment orthodox procyclical policy stances havedn supportedsince2010. And
while wage bill cuts/capsire no longer included as a performance criteria conditionalityey remainas indicative,
criteria and arediscussed in virtually all countriésiringsurveillance missions, together with many otheporand
social policy issues that acaitside of theL a C Q&  Ydee/Sedtiah 8)

2 A0K NBIFNR (2 LINaor Scoial xpehditdrds)NiFer2 Inal unigersaliNEcepted definitio
pro-poor social expenditures, and the definition chasgrom country to country. Primary education and selec
KSIfGdK LINPINrXYa G4SYyR G2 06S 0O2YYz2y StSYSyida 27 &
may not be included if they are not viewed as priority by the government, such as$ poatiection, water supply
and sanitation, public housing, employment programs or major necessary health areas outside of the s
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G LINJE heakhipgograms Our review ofthe latest IMF country reportslso indicates that a wide variety
spending ategories such as electricity, judiciary and, in some cases, defesis¢edt 6 SNB Ay Of dzR §
social spending to be protected under country programs. These approaches question the effectiveness of
IMF social safeguards in supporting \arble populations.

4, Main Adjustment Measure€onsidered2010-13

4.1. Methodology

How are governments achieving fiscal adjustmefttl whatare the main adjustment measurdlat
havedirect social impacts? To answer these questions, this section logidiey discussions and other
information contained in IMF country reports, which cover Article IV consultations, reviews conducted
under lending arrangements (9. Standby Arrangements and Extended Credit Facility), consultations
under nonrlending arrangments é.g. Staff Monitored Programs) and other IMF reports publicly
availableon the IMFQ&ebsite. Overallywe look at 314eportscoveringl74 countries, all of which were
published between January 2010 and February 2013 (see Annex 2 for detailsjaveeds warrant
YSYGA2yAyadd CANRGEZ GKS FAYRAYyIa | MBrmatiéhicéhfaiged 6 1 & SR
in IMF country reports. And second, to the extent that measures eventually adopted by governments
may differ from those under considdran in IMF country reports, this analysis is only indicative, and
actual outcomes require verification.

4.2. Results
4.2.1. Global Adjustment Trends

Our review of the latest IMF country reports indicates teatmain policiesare being considered by
governmentsworldwide to consolidate budgets, along with onelipy measure to boost revenues
(Figure 5. The mostvidely discussedneasures include (i) phaskuogit or eliminating subsidies, (ii) wage

bill cuts/caps and (iii) increasing consumption taxes, such as sald value added taxes (VATSs), all of
which are being considered in nearly 100 countries worldwide. Not far behind, other widespread
adjustment approaches include (iv) pension reforms and (v) rationalizing and/or further targsting
safety nets, whictare affecting more than 80 countries, on average, across the globe. Although not as
common, two other austerity policies are being considered in roughly 35 countries, which include (vi)
healthcare system reforms and (viabor reforms. The review of IMFeports shows that other
adjustment measures are also being considered, such as education reforms (e.g. Finland, Lithuania,
Moldova, Portugal, Russia, Spain and the United States are discussasyires, such amtionalizing
investments in education and ising tuition fees), but they have not been includegince theyonly
appear in a small number of countries. A discussion of the main adjustment policy approaches follows,
and regional ssnmaries are provided in Tables 10 and 11
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Figure5: Incidence of Austerity Measures in 174 Countries, 2a13
(number of countries)
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*1 dzi K2NBEQ OF f Odz | WioldeEgohomiz IDEISoROct@bgr 2012);Coridractions are based on changes in total
expenditure as a percent of GDP, ahd sample covers 181 countries

1 Eliminating or reducingubsidiesemerges aghe most widespread adjustment measur®yerall,
100 govermentsin 78 developingand 22 highincome countriesappear to be limitingsubsidies,
predominately o fuel, but also on electricity as well as foodand agricultual inputs

1 Qutting or capping the wage bilis another common costutting strategy As recurrent
expenditures, like salaries, tend to be the largest component of national budgets, an estimated 98
countries are considering reducing thaage bill, which is often carried out or planned as a part of
civil service reforms. In total 5tevelopng and 23 higlfincome countries are considering this policy
stance.

1 Increasingconsumption taxes on goods and servjagigher through increasing or expanding VAT
rates or sales taxes or by removing exemptions, is ttiied most popularresponse to fiscal
pressures. Importantly, this approach differs from the options identified earlier because it impacts
revenue rather than spending. Nonetheless, it is important to highlight because some 94
governmentsin 63 developing and 31 highcomecountriesare employing some form of change to
their consumptionbased taxes

1 Reforming oldage pensionss anothercommon measurebeing consideredo scale back public
spending. Approximately 86 governmenits 47 developingand 3 highincome countries are
discussing different changes to their pension systems, such as raising contribution ratessingcre
eligibility periods, prolonging the retirement age and/or lowering benefits, among others

1 Rationalizing anfbr further targeting social safety netsurfaces as anotheirequently observed
channel to contairoverall expenditures and cut cost§he review of IMF country reports indicates
that 80 governmentsin 55 developingand 25 highincome countriesare considering rationalizing
spendingon safety nets and welfare benefits, often by revising eligibility criteria and targeting to the
poorest,which is ade factoreduction of social protection coverage
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1 Healthcare systemreformsare being pondered b7 governments in 12 developing and 2w
income countries around the globe to contain budgets. The main strategies to do so include raising
fees andco-paymentsfor patients as well as introducingpstsaving measures in publhealticare
centers.

1 Laborflexibilization reformsre being considered by 32 governmeirisl5 developing and7 high
incomecountries,but analysis by théLO (2012¥%uggests that this approach is even more common
than what is indicated byMF reports.Labor flexibilization reformgenerally includeaevising the
minimum wage, limiting salary adjustments to cost of livstgndards decentralizing collective
bargaining andncreasing the ability of enterprises to fire employees

Contrary to public perceptiorthis review verifies thatusterity measureare not limited to Europeln
fact, manyadjustment measuresemerge more prominentlyn developing countrie§Tables 10 and 31
For instance, while increasing VAT and labor, pension and health reforms are most domihiyht
income countrieswage bill cuts/capsand limiting subsidiesare heavily concentrated in developing
countries.

Table10: Main Adjustment Measures by Region, 2013
(number of countries)

. : Reducig Wage bill Increasng  Pension RationalizingHealth Labor

Developing Region / o ; :
subsidies cuts/caps consumption reform targeting reform Reform
Aggregates
taxes safety nets

East Asia and the Pacific 12 13 8 4 9 0 2
Eastern Europe and Central A 9 15 13 16 15 9 6
Latin America and Caribbean 11 14 13 12 11 0 1
Middle East and North Africa 9 7 7 5 5 3 1
South Asia 6 4 4 1 4 0 2
SubSaharan Africa 31 22 18 9 11 0 3
Developingcountries 78 75 63 47 55 12 15
Highincomecountries 22 23 31 39 25 25 17
All countries 100 98 94 86 80 37 32

{ 2dzNDOSY | dzi K324\ Qountry repforés dublishe@ flom January 2010 to February 2013

Table11l: Main Adjustment Measures by Region, 2013
(percentageof countrie9

: : Reducing Wage bill Increasng Pensior RationalizingHealth Labor

Developing Region / L ; ;
: subsidies cuts/caps consumption reform targeting reform reform
AggregategNo. of countries)
taxes safety nets

East Asia and the Pacifie1) 57 62 38 19 43 0 10
Eastern Europe and Central A&4) 43 71 62 76 71 43 29
Latin America and Caribbe#P5) 44 56 52 48 44 0 4
Middle East and North Afriqd.0) 90 70 70 50 50 30 10
South Asid8) 75 50 50 13 50 0 25
SubSaharan Africé43) 72 51 42 21 26 0 7
Developingcountries(128) 61 59 49 37 43 9 12
Highincomecountries(46) 48 50 67 85 54 54 37
All countries(174) 57 56 54 49 46 21 18

{ 2dzNDOSY ! dzii K324NEF Qountry repors dublishe@ flbm January 2010 to February 2013
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Another interesting findingelates tothe scale of austerity measures beiaglopted by individual
countries. Overall, tdeasttwo policy optics arebeing discusseth 140countries, three or more in 101
countries, four or more in 55 countries, five or more in 34 countries, six or more in 20 countries and all
seven innine countries: Belgium, Greece, Ireland, Itatiie Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Slovak
Republic and Spai®n the other side of the spectruronly eight countries in the world appear not to

be contemplating anyype of adjustmentbased on information from theilatest IMF country report
China, Equatorial Guga, Lao PDR, Myanm&araguay, Peru, Rwanda atheé United Arab Emirates.

4.2.2. Adjustment Measures in Higincome Countries

TKS 62NI RQa | hizdeitaRdiplicé moRtls mighinSene countries, partularly in Europe

Our review confirms that this is no surprisgli seven adjustment measurese being discussed by
governments inBelgium, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Portugal, the Slovak Republic and Spain
(Table 2).

The most widely consided approaches include pension reform and increasing consumption taxes. In
terms of altering olehge pension systems, nearly all highome countries (39) are considering this
option, includingAustralia, Japan and the United States, whose governments hatvembarked on
major austerity reforms like their European counterparts. Common pension reforms include raising the
retirement age, reducing benefits, increasing contribution rates and reducing pension tax exemptions.
The Czech Republic is discussinggpization of part of its public pension, moving from a {aeyou-go
(PAYGO) to a muitillar systemln terms of ligher consumption taxesthis appears in 3highincome
countries To cite some examplegpvernments inreland and Portugalecentlyraised their VAT rates
from 21%to 23% in Spain VAT rates increased from 16% to 18% in 2010 and, again, in 2@12sto

The other five adjustment measures also feature quite prominently acrossiiégime countries. About

26 countries are engaging ieforms to their health systems, such as rationalizing costs of public health
facilities, adjustinghe LINA OS 2 F LIKIF NXI OSdziAOlIt&a G2 3ISYSNAOa
payments. Rationalizing social transfers by targeting is being condide®5 countries as a cesaving
measure The government irGreece, for instance, is reviewing disability criteria and replacing family
benefitswith a unified targeted allowance; Irelansl alsoreplacing a universal child benefit by a means
tested allavance to lowincome families.

In addition, ats or caps on the wage bill are considered in 23 countries, mostly through cuts on public
employment, not replacinghe positions of retiring civil servants, increasing working hours, removing
special wage rémes and eliminating bonuses (e.g. Christmas pRgjated IMF reports indicatehat
laborflexibilization measurebave been discusséd 17highrincomecountries InSloveniafor example,

the governmenis reducing the dismissal cost for workers andagdlingthe indexation of the minimum
wage Spain introduced reforms to ease firing and-tdfs, curb severance pay and limit collective
bargaining rights.
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Table12: Adjustment Measures in Higincome Countries, 20103

County

Reducing
subsidies

Wage bill
cuts/caps

Increasing
consumption
taxes

Pension
reform

Rationalizing
andtargeting
safety nets

Health
reform

Labor
reform

Australia
Austria
Bahamas
Bahrain
Barbados
Belgium
Canada
Croatia
Curacao
Cyprus

Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia

Finland

France
Germany
Greece

Iceland

Ireland

Israel

Italy

Japan

Korea

Kiribati

Kuwait
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway

Poland

Portugal

Qatar

Saudi Arabia
Singapore
Slovak Republic
Slovenia

Spain

St. Kitts and Nevis
Sweden
Switzerland
Trinidad and Tobagc
United Arab Emirate
United Kingdom
Ukraine

United States

X X X

XX X X X X X x X X X

X X

x X

X X X X

X X

X X X X

X
X

X X X

XX X X X X X X X X X X X X X

X X X X

X X X X X

X

X
X

x

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

XX X X X X X X

X X X X X X X

X X X

X X X

XXX X X X X X X

x X

X X X X X

X

X
X

X X X X X X

x

X X X X

X X X

X X X

Total

22

23

31

39

25

25
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4.2.3. AdjustmentTrendsin East Asia and the Pacific

More than half ofEastAsian and Pacific countries are considering adjustments to wageahill
subsidies making these the most common options in the reg{dable13). On the one hand, age bill
cuts/caps are being discussed in 13 countrigichmay include cuts, like in Cambodia, Micronesia or
Palau, or wage restraints and hiring freezes, like in Fiji and Tisgie.On the other hand, wsidy
reforms have taken center stage in public disoussiinsomel12 countries InIndonesia and Malaysia
these arefocused on reducing fuel and energy subsidies to consumers and indugtngplacing them
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with targeted safety netsln the Philippinesthere areplans to limit rice and transport subsidieach
move instead tavard more targeted conditional cash transfer programs; Tirheste also intends to
reduce rice and electricity subsidigssimilar policy stances observed in countries in the Pacific Islands.
In Palaufor instancethe governmenis considering phaagout water and sanitation subsidieg/hilein
Kiribati, policy discussiorare focused on reformingdistortionangé subsidies to copra producers and
other stateowned enterprises.

The rationalization andufther targeting of safety netsand ncreasing consumption taxesme other
widespread measures in the region. Overall, ndmeintries are discussing targeting safety nets as a
policy priority for costsavings, most notably Mongolia, which continues to receive pressure from the
international financial institutions to target its popular universal child benefit. Other countries discussing
the rationalization and further targetingf safety nets to the poorest are Cambodia, Fiji, Indonesia,
Malaysia,the Marshall Islands, Paladhe Philipphes and even Timdreste, a country with dismal
human development indicatordn terms of tax regimesgight countries are increasing VAT or sales
taxes, often as part of wider tax reforms, suchim€ambodia, Vietnam and Thailand; in, Rljie VAT

rate is being raised from 12.5% to 15%.

While countries in EasAAsia andthe Pacificare considering an average of two adjustment measures
during2010-13, it is worth noting that the region is struggling with lovggobaldemandfor its exports.

In response,some countries launched fiscal stimulus packages in 2BitR)ding China, Indonesia,
Malaysiaand Vietnam With the exception of China, these stimulus packages are small in size and focus
on tax incentives and infrastructurén contrast to their neighbor<Ching Lao PDRnd Thailandlo not
appear to beconsidering any adjustment anare instead increasing the wage bilsk and expanding
coverage ofsocial services and transferft is also interesting to observe that althoudhbor
flexibilization reforms are being considergdsmall countries, like Fiji and Palau, the regional trend is to
increase minimum wages, such as in China, the Philippines, Thailand, and Vietnam.

Table13: Adjustment Measuresn East Asia and the Pacific, 2616

Reducing Wage bill Increasing Pension Rationalizing Health Labor
Country Qbsidies cuts/caps consumption reform andtargeting reform reform
taxes safety nets
Cambodia X X X
China
Fiji X X X X X X
Indonesia X X
Lao PDR
Malaysia X X X
Marshall Islands X X X X
Micronesia X X X X
Mongolia X X
Myanmar
Palau X X X X X
Papua New Guines X X
Philippines X X
Samoa X
Solomon Islands X
Thailand X X
TimorLeste X X X
Tonga X X
Tuvalu X X X
Vanuatu X X
Vietham X
Total 12 13 8 4 9 0 2

{ 2dzNDSY | dzii K3R4NGF Qourtryrepbrés gublihe@fm January 2010 to February 2013
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4.2.4. AdjustmentTrendsin Eastern Europe and Central Asia

Most countries in Eastern Europe and Central Asia are considering wage bill adjustments, reforms to
their pension and social welfargystems, and increasing VAT or sales taxes (ThhleWage bill
cuts/caps started as early as 2009 in Lithuaaial weresoonreplicated in 14 othecountries, including

the downsizing of public sector wdikces in Bulgaria, Macedonia and Montenegrawage freezes
appear to beplanned in Belarus, Bulgaria, Kosovo, Kyrgyz Republic and Moldova.

Pension reform debates amaking place in 16 countries. These center raisingthe retirement age,
contribution rates and service periods (Russiswvell ageducingor re-indexing benefits (e.g. Lithuania,
Montenegrq Serbia) Armenia and Turkey are discussing privagzpart of their public pensions,
moving from a PAYGO to a mygtilar system. Health reforms are based on rationalizing health funds
and healh facilties (e.g. Bulgaria, Lithuanigerbia), redefining benefits (Macedonia) or increasing
LI GASYy(GaQ 02 LIN@NySajcouhtries it tadldedon §18) aralso discussingoptions to
rationalize and/orfurther target safey nets to the poores such as irMoldova which continues to
consolidate its social allamces on a meaA®gsted basis.

Altering consumption taxes and lowing subsidiesare other common adjustment policie§Vhile 13
governmentsare considering raising rates and elimiivad loopholesto strengthen VAT regimesbaut
half of the countries in the region (9) aeming to cutsubsidiesjncluding toenergy (electricityand
heating in Belarus, Kosovo, Macedoarad Romania), to public transport (Latvi&), agricultural inputs
(Belarusyandto state-owned enterprisege.g. Bulgaria, Romania).

Laborreforms are discussed five countries. Kosovo finalizedlaborLaw that, among other reforms,
reduces the maternity leave period; Romania has put in placewa®ocial Dialogue Law to reform the
collective bargaining process amthsure that wage developments are more in line with productivity
growth atthe firm level;and Turkey is considerinig@bor market reforms to improve competitivenesy
easing the severee pay system and slowitige growth of minimum wage.

Table14: Adjustment Measures in Eastern Europe and Central Asia, 2030

Reducing  Wage bill Increasing Pension Rationalizing Health Labor

Country subsidies  cuts/caps consumption Reform andtargeting reform Reform
taxes safety nets

Albania X X
Armenia X X X
Azerbaijan X X
Belarus X X X X X X
Bosnia and Herzegovine X X X
Bulgaria X X X X X X
Georgia X
Hungary X X X
Kazakhstan X X X
Kosovo X X X
Kyrgyz Republic X X
Latvia X X X
Lithuania X X X X X
Macedonia X X X X X
Moldova X X X X X X
Montenegro X X X X X X
Romania X X X X X X X
Russia X X X X
Serbia X X X X X
Tajikistan X X
Turkey X X X X X X
Total 9 15 13 16 15 9 6

{ 2dzNDSY | dzii [GRANE Qountry repbrés aublEhe@f®dm January 2010 to February 2013
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4.2.5. AdjustmentTrendsin Latin America and the Caribbean

Latin America is the region least engaged in the austerity diides may be partly explained by its
experience with past crises, which has led to an increasskglgticalperceptionof pro-cyclical policies.
Two of ts countries Ecuador and Venezuelahave cut ties with the IMF, and two othar$araguay
and Pera have not hadany significant discussienof austerity measuresmentioned in their IMF
country reports. Moreover,Brazil and Peru launched fiscal stimulus pl@n2012.This is in contrast to
the smalér nations of the Caribbegnwhich are very engaged in austerity, arelsewhere in the
Americassome costsavingand/or revenueraising measures are beimgnsidered

On the aggregate, five adjustment measures faeguently vewed across the region (Table)1%he first

is austere wage bill policiesvhichare discussed in 14 countries. In Antigua and Barbuda, for example, a
MR NBRAzOGAZ2Y Ay (0 Kuis eddsiorediy2012.yFie€rds indHe gidirge® vdgé

bill appear in policy discussions in a number of countriesluding Grenada, Haiti Jamaicaand
NicaraguaCutting subsidies is a second common measure, which is thsitggssed in 11 countrie$his
includes agricultural subsidies Bolivig electricity subsidies in theDominican Republic, El Salvador,
Haiti, Honduras, Nicaraguand Suriname,as well asfuel and other energy subsidies Boliviaand
Mexica Three other austerity strategies feature prominently across a dozen countries trasare
primarily located in Central America and the Caribbean, including social security reforms, further
targeting of social safety nets and increasu®yT/sales taxes

Tablel5: Adjustment Measures in Latin America and ti@aribbean, 20143

Reducing Wage bill Increasing Pension Rationalizing Health Labor
Country subsidies cuts/caps consumption reform and targeting reform reform
taxes safety nets
Antigua and Barbuda X X X X
Belize X X X X
Bolivia X X X
Brazil X X X
Chile X
Colombia X X
Costa Rica X X
Dominica X X
Dominican Republic X X
El Salvador X X X
Grenada X X X
Guatemala X
Guyana X X
Haiti X X X
Honduras X X X
Jamaica X X
Mexico X X X X X
Nicaragua X X X X X
Panama X
Paraguay
Peru
St. Lucia X X X
St. Vincent & Grenadine! X X X
Suriname X X X X
Uruguay X
Total 11 14 13 12 11 0 1

{ 2dzNDSY | dzii KRANF Qourtryrepbrés aublBhe@fm January 2010 to February 2013
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4.2.6. AdjustmentTrendsin the Middle East and North Africa

Despite the Arab Spring, the regigconsidering an average of three austerity measures per country,
mostly adjustments to the wage bill, subgigrograms and tax regimé$able16). Reduction or removal

of subsidies idby farthe mostfrequent measure. Many governments provide substangakergy and

food price subsidies to their populations to offer relief from high commodity prices or to share the
wealth from natural resourcendowments As such, plicy discussiongenerallyfocus on eliminatig or
reducingthese subsidies and replérg them with targeted safety nets. While this appears to have
KFELIWISYSR ¢6A0GK a2YS a4dz00Saa Ay (GKS NBTFT2NXY 2F LNIyQ
well-developed social protection systems implies that governments should consider this refitinm
caution. For instance, after discussions with IMF staff in 2010 on streamlining subsidies to wheat,
cooking oil, fuel and transport; dzy’ A & A I Q & alrAcdt@ublal YiSfgod and energy subsidies
offset higher international prices and responddwil protestsin 2011

Although not as common as subsidy reform, other consolidation policies are being discussed across the
Middle East and North Africa. For instandacreasng consumption taxes through highérAT rats

andor fewer tax exemptionsas well ascontairing the public sector wage bill ahak redudng the
operating costs of public institutionsare being considered by seven of the ten countries that have
information. A number ofgovernmentsare also discussingforms to their pensiorsystems, such as in
Tunisia, which ifocused on strengthening financial sustainabjlig well as to their healthcare systems,

like in Jordan, which is consideriragionalizing health expenditures arlde use of pharmaceuticals.

Tablel6: Adjustment Measures in the Middle East and North Africa, 201®

Reducing Wage bill Increasing Pension Rationalizing Health Labor
Country Subsidies cuts/caps consumption reform andtargeting reform Reforms
taxes safety nets
Algeria X X X
Djibouti X X X
Egypt X X X X X
Iran X X
Iraq X
Jordan X X X X X X
Lebanon X X X X X
Morocco X X X X X
Tunisia X X X X
Yemen X X X
Total 9 7 7 5 5 3 1

{ 2dzNDSY | dzii KGR4NF Qourtry repbrés aublBhe@fdm January 2010 to February 2013
4.2.7. AdjustmentTrendsin South Asia

The most widelydiscussed austerity measure Bouth Asias limiting or removing subsidiesyhich
emerges in six of the eight countries that have redafdrmation in IMF country reportéTablel?). This
policy option focuses on fuel subsidiese(g. India Nepal), electricity subsidie®.¢. the Maldives
Pakistan) and on subsidies to agricultural inpstech as fertilizerg.g. India, Sri Lanka)Four countries
are also discussinglpsting thar wage bils, such as in th®aldives whichis the most pronounced case
with the government intendingo cut the nominal payof public employees b§0%to 20% as well as
rationalizing safety net@nd increasing sales tax collections (eAdghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan,
Pakistai.
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Given itsregional importance, India merits special consideration. Wasth mentioning thatthe L a C Q a

latest Article IV consultation report praiseBe Finance Mira 1t SNR& NBYS6SR O2YYALY
I R2dzadYSy Gz RSALIAGS LYRAIFIQa 3AINRgUGUK at26R26y YR &
consolidation will require tough choices on subsidy reform, taxaaod labor regulations among

others. India is atsplanning togradually implement direct cash transfers using the Unique Identification
Numbersystembeginning in 2013which is expected to creafiscal space as targeting impravéndia

is further considering okdige pension reform and easitaporregulations.

Tablel7: Adjustment Measures in South Asia, 201G

Reducing Wage bill Increasing Pension Rationalizing Health Labor
Country Subsidies cuts/caps consumption reform and targeting reform Reform
taxes safety nets
Afghanistan X
Bangladesh X X
Bhutan X
India X X X X X
Maldives X X X
Nepal X X X
Pakistan X X X X
Sri Lanka X X
Total 6 4 4 1 4 0 2

{ 2dz2NDSY ! dzii K324NF Qourttryfdpdrt® pulilished#rdm January 2010 to February 2013

4.2.8. AdjustmentTrendsin SubSaharan Africa

On average, countries iBubSaharan Africare considering twoof the sevenadjustment measures
identified (Table 18). Reducing subsidies, adjusy the wagebill and introduéng or exparding sales
taxesemerge as the most common approaches

The review of IMF country reports showmsdespreaddiscussion on the need to eliminate or reduce

subsidies which affects some31 countries This includeduel subsidies(e.g. Angola, Burkina Faso,

Burundi, Cameroon, Central African Repulilie, Democratic Republic¢f2 y 323 [/ 2GS RQL @2 A |
the Gambia, Ghana, Guind&issau, Liberia, Mali, Mozambique, Niger, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, ,Sudan
Togo),electricitysubsidies€.g.Cape Verde, Ghana, Guindéauritania), subsidies to agricultural inputs

like fertilizers and pesticide®.g. Benin, Cameroon, Guinea, Mali, Tanzania, Zanfmbabwe) and

food subsidiesd.g. GuineaBissau, Liberia, Mauritius, Sudaéfembia). GenerallyIMF staff calls for a

gradual adjustment of subsidized prices to international prices, accompanied by either targeted
subsidies or a targeted safety net to ease the impact of price adjustments on vulnerable groups.

Regarding the wage Ihiadjustments arebeing considered in 22ountries, including rationalizg the
wage scale in the civil servicgauch as ilKenyaand Swazilandas well agestrairing public sector wages
andimposinghiring freezeslike in theDemocratic Republic of @go. Noteworthy, severatountriesare
increasng health and education workers (e.g. Central African RepubkcGambia Mozambique) while
containingthe wages of existing civil servanta Niger, the savings generated by the removal of the fuel
subsidywere used to recruitt,000 new teachers in 2012

Another common strategy observed throughout Stdharan Africa is to increasales taxesThis
option is discussed in 18 countriemnd includesintroducing VAS (e.g. the Gambia, Guine®issau,
Seychelles Sudan Swaziland)and reforming or expandingthe coverage of VAS[ such as iBenin,
Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, MatawiMali. Even in Sudamnyhere authorities adopted a
reform program centered on fiscal adjustmentJune 2012VATwas setto increase from 15% to 17%.
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Although less frequent, the rationalization and/or furthergetingof safety nets is discussed in about

11 countriesin the region despite high poverty levels and low government capadiy instance, in

Togo, a country where 59% of the population lives below the national poverty line and the arguments

for universal policies are strong, authorities pototthe lack of capacity to target the poorest rural
populations.In Senegal, where 47% the population lives below the national poverty line, IMF staff

St O02YSa (KS 3I20SNYYSyiQa RNAGS G2 AYLINRGS LJdzof A
gAGK FRRNBaaAy3d GKS Oz2dzyiNeBQa az20Alf I YWRtheRS @St 2 L
government and improving the targeting and efficiency of public expendituRension reform is
additionallybeing considered in nineountriesin SubSaharan Africa

Table18: Adjustment Measures in SuBaharan Africa, 20103

Reducing Wage bill Increasing Pension  Rationalizing and  Health Labor
Country Subsidies cuts/caps  consumption taxes reform targeting safety reform Reforms
nets

Angola

Benin

Botswana

Burkina Faso
Burundi

Cameroon

Cape Verde
Central African Ref
Chad

Comoros X

Congo, Republic of X X
Coéte d'lvoire X

Equatorial Guinea
Ethiopia

Gabon

Gambia

Ghana

Guinea
GuineaBissau
Kenya X
Lesotho
Liberia
Malawi

Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mozambique
Namibia X
Niger
Nigeria
Rwanda
S&o Tomé Principe X X

Senegal X X X X

Seychelles X

Sierra Leone X

South Africa X X X
Sudan X X

Swaziland

Tanzania X
Togo X X

Uganda X X

Zambia X X X
Zimbabwe X X X

Total 31 22 18 9 11 0 3
{ 2dzNDSY | dzii K3R4NF Qourtryrepbrés gublBhe@fdm January 2010 to February 2013

X X
X X X
X X X

X X X X X X

x

x

X X X X X
X X X X X

X X X X X X X
X X
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X X X X X

X X

X X

X X X
X
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5.  The Threatof Austerityto Development and Sockcconomic Recovery

The previous sections presented evidence that aggregate budget cuts have intensified across most
countries in the world since 2010 and identified the main adjustment measures that are being adopted.
This section first discusses the inherent dangers ofritiding austerity over jobs, and then describes

the adverse social impacts that are associated with each of the most commaoouttieg and revenue
enhancingmeasures.

5.1. Prioritizing Fiscal Balances over Employment

During the first phase of the globat@nomic crisis (20689), many governmentshobilized large fiscal
resourcesto safeguard the financial sector arslipport aggregate demand, employment and social
protection. While unemployment figures worsened globally, the ILO estimates tiat million jobs

were created or protected among the G20 countries alone during 2009 as a result of fiscal stimulus
packages (ILO 2009b).

These Keynesian measures, however, were shwetl. In the second and third phases of the crilsist

were initiated in2010, rising concerns over sovereign debt levels and fiscal deficits have led most
governments to abandon fiscal stimuli and introduce austerity measures, as discussed @&aiter.
current policy environment is based on prioritizing fiscal balamoesausteriy first, which is then to be
followed by economic growth and job creatioDefenders of fiscal consolidation often reference an
outdated IMF study of 74 episodes in 20 industrialized countries during-a8,/@hich found that sharp
government spending cordctions can lower interest rates and encourage consumption and investment
(Dermott and Wescott 1996).

Criticism of this approach, however, has been widespread, including by Nobel Laureates Josepmh Stiglitz

&Job creation, not austerity, should be polioyagit and Paul Krugmana W2 0 a4 VY 263X RSTAOA G«
YR A& (KS °NBisIé&lécts hisioNdalle@d@rce thatdicatesthat fiscal consolidation is

much more likely to contract economic activity, lower aggregate demand and ultimately leadhter hig
unemployment Guajardo, Leigh anédescatorR011;Islam and Chowdhury 2010a, 2010b).

In 2013,global growth has deceleratedndthe jobs outlook is ever more dauntiniyearly 200 miion

people were without a job in 2012, and some 40 million woskare estimated to have dropped out of

the labormarket altogether, which has created a global jobs gap nearing 70 million since the start of the
global economic crisis (ILO 2013). It is highly unlikely that the world economy will grow at a sufficient
paceover the coming years to close the existing jobs deficit and provide employment opportunities for

the more than 120 million youth that are projected to enter the gloladlor market every year, mostly

in developing countries (Ortiz and Cummins 2012).

Moreover, the worldwide propensity toward fiscal contraction will likely reduce the quantity and quality
of decent jobs and worsen the jobs deficit both in higpome and developing countries (ILO 2012).
When viewing the crisis recovery in this context, thésas been an enormous imbalance between the
treatment oflabor and finance. While government efforts since 2010 have mainly centered on servicing
debt (mostly to private banks) and achieving fiscal balances, employment and social protection have
become a secondary priority. In other wordgjance continues to benefi at the expense ofabor.
Moreover, @vernments have acted as a banker of last resort to avoid the collapse of the financial

® Stiglitz, J. iWashington Policy Watéh al & HAMMT YNHzZAYl Yy S TheNewderkT8neds deirch QR (& 5 St dz
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system, but, despite stimulus plans and solaigor market policies in the first phase of the crisis (2008
09), governments have gerally failed to serve as an employer of last resort (van der Hoeven 2010).

Moving forward, an appropriate jobsreating policy framework requires significant expansion of public
investments and raising incomes to boost domestic demand, which is wihobiygruent with fiscal
tightening. Given the ongoing fragile state of the recovery coupled with the pervasive jobs crisis, the
United Nationshas repeatedly warned that austerity is likely to tip the global economy back into
recession and called on govenents to avoid premature fiscal adjustment (ILO 2491R012, 2013;
United Nations 2012a; UNCTAD 2011).

Box2: Addressing the Jobs Crisis Neglected Priority of the IMF andlinistries of Finance

9YLX 28YSyid A& I O2NB YIFIYRIFIGS 2F (GKS L a C dtosugport ti]
GLINRY20GA2Y YR YIFIAYOdSylryOS 2F KAIK S@Sta 2F 9
LINE RdzOGA @S NBaz2dzNOSa 2F |ttt YSYo S N¥spite this maidholligands
I NI A Of S L+ ocandedaitsity iviien the/Bieian ®VoodlsSsystem of fixed exchange rates collaj
in 1970;in response, thdMF started monitoringhe complianceof governmentswith its policy obligation td
promote macroeconomic stability. IMF missions visit member cousttriesually annually to discuss with
Ministries of Finance, Central Banks and other main stakeholders, with a focus on exchange rate, m
fiscal and financial policieb1 the 1980sand 190s, policy discussioecame increasinglgetached from social
objectivesand narrowly focused on containing inflationminimizingbudget deficits Jliberalizing product/factor
markets and trade a major reason why inequality increased worldwide.

Clearly governments and the IME want to generate employment, but job eation often becomes one @
many developmental objectives. In general, the policy stance is that once macroeconomic and fiscal b
are in check and oncegovernment interventionis minimized includinglow taxation to promote foreign ang
national investment (first policy priorities) then, subsequently, therivate sector wl naturally generate jobs,
This set ofstandard policies became known as tWéashington Consensu3hese ideas are old but somehg
remainaliveini KS FT2NY 2F | a2+ akKAy3i2y condstitioS pobcegdo atconuzin
privatizations, targeted safety nets for the poorest and other limited modifications of the traditid
prescription (Stiglitz 2008)This approach appears pragein most official policy discussions today, includ
those led by the IMF.

The United Nations and many economists have long argued that these policies are not conducive to ¢
employment: There was a job crisis prior to 2008 which has been ibated by a jobleseecovery The pesent
contractionarypolicy stancs fall short ofwhat is needed for economic recovery and addressing the jobs @
Employment creation is associated withdifferent set of macroeconomic policies that promateestment in
productive capacities and growth of aggregate demand, coupled with adequate social pdfigiactice, a

effective employmengenerating strategy is linked to expansionary fissatl monetarypolicies that foster
public investment, technlogy policies, a managed exchangge regime that promotes export competitivenes
a financial sector that supports local economic activiggd adequate social ankbor policies to ensure fai
incomes, productivity gains and decent joliEpstein 2009JLO 2009a2010a, 2010b and 2012} campo and
Jomo 2007; Pollin, Epstein and Heintz 2008ited Nations 2009a and 2013; UNCTAD 2011a and 201déks
and McKinley 2007).

5.2. Eliminatingor ReducingSubsidies

Eliminating or reducing subsidies is the mostespread adjustment measure being considered by
governments, which are often accompanied by discussions of developing targeted social safety nets as a
way to compensate the poor. This is largely driven by the logic that generalized subsidies can be
ineffedive, costly and inequitable, while replacing them with targeted transfers can remove market
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distortions and more costffectively support vulnerable groups (Coady et al. 2010). However,
governments must carefully assess the human and economic impactewefrihg or altogether
removing food or fuel subsidies and ensure that any such policy change is accompanied by measures
that adequately safeguard the access and wweihg of vulnerable populations and overall recovery
prospects.

Poor households have beeatjusting to high food costs for years, and their capacity for resilience is
limited in 2013. Food security remains a critical issue in many countriedaanilies across the globe

have reported eating fewer meals, smaller quantities and less nutritioods® In recent years, food
protests have erupted in Algeria, Bangladesh, Burkina Faso, Egypt, India, Iraq, Jordan, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nigeria, Senegal, Syria, Tunisia, Uganda and Yemen, tbutaarfew.

Moreover, some countries have removed foatbsidies at a time when there is still a high level of need

for food assistance (B®. Local food pricesvere at historic highs at the start of 2012 in a large sample

of developing countrieand likely remain sdJntil a wellfunctioning social protection floor is in place,
there is a strong case for extending general consumer subsidies, which can be possibly modified to
encourage prepoor selfselection (e.g. providing subsidies on food items that the poor conjuasea
shortterm measure to protecvulnerablehouseholds from unaffordable food costs. Moreover, while
subsidies are often withdrawn quickly, a functioning targeted safety net takes a considerable amount of
time to design and roll outThis means that gntiming mismatch immediately threatens the most
vulnerable groups, especially children who can experience irreversiblefdamgadverse effects from
nutritional shortfalls.

Linked to food subsidies are subsidies to agricultural inputs like seeds, fertilizer and pesticides that can
sustain local production. A survey of 98 developing countries policy responses to the food crisis in 2008
10 shows that 40% of governments opted fagricultural input subsidies (Ortiz and Cummins 2012;
Demeke, Pangrazio aridaetz 2009. Adequate subsidies anithe distribution of productie inputs can
bolster localproduction and their removal should be carefully assesgéenthe negative impacts

(Khor 2008).

A review of latest IMF country reports also shows that many countries are contemplating reducing fuel
and energy subsidies. Indeed, the wide fluctuations in international oil prices can make fuel and energy
subsidies costly and, thereforenabvious target during austere times. However, the negative ripple
effects of reversing this policy should be carefully examined. First, cutting fuel subsidies can have a
disproportionate negative impact on vulnerable groups, whose already limited incameegurther

eroded by any of the resulting inflationary effects on basic goods and services. Second, removing fuel
subsidies can hinder overall economic growth, since higher costs of goods and services drag down
aggregate demand. Third, any slowdown iromamic growth will lower tax receipts and create new
budgetary pressuraswhich is ironically the original impetus of the subsidy reversal.

® These behaviors have been widely reported, suslndndia, Pakistan, Nigeria, Peru and Bangladesh (Save the Children 2012),

in Bangladesh, Cambodia, the Central African Republic, Ghana, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Mongolia, the Philippines, Serbia, Thailand,
Ukraine, Vietham and Zambia (Heltberg et al. 2012Rangladesh, Indonesia, Jamaica, Kenya, Yemen and Zambia (Hossain and
Green 2011), and in Bangladesh, Cambodia, Guinea, Kenya, Lesotho Swaziland (Compton et al. 2010).
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Box3. Removing Food Subsidieespite High Food Prices

During the food and fuel crisis, many developaogintries increased subsidies or cut taxes on food and/or fuel

between 2006 and 2008 (IMF 2008). However, upon the easing in international commodity prices in lat¢ 2008,
many countries started to reverse food subsidies, despite the lack of a clear indith#t local food priceq
were lowered or that a compensatory social protection floor had successfully been put in place.

In 2012, local food prices were at near record levels in many countries, especialhctmwe. After two major|
international price pikes in 200708 and 201@l1, populations in a sample of 55 developing countries were
paying 80% more, on average, for basic foodstuffs at the start of 2012 when compared to price levels prior to
the 200708 crisis (Figur®). Even more important is the gprent ¢stickiness of local food prices oncg
reaching new highs. While the international food price index dropped by more than 50% in 2009 after peaking
in early 2008, local food prices fell only minimally and remained elevated. Moreover, after the 2aks, p
global food prices dropped by 13%, but local food prices appear to have retracted by a meager 2%.|Careful
analysis of the local realities facing the poor, prior to the removal of the subsidies, is thus important tg avoid
generating further poverty athjeopardizing longerm human capital development.

Figure6: Local and Global Food Price Indices, Jan. 2007 to Jan. 2012
(local food prices in unweighted average index values; Jan. 2007=100 for both metrics)
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Source: Ortiand Cummins (2012)

5.3.  Wage Bill Cuts or Caps

Wage bill cuts and caps are widespread across the globeth@nonmediate concern is that reduced
availability and/or quality of publiservices at the local level will impede human development. For
example, inrural areas and urban slums where poverty is prevalent, a teacher or a nurse can be the
deciding factor to whether or not a child has access to education and health services. As a result,
employing and retaining service staff at local levels, and ensthaighey are sufficiently compensated

to provide fortheir own families, is key to advancing social progress.

Today, however, IMF reports show that only a very limited number ofit@eme countries are

expanding the number of health and education woskée.g. Central African Republic, Gambia, Lao PDR,
a2l YOALjdzSE bAISNDLP® 9f aS6KSNB>S LRtAOe RAaOdzaairzya
achieve cossavings, including manygdher income countries.
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This is reflective opast periods ofcrisis and adjustmentwhere salary erosion among public service
providers was a common experiencespeciallyin developing countries. Despite the fact that social
expenditures tend to be low and insufficient to achieve human development objectives, mosets
frequently cut education and health budgets in times of fiscal contraction, often by adjusting the wage
bill and public sector employment (Cornia, Jolly and Stuart 1B8dgelino, Schwartz and Verhoeven
2006). As recurrent expenditures like salariesd to be the largest component of the budget, wage
caps and employment ceilings have been traditionally supported by the international financial
institutions (Marphatia et al 2007; Chai, Ortiz and Sire 2010). For teachers and medical staff, this can
mean that their salaries are not adjusted in line witital inflation paid in arrears or reduced in cases of
employment retrenchment. Low pay &ésoa key factor behind absenteeism, informal fees and brain
drain. In sum, decisions on wage bills must enstirat the pay, employment and retention of critical
public sector staff are safeguarded at all times.

2E no® /FYo2RAIFIQa 2F3S . Aff | dzia

In Cambodia, the number of poor people is estimated to have increased by at least 200,000 in absolutg terms
as aresult of the recent crises, according to the World Bank. Confronted by a growing fiscal defigt, the
government announced that it would be reducing the number of contracted and temporary staff in all §ector
ministries by 50% in fiscal year 2010. Howeadter discussions with sector ministries and development
partners, an exception was granted to the health and education sectors since it would be impossible to|deliver
social services without necessary staff. Yet it remains enforced for other ministole® with longterm
implications for development. To further contain the wage bill, the government also announced that falary
supplementation, allowances and incentive schemes for civil servants would be cancelled and replackd by a
new streamlined systemit® surveys showed increased staff absenteeism and reduced working hours.

Source: Ortiz and Cummif012)

5.4. Increasing Consumption Taxes

Revising consumptichased taxes is another policy option being discussed extensively. While ¢his is
revenuesiderather than a spendingide approactio adjustment it is important to highlight because
increasing thecosts of basic goods and services can erode the already limited incomes of vulnerable
households and stifle economic activilyhe primary danger of th approach is that it is regressive and
shifts the tax burden to lower income households. Contrary to progressive taxes, taxing basic goods, like
food and household items, does not discriminate between consumers. For example, given that poor
families sped a higher proportion of their disposable income on food, raising consumption taxes on
food items means that relatively more of their income is subjected to product taxes. As a result,
consumptionbased taxes can have a disproportionate negative impagtamrer households, reducing

their already limited disposable income and further exacerbating existing inequdlities.

It is worrisome that austerity discussions focus on consumption teatbesr thanother types of taxation
that can support equity objectes, especially in countries characterized by high levels of income

' Different consumption taxes can be progressively designed by allowing exemptiamectsgsary basic goods that many fow

income families depend on while setting higher rates for luxury goods that are principally consumed by wealthier farailies (se
Schenk and Oldman 2007 for discussion). For instance, our review of IMF country reportthedufenya is lowering taxes on

fuel and food staples consumed by vulnerable populations, and Ghana and the Republic of Congo are considering tax increases
on luxury items, like vehicles.
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inequality More progressive tax approaches should be explosdh ason income, inheritancs
property, luxury goodsand corporatons including the financial sector. Additionally, thelnas been
limited action to curb tax evasion, tax heavessillicit financial flows, which could potentially capture
billions of resources that are effectivetjoste each year.A discussion on fiscal space options for a
sociallyresponsive recovery carelfound among othersin Hall (2019, and Ortiz and Cummins (2012)
(Box5).

In recent history, increasing progressive taxation from the richest income groups to finance social and
pro-poor investments has been uncommon. This is largely the result of the wave of liberalization-and de
regulation policies that swept across most econes in the 1980s and 1990s. These led both
developing and higincome countries to offer tax breaks and subsidies to attract foreign capital, as well
asto scale back income taxes applied on wealthier groups and businesses to further encourage domestic
investment. The former logic is being questioned in many countries as a result of theesjssjally
regardingthe financial sector. Different financial sector tax schemes are being proposed on currency
transactions as well as on the profits and remuriera of financial institutiong,the most important of

which is thed dzNR LIS | y / Rropysal Ioanka@@lyt&afinancial transaction tax in some European
Union member states by 2014. Discussion on raising income taxes, inheritance and propertydksces is
starting in several countries, as well as efforts to combat tax evasion.

Despite these positive discussions, the tax policy framework associated with liberalization -and de
regulation continues to typify most governments today. Contrary to progressiguitybased policies,

many tax regimes may be characterized as regressive since they heavily rely on VATs for revenue, thus
taking a larger percentage of income from poorer househdld$ight of this reality, it is imperative that
distributional impats are at the forefront of taxetisons and that alternative options to increase fiscal
space are considered in policy discussions

Box 5: Alternative Options to Increase Government Revenue Exist even in the Poorest Count

There are other optionavailable to governments to expand fiscal space for a soc&dlyonsive recovery, evel
in the poorest countries, all of which are supported by policy statements of the United Nations and intern
financial institutions:

1 Increasing tax revenueshrough other tax sourcase.g. corporate profits, financial activities, natuf
resource extraction, personal income, property, imports or exmouds by strengthening the efficiency of t3
collection methods and overall compliance, including fighting tax emasi

1 Restructuring debtFor those countries at high debt distress, restructuring existing debt may be possib
justifiable if the legitimacy of the debt is questionable (e.g. nationaliggdate sector debtspand/or the
opportunity cost in terms o#orsening growth and living standards is high. Five main options are availa
governments to restructure sovereign debt: (i}megotiating debt (more than 60 countries since 1990s),
achieving debt relief/forgiveness (e.g. HIPC), (iii) debt siwapsersions (more than 50 countries sin
1980s), (iv) repudiating debt (e.g. Iraqg, Icelamdid (v) defaulting (more than 20 countries since 19
including Argentina and Russid@here is ample experience obwprnments restructung debt, but in recent
times creditors have managed to minimideaircuts a popular term that refers to investor losses as a re
of debt restructuring. The IMF has proposed a Sovereign Debt Restructuring Mechanisrthe United

8 For instance, Turkey taxes all receipts of banks and insuramepagges (IMF 2010); Brazil introduced a temporary bank debit

tax which charged 0.38% on online bill payments and cash withdrawals, before its discontinuation in 2008, it raised an
estimated US$20 billion annually and financed healthcare, poverty alleviaiwl social assistance programs; Argentina
operates a 0.6% tax on purchases and sales of equity shares and bonds, which, in 2009 accounted for more than 10% of overall
tax revenue for the central government (Beitler 2010).
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Nations has also called forsavereign debt workout mechanism that deals fairly with lenders and borro
alike.

1 Domestic borrowingMany developing countries have underdeveloped domestic bond markets and cou
into them for development purposes.

1 Using fiscal and central banforeign exchange reservedhis includes drawing down fiscal savings and ot
state revenues stored in special funds, such as sovereign wealth funds, and/or using excess foreign €
reserves in the central bank for domestic and regional developnfeninstance, a country like Timdeste,
where the share of people living in poverty increased from 36% to 50% between@Das an estimate
US$6.3 billion stored in a Sovereign Wealth Fund invested overseas.

1 Adopting a more accommodatinghacroeconomic frameworkThis entails allowing for higher budget defig
paths and higher levels of inflation without jeopardizing macroeconomic stability (e.g. quantitative eaq
the United States).

1 Curtailing illicit financial flows (IFFs)could also free up additional resources for economic and sq
investments. IFFs involve capital that is illegally earned, transferred or utilized and inaligdeglia, traded
goods that are mispriced to avoid higher tariffs, wealth funneled to offstaxcounts to evade income tax
and unreported movements of cashn 2009, it is estimated thatJS51.3 trillion in IFFs moved out (
developing countries, mostly through trade misprigingith nearly twothirds ending up in develope
countries; this amonts to more than ten times the total aid received by developing countries.

See Ortiz and Cummi@012) for a summary and discussion of different options for increased fiscal space
Someofficial sourcesiIMF and World Bank 2006; IMF 2003 and 2008CTACD 2011a; UNDP 2007 and 2011; U
Nations 2009#& and 2013; WHO 2010

5.5. Pension and Health Reforms

Reforming oldage pensions and health systems are other common measures being distossede

back public spending whose risks ateaightforward: vulnerable groups are excluded from receiving
benefits or critical assistance is diminished at a time when their needs are greatest. Moreover, since
women are more dependent on public support and more likely to face pensioner povertyniban
pension cuts are likely to have a disproportionate negative impact on women and further gender
RAALI NRGASE 6!'Y 22YSyQa . dzRISH DNRBdAzZL) Hamnod ! &
any systematic pension reforms with specific meastines safeguard income support and the delivery

of essential services, especially health, to older persons and their families.

Interestingly, a small number of countries are reversing earlier pension reforms, including Argentina,
Bolivia, Chile, Hungargnd Poland, which had privatized their pension systems in the 190k,
transition from a public to a privatefjunded system has proved costly and difficult for many countries

to afford, especially in the current crisis setting. In particular, the adinative costs of private
insurance and pension fund companies tend to be very high, which diminish overall returns. Another
major drawback is that pensioners bear all of the financial risks, which can effectively wipe out their life
savings during markedollapses. In several countries, the state (e.g. the taxpayer) was forced to act as a
guarantor of last resort, bailing out private companies and providing dutacked solidary pension for
older persons (Riesco and Duran 2010). Despite these experieacesimber of countries are
considering reforming their pension systems to preserve financial viability and to deepen capital
markets, such as in Armenia, the Czech Republic, India or Tunisia.

Typical health adjustment measures include increased user €esharges for health services,
reductions in medical personnel, discontinuation of allowances and increased copayments for
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pharmaceuticals. Health spending cuts can present significant dangers to populations in developing
countries, in particular. Givemat more than half of public health budgets in Ss@haran Africa depend

on foreign aid, funding shortfalls can increase stress on women who are the predominant caretakers of
sick persons (Seguino 2009). Moreowre to the income losses stemming from t@mployment crisis,
families have consistently reported lower healthcare spending and service utilization. For example,
crisisaffected households in Armenia, Bulgaria and Montenegro significantly reduced doctor visits,
medical care and prescription drugeu(World Bank 2011).

In short, reducing pensions and health services places additional pressures on household incomes,
which, aside from the direct physical consequences, reduces aggregate demand and delays recovery. As
a result, governments should cader rationalizing expenditures that have less severe social and
economic consequences. At the same time, they should look to sustain pensions and social services and,
when necessary, introduce new schemes and extend health and social protection fasalge

Box 6: Increasing Poverty in High Income Europe

A fact unknown to many is that the richest 15 European Union (EU15) countries have poverty rates si
developing countries, although this is partially due to different calculation methods. In 2009 over 40% of th
population was poor before sodiransfers and taxes, on average; it was by using progressive social and t3
policies that the poverty rate dropped to just 15% (Figure 7). However, the combined effects of unemplg
and policy adjustments in the EU15, including to their welfargtesns, have since augmented poverty rates
2011, poverty had increased by 5.0% in Austria, 4.7% in Belgium, 8.5% in France, 8.6% in Greece, 6.5
11.7% in Spain and 5.2% in Sweden.

Figure 7:Poverty Rates in EU15 Before and After Social §fars and Taxes2009
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5.6. Rationalizing and Further Targetirgf Safety Nets

Rationalizing spending on safety nets and welfare benisfissmother common policy channel to contain
overallexpendituresEconomists often advise governments to better target their spending when budget
cuts are called foras a way to reconcile poverty reduction with fiscal austerity (Ravallion 1999).
reports generally associate targeting social programs to poverty reduction. Targeting is discugsed in
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higher income andb5 developing countries, including low income such as the Gambia, Haiti, Mali,
Mauritania, Nicaragua, Senegal, Sudan, Tibeste Togo and Zambjavhere on average about half of

the population is below the national poverty ling such placeshe rationale to target to the poorest of

the poor is weak; igen the large number of vulnerable households above the poverty line, uaivers
policies may better serve developmental objectives. Further, targeting social programs éxtteene

poor, likein Moldova, excluthg most of the poor who are also in heed public assistance is politically
difficult and administratively complicateBox7). For instance, the government of Togo indicated in its
IMF country report (2011) the lack of capacity to target the poorest segments of the population in rural
areaswhere as much as 70% of the population lives below the poverty line.

Overall, poltymakers should consider that, in times of crisis, it is important to scale up social
investments instead of scaling down, as further targeting de dactoreduction in coverageGiven the

critical mportance to support households times of hardship,&@ ¢St f & G2 NI}IAasS LIS2
encourage demand and soeswonomic recoverya strong case can be made to extend universal

transfers (e.g. to families with children, older persons, person with disabilities and others typically
included in a socigbrotection floor) or to carry out some form of geographic targeting to provide
immediate support to vulnerable groups

Moreover, fargeting to the poorshould not be viewed as jpanaceasincethere are major problems
associated \th meanstesting?

1 Itis costly; means testing absorbs an averafE5% of total program costs

1 It is administratively compleand requires significant civil service capacityhich isoften lacking in
lower income countries;

1 It canlead to large undecoveragethe scopeof the target often falls short of adequately covering
vulnerable populations and, instead, tends to focus only on the extreme poor, leaving many
vulnerable persons excluded by design from receiving benefits when their need for public assistance
is high

1 It generates incentive distortions and moral hazard

1 In many countries, targeting has dismantledblic serviceprovision for the middle classes and
created twatier services, generally private services for the upper income groups and pablices
forlow-A y O2YS 3INRdzLJA ¢l YR &aSNBAOSa FT2NJ 0KS LIR22N G4Sy|

1 Targeting can backfire politicallgniddle-income groups may not wish to see their taxes go to the
poor while theyare requiredto pay for expensive private serviges

1 Targeting to thepoorest and excluding vulnerable populations by policy design is inconsistent with
the United Nations Charter, the Millennium Declaratitime Universal Declaration of Human Rights
according to which everybody is entitled to minimum standards of livingd(folothing, education,
medical care, social security and otherahd the Convention o the Rights of the ChiJdamong
other conventionghat have beersigned by virtuallgverygovernment.

The Lhited Nationshas recently called for a social protectifioor, below which nobody should fall, to
provide a minimum set of social services and transfers for all persons (ILO 2011). By facilitating access to
essential services and decent living standards, social protection is essential to aecglergtess

toward achieving development goalét this juncture, it is imperative that governments focus on
expanding social protection coverage rather thscaling down oimproving the targeting of existing
programs.

® See for instance Mkandawif@005), Ortiz (2008) and UNRISD (2010).

32



Box 7. Targeting Social Assistance: The Cadé¢abdiova

In 2008, Moldova reformed its social assistance system, moving gradually from a system of ebbsgory
nominal compensations for individualpgrsons withdisabilities, pensioners, war veterans, mutthildren
families, etc.) to povertyargeted cash benefits for households. Under the previous system, the benefits jwere
small,the new social assistance system is designed to target the poorest households while alsongctteasi
benefit provided.

However, extensive delays occurred in implementing the new system, which were compoundgd by
complicated application procedures and confusion among qualified households. As a result, less thar] half of
the eligible beneficiaries hadpplied for support one year after the launch. Moreover, households fhat
enrolled in the new system were required to-apply after a period to continue receiving benefits; ethéd
of eligible households failed to do so. The government has since takiemsito improve the system.

az2f R20I Q4 SELISNASYOS dzy RSsHdEréiamsbAbovel &, Snedtidstiang| isicorgple G | NBH S G A
to implement and often leads to delays and/or unemverage. In this example, barely 40% of targejed
beneficiaries wre receiving support 18 months after the launch of the new system, and this was| only

expected to increase to twithirds after more than two years (FiguB). The protracted startip time also
meant that most vulnerable families had to cope with multipledme shocks with little or no assistance.

Figure8. Beneficiaries under New Social Assistance System in Moldova
(in thousands of persons)
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Another major risk of targetingased reform is not to include, by design, the majority of vulnergble
populations. While the scope of the targeted population is often a difficult policy decision for governmefpts, in
Moldova the safety net is being targeted to the bottom poorest, compared to 26.4% of the population thht are
below the poverty line. This meatisat many poor people are excluded from any type of cash benefit degpite
their continued need for public assistance.

Source: Ortiz and Cummi(2012

5.7. LaborReforms

Labor flexibilization is also being considered by many governmehte ILO (2012) shows that the
incidence oflaborreform is actually larger than what $siggested byhe review of IMF reports (BA).
Between 2008 and March 2012, 40 of the 131 countries with available information altered their
employment protection reglations for permanent employees, mainly by modifying the regulation of
severance payments and notice periods; 25 countries alsangedtheir legislation on collective
dismissaldy eitherfacilitating the process or reducing requirements.

Labor market rebrms appear to be aimed at increasing competitiveness and supporting business
activity in the context of recession, compensating for the underperformance of the financial sector.
Some governmentsview labor reforms as an easier strategy to support companigather than
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introducing financial sector reforms tooost the supply of credit to firms. However, there is limited
evidence thatlabor market flexibilization generatejobs Howell 2005,Palley 1999, Rodgers 2007,
Standing 2011)andwomen workers are paicularly hard hit by such measures (Ghosh 2018¥act,
evidence suggests that, in a context of economic contractaimgr market flexibility is more likely to
generate labor market ¢precarizatiod and vulnerable employment, as well as depress domesti
incomes and, therefore, aggregate demand, ultimately hindering crisis recovery efforts (van der Hoeven
2010). Even in expoted regimes, flexibilization policies do not lead to higher income and employment;
rather, the end result is contractionary (Cég@and Izurieta 2012).

It is imperative that employers, unions and governments dialogue together about how to achieve socio
economic recovery. Social pacts can be an effective strategy to artidaketemarket policies that have
positive synergies between economic and social development; they are especiatsuitedl to arrive

at optimal solutions in macroeconomic policy, in strengthening productivity, job and income security,
and in supporting employant-generating enterprises. However, to foster social dialogue, governments
must first repair and regulate their financial systems in the interests of the public. To this end, it is
absolutely critical that policymakers reduce the fear and uncertainty tisathindering private
investments so that the private sector canstart the main engine of global job creation (ILO 2012).
While the level ofabor protection, benefits and flexibility will vary from country to country, the key is to
identify a balanced ensure sustained economic activity and positive social outcomes, where employers
benefit from productivity gains and workers benefit from job and income security.

€ €

€ €€
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Box8. Examples ot aborFlexibilization Reform&Vorldwide, 2010-12

Armenia:Fixedterm (temporal) contracts can how be renewed an unlimited number of times and wit
restrictions on their maximum duration

Central African Republidhe requirement to obtain an authorization from thabor inspection has beer
removed in cases of collective dismissals

Gabon:Restrictions on renewing fixe@rm contracts of short duration have been removed
Greecelaw 3863 reduced the length of notice period for individual dismissals from five to thoa¢hs,
reduced severance payments for whitellar workers; Law 3899 allows for companies of any size
experience adverse financial and economic conditions to conclude collective agreements containi
favorable conditions than those agreed in ttedevant sectoral agreements

Hungary:In 2011, a reform of théabor code compromised the role of social dialogue at the national I¢
and limited the possible motivations for strikes and protests

Italy: Law 138 allows for compadgvel agreementso deviate from sectoral agreements

Latvia:Notice periods in cases of collective dismissals have been reduced from 60 to 45 days
Malawi:{ S@SNI yOS LI eYSyida Ay OFasSa 2F 02ttt SOGAODS
for employees wi K Sy @SINAR 2F aSNWBWAOST IyR FTNRY yn
service

Mauritius: The requirement to obtain an authorization from thabor inspection has been removed
cases of collective dismissals

RomaniaThe Law on SociBlialogue 62 abolished collective bargaining at the national level in.2011
Rwanda¢ KS 206t A3l GA2y G2 O2yadz i
for economic reasons has been eliminated

Spain:Individual dismisdanotice has been reduced from 30 to 15 days; the employee is now only en
to 33 days salary per year of service (compared to 45 previously); consultations between employ
g2N] SNEQ NBLINBaSyialraGaAgSa Ay Ol aSa 2F 02ttt SO A
ZimbabweSeverance payments in cases of individual dismissals were reduced by two months of pa

Source: ILO (2012)
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6. Conclwsion: The Age of Austerity

Examination of the latest expenditure forecasts from the IMF for 181 countries reveals three distinct
phases of government spending patterns since the onset of the global economic crisis:

1 Crisis phase I, Fiscal expansion (2@®: Nearly all countriesintroduced fiscal stimulus and
expanded public spending as a countercyclical measure to cushion the impacts of the global crisis.
Overall, 80% of countries (or 144 in total) ramped up expenditures, with the average expansion
amounting to 3.9% of GDP.

1 Criis phase Il, Onset of fiscal contraction (201B): Despite the fragile state of economic recovery
and the reported rising levels of poverty, unemployment and hunger, governments started to
withdraw fiscal stimulus programs and scale back public spendewjnning in 2010. When
comparing expenditure levels in this second phase of the crisis {2PJLth the expansionary phase
(200809), 40% of countries (or 73 in total) reduced total spending by 2.3% of GDP, on average. The
magnitude of this premature cordction was strikingly larger among developing countries: 56
developing countries slashed their budgets by an average of 2.7% of GDP compared to-17 high
income countries at 1.0% of GDP.

1 Crisis phase lll, Intensification of fiscal contraction (2015): According to IMF forecasts, the scope
and depth of austerity is gaining significant momentum in this latest phase of the crisis, with more
than half of governments worldwide (or 94 in total) expected to cut their budgets by 3.3% of GDP,
on average. As in &hprior phase, fiscal consolidation is most severe in the developing world: 68
developing countries are projected to reduce their spending by 3.7% of GDP, on average, compared
to 2.2% of GDP in 26 highcome countries. Further, an alarming number of coigs appear to be
undergoing excessive fiscal contraction, defined as cutting expenditures belowrigise levels.
Overall,44 governments (33 developing and 11 higbome or a quarter of all countrieg the
samplg are projected to have fiscal envelopes in 2AB3that are smaller than those during 2605
07 in GDP terms.

To understand how governments are achieving fiscal adjustmeistp#iper revieved 314 IMF country

reports in 174 countries published between dary 2010 and February 201Bolicy discussions reveal

that seven main adjustmemnolicies are being considere¢i) phasingput or eliminating subsidies, (i)

wage bill cuts/capdiii) increasing consumption taxes, (iv) pension reforms and (v) ratiortpband/or

further targetingof safety nets, all of which appear to be affecting more than 80 countries across the

globe. Although not as widespread, two other austerity policies are being considered in more than 30

countries, which include (vi) healthcasystem reforms and (viilabor reforms. Contrary to public

perception, these consolidation strategies are not limited to Europe, and, in fact, many are more
prevalent in developing countrieNl of the different adjustment approaches pose potentiallyises
consequences for vulnerable populations, as summarized below.

1 Eliminating orreducingsubsidies:Overall, 100 governmenis 78 developingand 22 highincome
countries appear to be reducing or removing subsidiggedominately on fuel, but also on
electricity, food and agriculture. While scaling back fuel and energy subsidies is being adopted
across all regions, it appears especially dominant in the Middle East and North Africa, South Asia and
SubSaharan Africa.ne removal of public support for food and agriculture is also most frequently
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observed in the Middle and North Africa and Skdtharan Africadowever, this adjustment measure

is being implemented at a time when food and energy prices hover near record; hifghasic
subsidies are withdrawn, food and transport costs increase and can become unaffordable for many
households. Higher energy prices also tend to contract economic activities.

Wage bill cuts/capsAs recurrent expenditures like salaries, tend ® the largest component of
national budgets, an estimated 98 governmeims5 developing and 23 higimcome countriesare
considering to reduce the wage bill, often as a part of civil serngftgms. This policy stancenay
translate into salaries beingeduced or eroded in real value, payments in arrears, hiring freezes
and/or employment retrenchment, all of which can adversely impact the delivery of public services
to the population.

Increasingconsumption taxes on goods and servicesome 94 governments in 63 developid

31 highincomecountriesare considering options to boost revenue by raising VAT or sales tax rates
or removing exemptions. Howevendreasing the cost of basic goods and services can erode the
already limited inomes of marginalized groups and stifle economic actiBtyice this policy does

not differentiate between consumers, it can be regressive, shifting the tax burden to families in the
bottom income quintiles of society and exacerbating inequalities. Alterely, progressive tax
approaches should be considered, such as taxes on income, inheritance, property and corporations,
including the financial sector.

Reforming old-age pensions and health system&pproximately 86 governments in 47 developing
and 39 hghrincome countriesare discussing different changes to their pension systems, such as
through raising contribution rates, increasing eligibility periods, prolonging the retirement age
and/or lowering benefits Another 37 countries arealso discussing refrming their healthcare
systems, generally through increasing fees angh@gments paid by patients along with cestving
measures in public health centers. The main risk of these budget contracting options is that
vulnerable groups are excluded from rédag benefits or critical assistance is diminished at a time
when their needs are greatest.

Rationalizing and further targeting social safety neBverall, 8Qyovernmentsn 55developingand

25 highincomecountriesand are considering rationalizing their spending on safety nets and welfare
benefits, often by revising eligibility criteria and targeting to the pooreghjch is ade facto
reduction of social protection coverag&his policy approach runs a high riskeoxtcluding large
segments of vulnerable populations at a time efonomic crisis and hardshifrather than
rationalizing and scaling down safety nets to achieve cost savings over the short term, there is a
strong case for scaling up in times of crisis huilding social protection floors.

Laborflexibilization reforms: The review of IMF country reports indicates that 32 governments are
discussing this adjustment measure, although the ILO (2012) suggests that this number is at least 40.
Labor reforms geneily include revisions on minimum wages, limiting salary adjustments to cost of
living benchmarks decentralizing collective bargaining, and easing firing and compensation
arrangements at the enterprise levdlabor market reformsare supposedhaimed at increasing
competitiveness and supporting business in the context of recession, compensating for the
underperformance of the financial sector. However, available evidence suggestalbamarket
flexibilization will not generate decent jobs; time contrary,in a context of economic contractioit,

is likely to generatéabor market dprecarizatiore depress domestic incomes and ultimately hinde
recovery efforts.
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While identifying specific budgeutting policies is informative, it is even motelling to look at the

range of different measures being considered at the national level, which is indicative of the potential
damage that austerity may be inflicting on millions of persons around the weslpecially among the

25% of countries that arendergoing excessive contractio®verall, at least two policy options are
being discussed in 139 countries, three or more in 101 countries, four or more in 55 countries, five or
more in 34 countries and six or more in 20 countries. Perhaps most alaralirggven adjustment
measures are being considered in nine countries, including Belgium, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the
Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Slovak Republic and Spain.

The significant differences in the pace and scope of adjustment and fis@@ép@mong countries since
2010 demonstrates the lack of global policy coordination. Governments are acting in isolation, focusing
narrowly on fiscal balances and debt, in the expectation that other nations will take the lead in boosting
global growth, gking both national and global recovery.

In contrast, in the first phase of the crisis (2608, the world was able to coordinate policies to
respond to the crisis and acted on perceived priorities. As discussed in the paper, the G20 alone
provided US$1Y trillion to bail out the financial sector, and nearly 50 countries committed US$2.4
trillion in fiscal stimulus. But the deployment of vast public resources to rescue private institutions
considereddtoo big to faif forced taxpayers to absorb the losse€aused sovereign debt to increase

and, ultimately, hindered global economic growth. Since 2@® cost of adjustmenhas beerpassed

on to populations, many who have been coping with fewer jobs, lower income and reduced access to
public goods and seices for more thariive years. In short,uinerable households amnost impacted

by austerity measuresandare bearing the costs ofd@ecoveng that has largely excluded them.

Prioritizing fiscal austerity will not help to promote robust employmgaterating growth, improve

living standards or socialohesion The world was shaken i8011 by outbreaks of civil unrest in
response to the combined ankihgering effects of highunemployment, worsening living conditions
eroding confidence in governments and perceptions that the burden of the crisis is being unequally
shared.This was clearly visible irhé Arab Spring, the Occupy Wall Street movement in the United
States,and the dgindignados (outraged) in Spain and other European countras well as ithe violent

food riots that erupted acrossBangladesh, Burkina Faso, India, Irag, Mozambique, Nigeria, Senegal,
'3 YyRFE FYR ,SYSy> (2 yI YS 0 dziestFurthér Siacunertsiie risingg h Q &
levels of worldwide discontent, as thW&orld of Work Report 201®arned that social unrest was being
aggravated in 57 of the 106 countries surveyed.

The United Nations has repeatedly warned that austerity is likely toghitie global economy into
further recession and increaseequality. In doing so, ihas called on governments for forceful and
concerted policy action at the global level to make fiscal policy more countercyaimad, equitable and
supportive ofjob creation; to tackle financial market instability and accelerate regulatory reforms; and
to supportdevelopmentgoals

It is time that the world takes leadership to coordinate global s@tionomic recovery a recovery for
all persons This requires sheddindi¢ myopic scope of macroeconomic and fiscdlgyodecisionand,
instead, basing them on their patdal to achievefull employment, human development and
sustainable growth.
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The crisis has already triggeredpalicy shift in some regions. &licymakersin Asiaare increasingly

mowving away from unsustainable expded growth models toward more inclusive employment

intensive recovery strategies that are centered on building internal markets and improving social
protection systems. Latin America, anoth@gion much affected by financial crises in the 1990s, has

pursued regional integration to expand internal markets and invested significantly in social protection
aeaidsSvya G2 AYLNRBGS tAQAy3 aill yRINRAT AYRSBESREI YdzOF
effects of the current crisis is due these recent policy stances. Moreover, in 2012, some countries
concerned with low growth and demand for their exports announced a new round of fiscal stithulus.

While the amounts are small for sustained recoweppmpare the US$0.38 trillion in 2012 tdhe

US$2.4 trilliorof fiscal stimuli in 2008 they are a sign of policy change.

It does not need to be an age of austeri@n the contrary, there is still timef a Global New Deal, one
by whichpublic invesments are used to boost employmentatal/ze sustainable development, improve
living standardsteduce inequalitiesind promote political stability

To endhere area few inspiring examples of countriesathare trying:

7 CKFEAfFYRQa 3A2@0SNYYSyd 3IAGPSE (GKS F2tf2626¢@E | NBHddzY.
G4 tftSOAFGAYT AyO02YS AySlidzaztAade Aa +d GKS KSIFNLI 2
their objective of income redistribign through measures such as increases in the minimum wage
and support for the rice price aiming at boosting income among poorer segments of the
L2 Lddzf F A2y Xk X¢KS F2FSNYYSyid | NHdzSR GKI G AYyONBI a:
can start a virtous growth cycle and boost domestic demand and growth as well as reduce social
AySlidzZ f AGASaE e

1 lIceland repudiated private debt to foreign banks and did not-bail its financial sectorpushing
losses on to bondholders instead of taxpayers. The govenbrakso imposed temporary capital
controls to shield itself from capital outflaand focused on supporting households and businesses
in a difficult fiscal contextC NB Y LOSfFyYyRQ&a LaC ! NBAGOE § Sle+ LI2AVIA d2aAD
objective of the Icelandic authorities was to preserve the social welfare system in the face of th
fiscal consolidation neededlVage increases, agreed among gueial partners in May 2011,ddo a
rise in nominal wages of 6% and theemploymentréil S FStf (2 I oladeSignmgz Ay H
fiscal adjustment, the authorities introduced a more progressive income tax and created fiscal space
to preserve social benefits. Consequently, when expenditure compression began in 2010, social
protection spending continued to rises apercent of GDPandthe number of households receiving
income support from the public sector increased. These policies, led to a sharp reduction in
AySlidzZ f AGe @ L OStwhichRad diserdduring the(nin§dais Xedih 30gdito levels
O2yaraitSyid 6A0GK AGAd b2NRAO LISSNAE ®E

1 Ecuador, a country challenged like Europe by not having a national curiensgs the US$and
therefore has limited capacity for policy maneuver, creatively managed to restore growtth an
improve living conditions. The governmeképt interest rates low and expanded liquidity by
requiring banks to keep at least 45% of their reserves in Ecu@iothe other handt took a partial
default on its illegitimate external debt (private debtathhad been made publicjhe freed public

10 According to news sources, China announced US$158 billion, Japan US$125.4viilldiffgrent packages, October 2012
and January 2013), Brald869 billion, Singapored$$13.2 billon, South KorddS$7.4 billion SwederlJ$$3.5 billion, Indonesia
USH2.5 billion, Malaysi&$b2.2 billion, VietnamJS1.4 billion and PeriS50.75 billion; most of the stimulus packages are to
be invested in infrastructure and tax incentives, some also include support to welfare.
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resources were invested ihuman development which includeddoubling education spending
between 200609, nearly doubhg housing assistance programs to lieome families and
expandng its main social protectioprogram, the cash transfddono de Desarrollo Human®he
results are impressive: guerty fell from a recession peak of 36.0% to 28.&#employment
droppedfrom 9.1% to 4.9%nd school enrollmentatesrosesignificantly(Ray and Kozameh 2012).

] KAYlF Ad GiNIYaATF2NXAY3I GKS S$02y2YAO0 AINRPHGK Y2RSH
transformation would substantially boost living standards and make growth more balanced,
inclusive, and sustainable. Recent progress includes increased s@idlis& y SG LI @ YSy (i & X
YyIEGdzNI £ NBaz2dzNOS GFEFGA2Yy Xk XGKSNB A& &Lk OS (2
A2PSNYYSyd Aada FAYAYy3a FT2NJ O2YLINBKSyaA@dgS O2@SNI 3S
provide safe, affordable and effective heath- NB& (2 | t f (IKRRA¥tElé I8 Cansultaion H N H 1 €
2012:730).
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Annex 1. Projected Changes in Total Government Expenditures inCigintries

200515

A. Change, as a % of GDP

Annual Change

Period Change

Country 20089 vs 201012 vs 201315 vs 201315 v{
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 20057 20089 20089 20057
Australia -0.2 0.5 -0.4 0.3 31 -09 -02 0.0 -1.1 -05 -03 1.7 0.5 -1.1 0.5
Austria -3.8 -0.8 -05 0.7 33 01 -20 0.9 -0.7 -06 -0.6 1.8 0.6 -0.7 1.0
Belgium 2.7 34 -02 1.6 3.9 -1.2 0.8 -05 -01 -0.3 -1.0 22 11 0.4 2.6
Canada -0.5 0.1 0.0 0.6 4.4 -02 -13 -06 -04 -04 -04 2.8 0.9 -0.7 21
Chile -06 -15 0.7 23 2.9 -1.0 -03 0.6 -0.3 -09 -0.6 3.7 0.4 -0.3 34
Czech Republic -0.3 -1.0  -09 0.1 3.8 -0.8 -0.7 0.1 0.5 01 -02 1.0 0.6 0.8 1.9
Denmark -1.8 -13 -08 0.7 6.2 -1.4 0.3 1.6 -1.9 24 0.0 2.8 24 0.1 2.9
Estonia 0.6 -0.6 0.3 6.2 6.6 29 -16 21 -2.3 -1.0 -0.8 9.5 0.0 -2.3 7.1
Finland 0.1 1.2 -1.8 1.9 6.9 -0.3  -12 -0.3 0.3 -02 -02 3.7 22 1.7 5.5
France 0.3 -06 -04 0.7 35 -0.2 -05 0.2 0.0 -06 -0.8 2.0 12 0.4 24
Germany -02 -17 21 0.5 4.1 -04 -24 -04 -01 -01  -0.3 0.6 -0.1 -1.4 -0.8
Greece -0.9 0.6 24 3.0 3.2 -36 -02 1.0 1.4 17 21 6.4 -1.8 -4.5 1.9
Hungary 1.0 21 -1.5 -1.4 22 -1.9 -08 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 -0.7 -1.4 -1.3 -2.0
Iceland -3.6 -0.6 0.6 24 5.0 1.7 -16 -1.8  -0.8 1.1 -1.0 5.1 -0.9 -4.5 0.6
Ireland 0.3 0.6 29 6.1 4.9 175 -181 -40 -0.8 23 21 10.7 6.5 -5.2 5.6
Israel -1.5 -1.6 -15 -06 -03 -04 -04 0.0 0.2 -03  -02 -2.3 -0.8 -1.0 -3.3
Italy 0.4 0.5 -0.8 1.0 3.3 -14  -0.6 1.1 -04 -02 -02 22 0.2 0.2 24
Japan 0.3 0.4 -1.2 24 4.3 -1.0 14 0.8 -0.6 -0.6 0.0 3.9 23 23 6.2
Korea -0.2 0.7 0.4 0.5 0.6 -2.0 0.6 -01  -0.7 0.0 0.0 1.3 -1.3 -2.0 -0.7
Luxembourg -1.0 -2.9 -2.3 0.9 5.9 -0.6 -0.4 1.8 0.4 0.5 0.4 1.3 2.7 4.6 5.9
Mexico 13 0.7 0.0 21 1.1 -0.2 -05 0.1 -0.3 -0.1 0.2 29 0.1 -0.5 24
Netherlands -1.3 0.9 -0.6 0.9 4.6 0.0 -0.6 0.1 -0.1 01 -04 31 1.9 15 45
New Zealand 0.9 13 -0.1 1.7 2.0 0.0 0.2 -06 -15 -12 -0.6 3.0 0.9 -1.9 1.2
Norway -3.2 -1.7 0.3 -0.6 6.8 1.2 -1.0 0.1 0.4 0.5 0.5 25 1.6 2.2 4.7
Poland 0.8 0.4 -1.7 1.0 14 0.8 -1.8 -04 12 -1.0  -0.7 0.7 0.2 2.7 -2.0
Portugal 11 2.2 0.0 0.4 5.0 15 -2.3 2.2 0.7 -1.8  -0.6 22 1.7 -1.3 0.9
Slovak Republic 0.3 -15 23 0.8 6.7 1.7 27 -0.5 0.0 -02 -01 21 -0.3 -1.6 0.6
Slovenia 0.2 -0.2 -2.3 1.2 4.6 0.8 0.1 -09 -01 1.7 -04 1.9 2.9 11 3.0
Spain -04 -01 0.9 21 4.8 -05 -12 -1.7  -0.6 1.2 -0.8 5.0 0.5 -2.6 24
Sweden -0.3 -1.2 -1.8 0.8 3.0 23 -09 0.2 0.1 04 -14 0.7 -1.4 2.2 -1.5
Switzerland -04 -19 -11 2.1 1.9 -0.6 0.8 0.0 0.0 -0.2 0.0 24 0.9 11 -1.4
Turkey -2.5 0.2 0.5 0.7 4.0 22 11 0.5 -04 -04 -02 31 -0.7 -1.4 1.7
United Kingdom 0.5 0.1 -0.3 2.8 4.1 -06 -1.0 0.1 -1.0 -13 -16 4.6 0.8 -1.9 2.7
United States 0.3 -0.3 0.8 25 5.0 1.3 -14 -08 -02 -0.7 -0.2 5.5 0.0 -1.8 3.7
Afghanistan 15 43 0.5 -0.4 0.3 -0.7 1.6 1.1 -0.1 1.0 16.6 15 0.9 8.3 9.7
Albania -1.1 1.0 -0.1 2.6 1.6 -34 -15 -0.2 0.4 0.3 0.2 3.6 -3.6 -3.5 0.1
Algeria -3.6 17 4.7 4.3 3.9 -4.3 25 1.6 50 -14 -10 10.0 -0.2 -4.6 5.4
Angola -1.0 3.6 2.8 142 -135 -4.0 0.7 0.0 0.6 0.2 0.2 10.6 -10.3 -9.3 13
Antigua & Barbudgl 2.2 -39 43 0.3 98 -141 11 94 -103 -09 -0.2 1.1 -5.4 -9.7 -8.6
Argentina -0.9 -0.2 2.8 0.6 3.7 0.6 1.9 2.2 -1.7 -0.6 0.5 4.3 4.4 4.6 8.9
Armenia 0.1 24 -0.2 6.3 27  -12 -0.2 0.0 -0.1 0.1 4.6 -0.4 -1.0 3.7
Azerbaijan -3.2 4.2 -0.9 5.2 2.7 2.1 2.6 -1.7  -05 20 -1.0 7.3 0.4 2.1 5.2
Bahamas 0.6 0.5 1.8 0.3 21 0.2 1.6 1.8 0.1 -09 -11 2.7 2.8 3.6 6.4
Bahrain -0.9 14 07 0.0 3.0 3.7 -3.5 4.0 0.5 01 -04 0.6 4.2 6.0 6.5
Bangladesh 0.5 0.1 -0.7 25 -1.4 0.1 14 0.9 0.6 -0.1 0.4 1.3 0.6 24 3.7
Barbados 4.4 -15 6.2 0.2 -3.7 2.9 -1.9 -06 -0.6 -0.8 -0.6 2.0 -0.4 -2.8 -0.8
Belarus 0.9 0.2 -0.2 0.0 -1.2 27 47 1.9 -0.2 -0.1 0.0 -0.6 5.7 -6.3 -6.9
Belize -3.2 2.1 -0.9 -0.6 0.0 0.8 0.6 0.9 -1.2 -0.3  -01 -0.5 15 0.8 0.3
Benin 0.9 -1.9 4.0 -2.0 3.7 -4.6 1.1 0.9 0.0 -0.3  -0.2 1.8 -1.7 -1.0 0.8
Bhutan 5.5 21  -0.8 04 -14 114 61 2.6 94 6.2 1.3 -2.3 7.5 -5.9 -8.2
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Country

Annual Change

20089 vs 201012 vs 201315 vs 201315 vs

Period Change

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 20057 20089 20089 20057
Bolivia 0.8 -3.3 2.0 2.8 0.7 -3.8 3.9 0.4 -0.3  -04 0.1 3.3 -0.7 0.3 3.6
Bosnia & Herz. -0.1 0.2 0.8 2.9 1.3 03  -11 0.3 01  -1.0 -06 4.2 -0.3 -1.5 2.7
Botswana 42 27 21 8.2 6.1 91 44 25 -14 -04 -05 11.7 -9.8 -14.8 -3.1
Brazil 1.7 0.3 1.1 -0.7 0.6 13 -05 -03 -04 0.5 0.0 -1.1 11 0.7 -0.4
Brunei Darussalan] -45 -14 1.7 24 8.5 14 -8.1 24 1.3 -0.6 0.1 2.6 11 0.9 35
Bulgaria -06 -15 1.3 0.2 1.0 0.5 -2.2 11 0.3 -03  -01 11 -0.1 -0.1 1.0
Burkina Faso -0.1 19 22 5.7 3.8 0.0 -0.6 35 -1.7 0.3 0.1 -1.7 2.6 33 1.6
Burundi -2.7 14 114 22 -2.4 2.2 -09 -65 1.3 01  -23 9.1 -1.8 -5.9 3.2
Cambodia -1.5 0.6 1.5 1.2 4.4 -0.1 1.3 -06 -14 -04 -04 4.6 2.7 1.0 5.6
Cameroon 1.4 -01 1.2 2.8 -0.1 0.2 31 0.2 0.4 0.2 -0.1 35 23 4.0 7.5
Cape Verde 18 -04 37 1.1 0.4 3.6 42 12 -15 0.0 -1.1 -1.3 0.6 -34 4.7
Central Afr. Rep. 31 -3.0 07 2.9 0.0 2.4 -2.9 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.5 15 0.7 0.7 22
Chad -1.4 34 4.7 23 6.1 1.0 13 -20 -14 -03 -04 9.6 25 -1.1 8.5
China 0.5 0.3 0.0 15 2.9 -0.4 1.1 0.6 -02 -02 -03 3.0 1.9 2.2 5.2
Colombia -0.3 23 0.1 -1.9 2.9 0.0 -0.5 0.0 0.6 -04 -04 0.4 11 1.2 1.6
Comoros -0.2 14 1.1 37 -3.0 -09 0.0 25 0.3 0.2 -0.2 34 -1.5 0.5 3.9
Congo, Dem. Rep.] 6.0 0.5 -2.3 4.1 2.0 1.2 1.0 4.4 -1.6 -0.2 0.0 3.8 4.3 5.8 9.5
Congo, Rep. of -2.6 3.6 21 -6.2 1.0 -3.2 4.6 131  -0.3 1.0 -0.5 -3.1 4.7 15.1 12.0
Costa Rica -0.4 -1.0 -0.5 1.0 15 1.5 -1.0 1.0 0.4 0.5 0.5 1.1 1.9 3.1 4.2
Cote d'lvoire -0.2 1.0 -0.3 0.6 -0.1 0.9 3.9 29 -03 0.4 0.3 0.7 2.6 2.0 2.7
Croatia -1.0  -0.2 0.8 -1.4 2.6 -02 -09 -06 0.2 0.2 -0.1 0.3 0.3 -0.2 0.1
Cyprus 11 -05 -18 0.6 4.1 0.7 0.3 01 -04 0.6 0.3 1.3 2.9 31 4.4
Djibouti -0.7 0.6 0.4 2.9 1.0 -56 -08 -01 -03 0.2 0.1 3.8 5.7 -6.1 2.4
Dominica 0.8 -1.3 4.3 0.6 1.7 4.3 52 20 -07 -06 0.0 3.8 1.0 -3.1 0.7
Dominican Rep. -0.7 1.0 0.0 15 -1.7 -1.1 -0.1 2.9 -2.0 0.5 0.1 0.9 -1.0 -0.8 0.2
Ecuador 0.8 -0.1 3.8 6.5 0.5 12 6.3 15 -0.7 -08 -08 9.3 6.1 7.8 17.1
Egypt -0.6 45 -2.5 0.5 1.3 15 -1.0 1.6 -04 -03 -11 -0.3 -2.3 -2.5 -2.8
El Salvador 0.3 0.7 -1.3 1.2 2.2 0.4 0.3 0.4 -09 -02 0.2 1.6 18 12 2.9
Equatorial Guinea | -3.5 4.9 15 0.9 28.0 -140 54 1.3 -0.5 -0.6 -0.1 17.5 -3.2 -5.0 12.5
Eritrea 26 -163 -1.2 22 -115 40 1.0 -30 -10 -07 -0.2 -9.8 -34 -7.3 -17.1
Ethiopia -03 -08 -16 -18 -17 14 -03 -06 -02 -05 -02 -3.9 0.2 -0.9 -4.8
Fiji -0.1 1.7 20 -20 4.2 24 0.4 0.4 1.1 02  -0.2 -0.7 0.1 -0.8 -1.5
Gabon 0.1 -02 -16 -06 4.9 0.0 1.0 -2.6 1.8 0.0 -0.1 0.6 23 2.6 3.3
Gambia -0.2 1.0 -4.7 0.7 4.4 1.3 -0.3 25 -1.6 -0.1 0.0 0.1 4.1 4.0 4.1
Georgia 2.8 11 5.1 4.2 31 -28 -38 0.4 0.2 -0.3 -0.6 9.6 -3.6 -4.8 4.8
Ghana -1.0 22 1.3 14 -2.2 17 -0.4 2.7 -2.7 0.2 0.5 2.0 1.2 0.4 24
Grenada 0.9 49 -3.9 0.2 -03 -05 -02 -1.38 1.2 1.8 -1.6 -0.9 -1.4 -0.8 -1.7
Guatemala 0.3 1.0 -04 -0.6 0.6 0.3 0.1 -0.5 0.6 0.1 0.0 -0.3 0.5 0.8 0.5
Guinea -1.1 21 -4.2 2.7 6.2 6.0 -8.2 6.6 -2.0 0.0 -1.3 3.7 5.9 5.2 8.8
GuineaBissau 3.2 -09 0.0 3.2 25 13 -02 438 6.9 -04 -01 1.7 -4.3 -1.0 0.7
Guyana 5.7 0.7 52 -13 1.6 -1.9  -03 1.7 -0.4 0.4 -0.7 -3.7 -0.8 -0.1 -3.8
Haiti 4.6 -0.7 0.4 2.4 4.6 3.5 7.5 -2.0 0.2 0.5 -1.9 4.7 10.1 11.2 15.9
Honduras -0.9 0.4 0.0 22 1.6 20 -14 0.6 0.3 -04 -09 31 -1.9 -2.3 0.8
HongKong 16  -1.7 -04 34 -1.3 0.4 2.3 0.6 22 -03 2.0 1.9 15 0.9 2.8
India -1.2 0.1 0.0 21 0.4 11 -0.6 0.5 -0.3  -01 -01 24 -1.1 -1.4 0.9
Indonesia -1.2 14 0.2 1.0 -3.0 0.0 0.3 1.2 0.3 -0.3  -0.2 0.0 -0.9 0.0 0.1
Iran 43 0.8 -3.8 31 21 -15 3.8 -36 -03 -05 -01 -0.2 -1.2 -2.9 -3.2
Iraq 423 217 2.2 154 109 -133 -111 5.5 -4.2 -4.2 0.0 12.2 -13.5 -20.5 -8.3
Jamaica -2.1 1.6 0.5 3.3 3.9 -54 -14 -08 -0.3 0.6 0.4 6.1 4.7 -5.4 0.7
Jordan 1.1 -2.5 0.6 -2.6 0.6 -4.5 2.8 -1.5 -0.4 -0.2 -0.1 -2.7 -2.9 -3.5 -6.3
Kazakhstan 0.2 2.4 4.3 2.6 -33 1.0 -05 0.8 01  -04 -04 3.0 2.7 -2.9 0.2
Kenya 1.5 0.4 1.4 1.0 0.7 1.8 -0.5 15 -0.5 0.0 -1.5 25 2.3 2.0 4.5
Kiribati 9.7 25 55 -12 0.7 -1.7 9.3 4.6 1.7 -02 -9.0 -5.3 6.3 7.6 23
Kosovo -1.7 -3.7 -1.0 5.4 5.2 0.3 -0.2 0.9 -0.3 -1.5 0.1 6.1 3.1 2.2 8.3
Kuwait -6.1 3.8 -1.8 103 1.8 1.0 4.7 0.9 3.6 3.0 0.8 11.3 -1.0 3.9 15.1
Kyrgyz Republic 0.3 0.6 1.8 -2.0 45 3.0 1.7 3.3 3.0 27 -09 1.6 7.5 5.2 6.8
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Country

Annual Change

20089 vs 201012 vs 201315 vs 201315 vs

Period Change

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 20057 20089 20089 20057
Lao PDR 15 0.0 0.4 15 4.3 -1.4 -1.2 0.7 0.1 -0.1 -0.1 3.9 0.2 0.2 4.1
Latvia 1.6 -0.1 -1.0 7.4 0.9 -0.6 -4.4 0.3 -2.5 -1.4 -1.5 7.2 -3.0 -8.3 -1.1
Lebanon -1.4 4.6 -0.6 -1.6 -0.4 2.2 -1.0 22 0.4 -0.3 -0.1 -0.7 -2.3 -1.0 -1.8
Lesotho 33 2.9 0.3 6.2 9.7 9.2 4.8 0.9 -7.0 -5.9 -3.9 12.3 -0.8 -10.9 14
Liberia -0.5 -1.0 5.0 13.2 4.0 0.2 -0.9 -0.1 2.6 -0.1 -2.8 18.2 1.6 2.9 21.1
Libya 127 21 3.6 6.4 128 65 151 -130 53 2.9 0.2 15.9 5.6 9.3 25.2
Lithuania 0.3 0.2 1.1 25 6.7 -1.9 -3.6 -1.2 -0.9 0.1 -1.1 6.6 -1.4 -4.6 21
Macedonia -1.2 -15 -0.9 1.8 -0.2 -1.2 -0.9 0.1 0.0 -0.2 -0.1 0.6 -1.8 2.2 -1.6
Madagascar -3.9 0.1 -2.8 0.0 -3.3 -2.6 33 -1.2 0.9 0.8 -0.7 -3.5 -2.5 -1.0 -4.5
Malawi 0.7 -0.4 34 0.7 -1.4 0.4 -0.7 2.6 -3.1 -0.8 0.2 21 0.1 -2.0 0.1
Malaysia -2.7 0.5 0.8 0.8 3.2 -3.4 1.3 -0.5 0.2 -0.3 -0.3 31 -1.2 -1.2 1.9
Maldives 180 -3.1 -0.2 0.5 2.0 -3.3 2.6 7.1 14 -2.5 0.3 0.4 18 7.3 7.7
Mali 0.8 0.2 -0.8 -4.9 4.5 -2.9 24 -8.1 -0.6 7.3 0.0 -3.0 -1.8 2.1 -5.2
Malta -0.6 -0.3 -1.6 1.2 -0.6 -0.3 -0.3 1.2 -0.8 -0.6 -0.5 -0.3 -0.4 -1.1 -1.3
Mauritius 0.6 -0.9 -0.6 1.0 25 -1.3 -0.5 -0.1 -0.9 -0.1 -0.1 1.6 -0.3 -1.5 0.0
Moldova 2.4 2.8 21 -0.4 37 -4.5 -1.7 0.3 -0.4 -0.6 -0.3 3.8 -3.6 -4.9 -1.1
Mongolia -6.7 11 9.1 23 2.4 0.1 7.9 34 -115 -16 -0.7 7.5 5.3 2.7 4.9
Montenegro -1.6 2.3 0.5 10.6 -3.6 -1.9 -1.9 -1.5 -1.6 -1.1 0.3 9.9 -5.5 -9.3 0.6
Morocco 4.7 -3.1 0.7 1.8 -0.7 0.8 2.6 -0.1 -1.1 -1.2 -1.1 0.8 22 0.7 15
Mozambique -1.9 4.1 1.2 -0.3 4.8 0.8 1.6 14 -1.1 0.0 -0.6 4.2 4.8 4.9 9.1
Myanmar -0.3 18 -0.7 -1.4 1.9 2.2 -0.4 3.7 0.0 0.1 0.1 -0.3 4.1 6.5 6.2
Namibia -1.6 -0.8 -0.2 21 3.8 0.8 6.0 0.2 -3.0 -3.3 -1.4 3.6 6.8 33 6.9
Nepal 0.3 -1.0 22 0.4 4.0 -0.6 -0.1 -2.3 22 0.4 0.2 3.6 0.5 15 5.1
Nicaragua 0.5 0.8 0.4 0.9 15 -1.2 0.8 14 -1.0 0.0 -0.1 2.2 0.6 0.8 3.0
Niger -0.5 -0.4 34 -0.4 1.8 -2.8 0.1 8.7 -0.7 1.6 0.3 2.7 11 7.4 10.0
Nigeria -3.9 0.0 2.0 0.4 15 -0.5 25 24 -3.8 -0.4 -0.2 25 11 -3.8 -1.4
Oman -4.0 -0.4 0.6 -6.0 8.9 -4.8 -1.8 0.8 1.0 17 1.8 -1.2 -1.2 15 0.2
Pakistan 0.8 12 24 15 2.4 0.4 -1.1 0.0 1.6 -1.3 0.0 2.3 -1.5 -1.2 11
Panama -0.9 0.2 -0.4 1.1 0.9 0.8 1.0 -0.2 -0.4 -0.5 0.0 14 1.9 14 2.8
Papua New Guined 2.0 -1.8 2.4 1.8 6.8 -8.7 1.2 0.6 -1.2 -3.0 -6.2 3.0 -4.3 -8.8 -5.8
Paraguay 0.7 0.7 -0.9 -1.1 4.0 -2.0 0.8 3.7 -0.7 -1.3 -0.7 0.5 18 2.8 3.3
Peru 0.5 -0.9 -0.4 1.2 2.0 -0.6 -1.2 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.3 1.6 -0.3 0.3 1.9
Philippines -0.6 -0.4 -0.1 -0.3 15 -0.9 -1.2 1.1 -0.4 0.0 0.0 0.2 -0.5 -0.6 -0.4
Qatar 0.3 -0.5 -1.4 -2.0 7.0 -34 -1.9 3.0 0.3 0.1 -0.3 0.4 -0.2 15 1.9
Romania -1.2 1.6 1.7 1.6 15 0.2 -3.2 -1.0 0.1 0.0 -0.2 4.0 -1.5 -3.1 0.9
Russia 11 -1.7 2.0 1.2 7.1 -2.3 -2.2 0.3 -0.3 -0.6 0.0 5.5 -0.2 -1.4 4.0
Rwanda 2.0 -1.6 1.3 1.7 -0.5 2.1 1.3 1.2 -1.0 2.1 -1.8 1.8 3.1 13 3.1
Samoa 3.8 -3.7 3.6 -3.3 6.1 4.9 0.2 2.7 0.6 -1.5 -1.0 0.9 7.2 4.7 5.6
Sé&o Tomé -10.3 5.9 -7.5 -7.8 184 0.2 -0.4 4.6 -8.5 -48 -11.0 -1.6 10.3 2.2 -3.9
Saudi Arabia 4.4 -0.8 3.1 -25 140 -10 -5.3 -1.9 31 -0.6 0.1 6.3 1.9 16 7.9
Senegal 0.9 3.0 0.9 -1.2 0.3 0.6 15 15 -2.0 -0.4 -0.4 0.5 22 13 18
Serbia -1.0 3.3 0.1 -0.5 1.1 0.3 -1.0 31 -0.8 0.2 0.3 1.2 13 25 3.7
Seychelles 2.7 7.3 49 -11.7 48 18 1.0 2.8 -2.6 2.1 -0.2 -10.2 5.8 3.9 -6.2
Sierra Leone -0.3 -1.0 -4.2 3.4 12 2.7 13 -4.6 -1.6 0.2 0.4 0.9 2.6 -1.4 -0.5
Singapore -1.1 0.6 -0.8 5.7 0.9 -4.0 2.9 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 5.8 -1.6 -0.1 5.7
Solomon Islands 6.3 3.3 5.7 21 6.8 2.9 -5.2 5.0 -1.2 0.4 0.0 104 45 5.1 155
South Africa 0.3 0.1 1.2 22 2.9 -0.8 -0.2 0.2 0.0 -0.3 -0.5 4.4 0.6 0.3 4.7
Sri Lanka 1.0 0.4 -0.8 -0.9 2.3 -2.0 -1.4 -0.9 0.0 -0.3 -0.2 -0.2 2.1 -3.5 -3.6
St. Kitts and Nevis| 1.7 -1.0 -1.7 -0.3 3.0 3.3 -3.4 2.1 -2.9 -1.0 -0.2 -0.2 18 4.4 -4.6
St. Lucia 3.2 -14 -3.5 0.7 2.0 2.8 24 2.7 -3.7 -1.0 0.1 -1.1 6.3 45 34
St. Vincent 19 -0.8 0.9 1.5 3.2 0.2 -3.0 -1.1 0.0 -0.4 -0.1 35 -0.6 -2.6 0.8
Sudan 5.7 -14 0.6 -1.3 -3.3 -1.1 0.4 -3.1 1.1 -0.9 -1.2 -3.0 -3.6 5.4 -8.5
Suriname 11 2.2 22 -0.9 5.3 -1.6 -0.8 -0.7 -0.4 -0.5 -0.3 25 0.3 -1.2 1.2
Swaziland -1.7 -2.6 -0.4 8.9 15 -3.6 -7.9 6.0 -0.9 14 2.3 8.5 -6.1 -3.9 4.6
Taiwan 0.3 -1.7 -0.1 1.0 21 -2.3 0.4 -1.3 -0.1 -0.6 -1.0 14 -1.5 -3.0 -1.7
Tajikistan 2.7 1.1 6.1 -0.8 15 -2.5 0.9 2.0 2.4 0.0 0.3 3.6 -0.5 -1.2 25
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Annual Change

Period Change

Country 20089 vs 201012 vs 201315 vs 201315 vS
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 20057 20089 20089 20057
Tanzania 2.4 1.0 -0.1 1.3 2.5 0.5 -0.4 0.5 -0.1 -1.0 -0.6 2.9 1.6 0.8 3.7
Thailand 0.4 -1.0 1.2 -0.1 2.8 -0.8 1.0 -0.2 0.1 0.2 -1.5 1.8 1.2 1.2 3.0
TimorLeste -0.7 -0.8 3.2 6.1 4.2 1.0 1.8 7.0 2.4 1.6 -2.8 10.1 6.6 14.4 24.5
Togo 2.7 1.9 -0.8 -2.5 3.4 1.3 1.7 5.0 -0.7 -0.1 -0.4 -0.7 5.7 8.7 8.0
Tonga 3.0 1.6 -0.2 2.3 3.8 1.8 -2.5 -0.6 -1.1 -2.5 -0.3 4.6 1.9 -2.2 2.4
Trinidad & Tobago] 1.5 4.6 -2.6 1.2 8.4 -1.4 -1.4 1.3 -0.4 -0.3 -0.2 5.3 2.3 2.1 7.3
Tunisia 0.1 -0.1 0.3 1.1 0.4 0.1 3.9 2.4 -2.3 -1.4 -0.6 1.4 3.7 3.2 4.6
Turkmenistan 0.8 -4.7 -1.5 -2.6 2.5 0.7 1.2 -0.8 -0.8 -0.6 -0.5 -3.9 2.4 1.0 -2.9
Tuvalu 10.4 -5.2 -6.6 17.4 10.7 -10.7 -135 2.2 -1.4 0.6 2.1 7.8 -3.4 -1.3
Uganda -0.5 -1.7 -0.3 -0.4 0.1 4.8 -2.3 1.4 -2.8 1.0 -0.5 -1.1 3.7 1.5 0.4
Ukraine 2.6 0.5 -0.8 3.6 1.1 0.4 -3.9 1.8 -1.5 -0.8 -0.9 3.8 -1.0 -3.4 0.4
United Arab Emir. | -2.9 -0.5 0.9 2.2 9.4 -1.5 -1.8 0.2 -0.9 -0.5 -0.4 7.4 2.0 0.2 7.6
Uruguay -0.7 0.8 -0.5 -0.2 1.9 0.1 -0.6 1.1 1.1 0.3 0.0 0.7 1.0 2.8 35
Uzbekistan -2.0 -0.5 1.4 0.1 3.4 -1.9 -0.8 3.7 0.2 -0.1 0.4 2.6 0.5 3.0 5.6
Vanuatu -0.2 1.7 1.8 5.7 -0.2 1.1 -4.0 0.5 4.5 -0.6 -0.5 7.4 -1.5 1.3 8.7
Venezuela 1.6 5.6 -3.6 -1.7 -1.1 4.4 3.6 3.8 -4.8 -2.3 -0.8 -2.8 7.5 4.6 1.8
Vietnam 1.6 -0.1 2.2 -1.2 5.0 -1.8 -1.8 0.4 -1.0 -0.7 -0.6 2.8 -0.3 -2.3 0.5
Yemen 2.6 0.6 3.0 0.9 -6.0 5.1 -1.2 6.7 -3.9 -1.4 -2.3 0.1 -6.7 -8.2 -8.1
Zambia -0.6 -2.6 0.8 -0.4 -2.6 1.3 2.8 0.5 -0.7 0.7 1.0 -2.0 2.1 3.5 1.5
{2dzNDSY ! dzi K2 N&E Q O MWordatohoinit @uflcfociobed DR) 2y LaCQa
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B. Real Growth, as a percent
(in billions of local currency/averag@nsumer prices)

Annual Growth

Period Growth

Country 20089 vs 201012 vs 201315 vs 201315 vs
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 20057 20089 20089 20057
Australia 4.5 5.6 5.5 515 8.8 2.4 2.3 1.4 -0.9 1.2 15 16.1 8.8 11.0 28.9
Austria -4.9 2.2 2.4 15 3.8 1.9 -2.5 2.3 -0.4 0.7 0.7 5.8 2.8 3.8 9.8
Belgium 7.2 -4.0 2.9 1.9 6.1 -0.1 1.8 -1.8 -0.2 0.4 -0.5 5.6 S5 2.7 8.4
Canada 2.7 3.7 3.2 3.9 5.6 3.8 -0.1 -0.1 1.2 1.5 1.6 10.4 6.5 9.3 20.6
Chile 7.0 6.6 9.3 7.0 151 7.8 4.2 7.1 3.1 0.9 2.1 24.5 21.4 34.3 67.2
Czech Republic 3.8 2.4 3.9 -0.9 5.0 -2.3 -2.7 -1.6 1.0 2.2 2.5 4.9 -2.3 -1.0 3.9
Denmark 0.1 1.2 0.5 1.3 5.1 0.3 -0.5 2.2 -2.1 -2.6 1.8 4.7 &2 11 5.9
Estonia 129 126 135 8.2 -1.4 -5.7 2.4 6.4 -3.4 0.8 1.3 21.1 -2.8 -0.4 20.6
Finland 2.9 1.6 2.9 &8 4.0 1.4 0.4 -0.4 2.5 1.9 1.9 7.9 3.6 8.0 16.6
France 2.6 1.8 2.7 0.9 3.8 0.8 -0.1 0.4 0.7 0.4 0.5 5.3 2.8 4.3 9.8
Germany -1.0 -1.4 -2.0 0.4 4.6 3.1 -3.7 -0.5 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.8 2.6 17 2.5
Greece -1.4 6.3 9.2 6.7 45 -126 -8.8 5.4 -7.1 -3.5 -2.7 17.8 -17.4 -30.6 -18.3
Hungary 4.9 7.9 5.1 2.7 -3.3 -4.2 -0.3 -1.4 0.3 1.9 15 -5.2 -6.4 5.4 -10.4
Iceland -2.2 5.2 8.2 6.4 0.2 -6.1 -1.2 -2.0 -0.1 -0.6 0.2 14.0 -7.3 -9.3 3.4
Ireland 7.1 8.1 12.2 7.4 2.3 349 -275 -84 -0.2 -3.1 -2.6 20.0 8.6 -12.2 54
Israel 1.4 2.2 2.1 -0.5 17 2.5 2.6 2.5 3.7 3.2 3.3 2.4 6.1 16.4 19.3
Italy 1.4 2.8 0.3 -0.1 2.2 2.1 -2.3 -1.8 -1.7 0.4 0.9 2.1 3.1 -6.2 -4.2
Japan 11 1.4 -2.3 3.4 6.6 0.5 0.8 3.3 -0.9 -1.0 0.5 5.7 54 6.4 12.4
Korea 0.8 5.9 6.3 2.9 3.9 2.4 4.3 3.1 0.3 3.7 3.8 11.3 S 11.3 23.8
Luxembourg 3.7 11 12 3.4 9.8 3.4 15 3.8 13 2.2 2.4 9.8 10.7 18.1 29.7
Mexico 100 114 4.7 11.8 -2.8 4.6 3.7 5.4 17 3.0 4.0 17.6 7.7 18.6 39.5
Netherlands 0.1 5.6 2.8 3.7 5.0 1.8 -1.3 -1.0 -0.3 0.9 0.6 10.2 3.0 2.4 12.8
New Zealand 54 6.1 4.9 4.9 3.6 2.7 0.1 0.5 -0.1 -1.6 0.7 12.3 4.8 4.2 17.0
Norway 2.1 4.5 5.8 54 5.6 1.9 4.0 7.8 4.8 3.1 3.1 14.1 10.3 26.9 44.8
Poland 6.1 7.7 4.2 6.5 51 4.7 -0.8 -0.1 -0.5 0.5 15 14.9 6.7 6.7 22.6
Portugal 3.7 -3.6 2.8 -0.1 9.8 4.1 -8.8 -9.6 1.0 -2.7 0.6 55 -0.6 -10.7 -5.8
Slovak Republic 7.1 2.9 2.7 7.2 108 -0.2 -5.8 -0.6 2.4 2.5 gl 16.1 0.7 3.4 20.0
Slovenia 3.7 5.0 17 5.0 51 0.1 0.1 -4.7 -0.7 -2.5 0.9 10.7 11 4.1 6.1
Spain 3.4 4.4 6.2 4.5 7.7 -3.0 -4.1 -6.5 -3.7 2.1 -0.6 14.5 -4.3 -14.6 -2.2
Sweden 3.0 2.7 0.2 0.6 3.7 15 -0.3 17 2.4 1.6 -0.3 3.4 3.7 8.3 12.0
Switzerland 0.6 -0.4 2.4 -3.9 4.2 1.0 4.5 1.6 15 13 2.0 -0.4 6.7 12.7 12.2
Turkey -0.4 7.2 3.9 4.3 54 0.2 7.6 2.1 3.1 2.7 3.1 12.3 8.8 19.7 345
United Kingdom 4.3 3.6 2.7 5.3 4.3 -0.1 -3.2 -0.4 -0.4 -0.1 -0.4 10.7 -0.3 -2.2 8.2
United States 3.8 1.8 4.3 4.9 106 -1.0 -2.5 -0.1 12 0.8 2.8 14.2 2.2 4.0 18.8
Afghanistan 203 348 118 53 333 6.4 156 126 6.1 10.7 76.6 29.6 40.2 127.4 194.6
Albania 2.2 8.9 6.3 18.4 8.4 -6.7 2.1 0.1 3.2 3.4 3.1 32.0 -4.3 14 33.9
Algeria 6.7 169 225 283 56 3.5 21.8 6.3 -10.2  -2.7 -1.6 48.9 17.7 14.2 70.1
Angola 185 330 320 630 -369 0.1 15.7 2.5 3.9 15 0.9 71.3 -13.8 -3.5 65.3
Antigua & Barbudgy 15.6  -0.7 -3.5 0.4 227 -440 -04 410 -299 -1.7 2.1 8.9 -30.1 -39.6 -34.2
Argentina 53 103 244 192 157 157 219 146 2.9 3.8 7.0 52.3 49.6 87.3 185.2
Armenia 158 271 3.1 9.2 -5.8 -3.4 5.3 4.2 3.5 4.3 31.2 -2.2 8.3 42.1
Azerbaijan 173 637 253 331 0.1 5.8 20.7 -0.2 0.1 -3.8 -0.8 74.8 20.4 24.1 116.9
Bahamas 7.3 7.3 11.8 -0.9 4.9 -3.3 5.2 8.9 3.6 -1.0 -2.0 11.6 515 15.9 29.4
Bahrain 13.3 9.8 101 157 -59 22.4 8.5 15.1 3.9 -0.2 -0.6 23.2 32.0 53.5 89.1
Bangladesh 8.1 4.4 -0.7 259 -25 4.9 139 115 9.5 6.4 9.9 255 17.7 55.2 94.7
Barbados 177 -39 168 9.0 -11.7 -08 -106 -4.2 -1.0 -0.9 -0.3 -6.3 -14.7 -21.7 -26.6
Belarus 224 144 126 164 -85 4.7 -2.9 171 -05 2.6 3.1 255 3.6 16.2 45.9
Belize -7.9 11.4 0.3 -3.7 12 5.8 4.2 5.9 -1.6 15 2.1 0.4 11.6 17.5 18.0
Benin 6.5 59 277 -43 214 -165 88 6.6 3.6 2.5 3.4 215 -0.8 13.1 37.4
Bhutan 24.1 17 9.1 5.6 2.4 446 -84 123 -148 -109 137 13.7 43.7 24.3 41.3
Bolivia 7.9 2.8 10.1 155 -35 -1.3 23.2 6.6 3.2 3.1 4.5 22.0 14.6 36.1 66.0
Bosnia & Herz. 4.0 6.3 13.2 121 0.0 -0.4 -2.2 -1.3 0.6 15 3.3 24.0 -2.3 -1.2 22.5
Botswana -6.6 0.3 175 257 3.9 -9.0 -4.6 -2.3 -1.2 2.1 1.9 42.5 -10.8 -12.9 24.1
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Country

Annual Growth

Period Growth

20089 vs 201012 vs 201315 vs 201315 vs

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 20057 20089 20089 20057
Brazil 8.5 6.7 52 5.8 35 146 17 13 3.3 6.2 4.5 13.6 18.5 31.2 49.1
Brunei Darussalan] 3.4 9.7 5.8 0.4 -28 116 -45 9.7 14 2.2 2.0 5.8 10.1 19.3 26.3
Bulgaria 5.8 14 122 35 -1.0 15 -2.9 4.1 2.3 1.8 31 11.5 0.3 6.7 19.0
Burkina Faso 5.7 116 161 -176 212 114 45 228 0.6 8.0 7.4 3.8 35.4 70.2 76.6
Burundi 7.4 46 384 92 0.8 183 13 -122 113 59 2.1 36.3 14.9 21.4 65.5
Cambodia 0.5 147 217 34 327 43 119 3.6 -1.5 4.1 4.9 42.2 30.0 41.8 101.7
Cameroon -5.8 1.8 116 211 47 57 217 45 6.8 5.7 4.3 27.8 19.9 47.5 88.6
Cape Verde 9.7 6.6 -4.9 5.9 8.2 175 -6.8 1.9 0.5 5.5 1.9 8.9 17.4 21.8 32.6
Central Afr. Rep. 26.1 -164 -06 222 1.8 189 -119 47 7.3 6.9 8.6 15.3 121 27.8 47.3
Chad 16,0 243 413 138 25 334 22 1.0 -70 -11 -08 51.8 33.6 22.8 86.4
China 166 171 172 204 246 120 166 99 6.8 6.7 6.7 57.1 42.8 81.7 185.5
Colombia 4.0 17.7 6.7 -28 121 53 7.6 35 6.9 24 2.3 131 18.3 35.6 53.5
Comoros 24 6.8 6.3 185 -10.2 -14 0.1 115 5.0 6.1 4.4 19.6 -3.0 15.6 38.3
CongoDem. Rep. | 475 9.6 -3.3 281 27 109 86 187 04 4.9 6.0 30.8 26.4 53.3 100.5
Congo, Rep. of 154 383 4.3 1.4 -147 8.7 36.8 493 -1.9 3.1 9.7 3.3 47.1 1111 118.1
Costa Rica 0.7 1.9 4.5 8.4 8.6 163 -16 114 6.9 7.4 7.6 17.2 24.3 52.8 79.0
Coted'lvoire 0.4 7.6 1.0 7.2 23 7.5 -15.7  28.7 5.5 8.4 8.4 11.8 6.2 35.2 51.2
Croatia 1.7 5.2 8.3 -16 -06 -21 -22 -33 1.4 1.9 1.6 51 -4.8 4.7 0.2
Cyprus 7.6 4.1 3.0 54 7.6 1.8 -03 -35 -26 1.1 1.8 13.0 4.2 0.2 13.3
Djibouti 1.3 6.4 6.1 11.3 7.5 -10.4 23 4.6 4.0 55 5.9 225 -4.3 9.1 33.7
Dominica 3.7 06 204 33 7.2 84 -127 -45 -08 -03 21 20.9 1.2 -6.8 12.7
Dominican Rep. 3.3 152 7.8 133 44 0.0 21 276 -6.8 7.8 5.9 21.6 8.2 27.4 54.8
Ecuador 147 89 240 359 -73 113 291 51 1.8 0.8 11 54.2 30.2 49.2 130.2
Egypt 0.2 251 15 9.2 -36 -08 -09 8.0 3.3 2.3 1.8 16.0 -0.6 10.0 27.6
El Salvador 5.3 8.2 -3.4 6.0 6.8 3.3 5.0 34 2.1 1.3 3.7 9.9 11.4 15.7 27.2
Equatorial Guinea| 19.0 498 25.7 36.3 483 -16.1 34 14.7 0.8 -4.9 -8.9 118.3 7.6 12.6 145.7
Eritrea 29 314 -34 -79 -265 144 55 32 22 27 -20 -32.3 -0.5 -5.5 -36.0
Ethiopia 8.8 4.9 3.6 -8.6 135 14.2 -1.1 11.9 7.7 3.7 6.6 1.4 25.3 51.6 53.8
Fiji 2.6 9.3 9.3 -104 112 -6.1 4.5 34 -2.4 14 1.0 -8.8 3.0 5.7 -3.6
Gabon 19.7 9.8 -1.9 8.0 32 248 241 7.2 24 -1.3 -15 8.2 38.8 42.8 54.5
Gambia -2.2 50 -185 86 31.2 110 14 8.5 2.8 7.5 6.8 11.0 30.8 53.2 70.0
Georgia 253 140 377 173 1.6 -06 -49 100 638 4.3 3.2 50.0 0.1 16.4 74.6
Ghana -05 200 185 188 -7.3 221 164 267 -06 147 111 34.8 425 96.4 164.8
Grenada 16.3 140 -83 1.6 -75 4.2 0.8 -6.2 6.1 9.6 -2.0 -3.8 -9.3 2.4 -6.0
Guatemala 2.3 110 338 -3.1 6.3 6.6 4.1 0.0 7.9 4.1 3.2 6.0 12.9 28.1 35.8
Guinea -6.0 179 -273 194 380 33.0 -258 370 -59 5.5 13.2 20.4 41.8 59.7 92.3
GuineaBissau -7.3 4.4 4.7 18.9 5.1 -1.9 4.0 -26.9 514 9.1 4.3 17.6 -10.9 18.3 39.1
Guyana 168 6.4 7.3 -1.2 7.6 11 7.9 119 24 6.1 2.8 -0.5 14.8 36.2 35.5
Haiti 446 -1.6 5.2 147 291 99 353 -27 6.4 7.6 -0.7 35.2 51.5 82.0 146.0
Honduras 0.9 7.9 6.1 8.9 22 -3.2 0.6 4.8 35 0.8 0.2 17.4 -0.1 7.4 26.0
Hong Kong -4.6 -4.6 15 28.7 -7.7 0.7 14.7 6.5 -2.6 2.6 15.5 23.0 8.6 23.1 51.4
India 5.0 8.9 9.0 149 21 5.1 3.7 4.3 4.0 6.2 7.3 26.2 10.4 27.4 60.8
Indonesia 2.9 142 121 195 -7.3 9.3 114 153 100 7.9 8.9 29.2 19.1 61.1 108.1
Iran 370 122 -7.7 70 -119 08 225 -218 -46 -42 -09 -0.9 0.1 -16.4 -17.2
Iraq -30.3 -325 -183 703 -125 2.0 111 159 5.8 0.5 3.3 18.7 7.8 31.5 56.0
Jamaica -9.3 9.8 4.6 0.7 9.2 -181 -35 -16 0.1 2.9 2.3 11.8 -16.9 -16.5 -6.7
Jordan 9.8 54 104 4.8 11.2 -8.1 14.1 -0.9 25 4.3 4.7 20.0 5.6 17.2 40.7
Kazakhstan 211 107 361 21.8 -147 147 129 8.6 3.1 1.2 2.1 41.2 18.1 35.6 91.4
Kenya 8.0 10.0 147 3.7 4.4 10.1 2.2 10.6 9.5 5.2 2.7 19.3 18.1 45.3 73.3
Kiribati 122 07 -33 -64 81 0.6 126 7.7 0.5 21 -7.7 -12.4 7.3 16.1 1.7
Kosovo 25 -125 -1.0 326 26.3 5.1 1.7 8.3 4.2 -1.4 6.1 42.3 22.0 36.2 93.7
Kuwait 64 375 -11 475 -227 108 100 7.2 5.2 3.9 0.3 42.9 5.6 23.1 75.9
Kyrgyz Republic 3.7 9.2 20.3 -0.6 157 107 114 13.0 -1.3 -0.6 0.1 24.1 334 47.0 82.4
Lao PDR 178 147 122 140 27.8 2.4 4.0 12.1 7.8 7.7 7.5 46.0 22.7 55.7 127.2
Latvia 186 156 169 146 -19.6 -26 -4.2 4.8 -3.3 0.1 -0.4 19.5 -14.3 -15.8 0.6
Lebanon -34 116 55 3.3 123 43 -31 7.8 1.9 3.0 3.7 17.6 1.8 11.3 30.9
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Country

Annual Growth

20089 vs 201012 vs 201315 vs 201315 vs

Period Growth

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 20057 20089 20089 20057
Lesotho 135 117 8.2 177 197 -86 16.2 8.7 50 -38 -05 41.0 13.7 16.3 63.9
Liberia 43 -43 647 846 9.6 5.0 7.3 7.0 11.3 15 -0.1 158.9 18.0 42.0 267.6
Libya -23 230 237 338 51 05 -469 784 266 6.3 3.6 58.6 -19.1 24.0 96.6
Lithuania 129 115 164 89 -7.2 22 21 -0.5 15 4.6 15 19.7 -7.3 -3.6 15.4
Macedonia 4.1 0.5 8.5 100 -01 0.5 0.0 1.3 25 3.4 5.3 16.2 0.9 8.5 26.1
Madagascar -114 6.1 -8.4 6.9 -214 -172 255 -45 9.1 9.5 -0.5 -8.2 -16.1 11 -7.2
Malawi 0.9 128 232 104 49 7.7 -15 105 46 3.4 7.0 34.1 12.9 19.8 60.7
Malaysia 0.8 8.0 127 132 25 -25 124 33 6.0 4.4 4.4 26.9 8.1 27.0 61.1
Maldives 49.1 182 9.7 10.6 3.2 -5.5 3.6 6.6 0.2 -5.6 0.2 25.7 0.5 24 28.7
Mali 7.0 10.1 22 -164 303 -46 158 -395 -49 548 45 0.8 2.9 -0.1 0.7
Malta 2.4 18 2.9 53 -3.4 2.8 1.2 2.8 0.1 15 1.8 6.2 2.8 6.8 13.4
Mauritius 3.0 -1.3 24 7.0 109 -20 -04 25 0.8 33 3.9 14.2 3.7 9.9 255
Moldova 123 135 119 35 4.6 -0.1 1.7 5.2 4.1 3.3 4.6 18.4 5.1 18.1 39.9
Mongolia 96 320 533 112 -114 163 496 180 -135 55 1.6 46.5 55.2 73.8 154.6
Montenegro 0.7 228 219 330 -132 07 -22 32 -13 0.7 4.2 49.8 -10.1 -12.2 315
Morocco 211 40 6.9 13.9 2.8 6.0 128 29 22 1.3 1.7 19.1 17.8 29.3 54.1
Mozambique 25 237 111 37 25.6 7.7 103 144 41 7.6 5.8 335 34.5 68.9 125.4
Myanmar 182 327 -31 -143 293 275 1.2 39.8 5.4 6.0 6.4 5.0 64.2 127.9 139.2
Namibia 21 7.4 7.5 11.0 9.4 6.5 233 43 -3.9 54  -03 24.7 30.5 324 65.1
Nepal 7.3 47 230 7.8 35.9 6.7 3.9 -8.0 179 6.2 4.9 43.0 22.7 46.5 109.6
Nicaragua 6.4 5.3 5.5 3.9 -4.0 4.4 10.8 8.5 1.3 3.3 3.8 7.3 12.9 29.0 38.4
Niger 5.1 4.9 263 4.1 101 51 35 60.0 3.9 13.1 7.9 28.9 22.3 91.1 146.3
Nigeria -82 174 147 7.1 -39 181 8.5 49 -112 0.1 15 20.6 20.2 6.7 28.6
Oman 104 1338 9.5 6.9 0.1 4.0 11.6 9.3 3.8 3.2 3.9 18.2 15.7 36.3 61.0
Pakistan 107 162 191 144 57 7.8 1.1 33 120 -31 34 30.1 6.6 21.2 57.8
Panama 1.9 9.2 9.1 12.0 6.4 9.7 128 6.9 1.9 2.6 4.3 25.8 25.6 43.3 80.3
Papua New Guined 17.2 3.4 1.8 10.2 186 -148 9.7 8.7 -1.0 -0.2 3.2 23.2 1.4 10.2 35.7
Paraguay 9.5 5.2 1.8 -1.2 190 33 125 212 6.5 -1.7 21 11.3 30.5 62.2 80.5
Peru 11.2 7.9 6.4 11.4 10.6 8.9 1.8 6.2 9.1 7.2 7.6 25.2 18.1 45.0 81.6
Philippines 0.9 2.4 6.2 1.7 7.7 3.3 -3.0 10.6 2.7 5.1 4.8 10.7 8.7 24.0 37.3
Qatar 29.2 183 129 0.7 279 212 160 154 15 1.3 0.7 30.7 58.6 86.8 144.2
Romania 3.2 175 209 200 -4.1 -11 40 -08 3.2 3.8 33 39.3 -6.0 -1.4 374
Russia 16.4 7.8 204 127 15 2.7 4.7 7.4 3.2 17 34 31.0 9.4 22.9 61.0
Rwanda 19.7 19 16.2 16.6 25 16.7 157 128 47 0.3 0.5 30.9 36.4 62.1 112.3
Samoa 149 58 156 -6.3 1.3 14.9 2.0 -4.8 3.3 -1.4 0.0 1.7 15.2 14.8 16.7
Sé&o Tomé -19.1 204 -179 -16.3 60.7 2.6 2.0 145 -93 -48 -0.6 1.2 34.5 29.6 31.2
Saudi Arabia 10.1 7.8 142 44 8.6 12.4 9.9 -0.2 7.6 32  -03 21.6 24.8 35.2 64.4
Senegal 105 175 7.9 0.2 3.7 6.6 9.1 8.9 -2.3 4.1 4.4 12.7 18.6 313 48.0
Serbia 2.4 13.7 8.7 2.7 -3.2 0.5 -3.0 6.7 0.9 3.1 2.9 11.2 -0.9 6.5 18.4
Seychelles 14 344 31 -31.7 111 9.4 8.5 8.5 -2.8 -1.6 35 -19.6 25.8 32.0 6.1
Sierra Leone 6.9 14 -218 260 101 213 120 -71 49 127 5.9 12.2 33.9 39.2 56.1
Singapore 0.6 16.4 4.6 336 117 -141 180 0.1 24 3.3 4.4 52.7 15 13.8 73.8
Solomon Islands 34.4 8.9 17.2 6.6 9.2 19.3 21 16.0 3.9 6.5 4.4 26.8 33.1 62.3 105.9
South Africa 8.7 7.8 11.1 8.3 8.3 3.9 5.4 31 3.2 3.0 2.7 23.8 13.0 24.6 54.2
Sri Lanka 105 109 1.8 -3.3 16.6 0.3 25 2.0 6.3 5.3 5.5 9.6 105 26.6 38.7
St. Kitts and Nevis| 9.7 5.1 -0.2 0.9 -0.4 6.2 -9.6 -53 -7.0 0.0 3.0 22 -2.5 -14.7 -12.9
St. Lucia 15.3 3.3 -6.4 0.1 8.1 9.0 6.7 7.5 -8.8 -1.5 25 0.7 21.3 18.2 19.0
St. Vincent 9.5 45 8.5 24 6.2 0.3 -10.2 -24 1.6 1.3 31 7.7 -4.5 -6.2 1.0
Sudan 375 5.3 13.7 14 -16.7 30 -1.6  -26.7 9.8 15 -37 2.7 -15.6 -27.5 -25.6
Suriname 144 -38 158 05 36.7 -15 3.7 25 3.9 2.3 3.8 29.1 17.5 29.2 66.9
Swaziland 0.0 -0.2 45 25.7 3.3 -55 -204 145 54 3.0 5.3 315 -13.3 -13.9 13.2
Taiwan 2.4 -3.9 3.0 -1.1 9.0 -2.3 1.5 -6.5 2.9 -06 -1.8 3.9 0.7 -1.5 24
Tajikistan 234 116 556 11.1 159 2.7 120 207 -2.7 5.4 7.4 62.1 275 53.8 149.4
Tanzania 23.1 9.3 8.7 134 119 8.8 1.5 4.8 5.7 0.8 31 30.6 18.0 31.3 71.5
Thailand 6.9 1.3 119 4.0 10.3 5.0 8.1 1.3 6.5 6.4 -1.2 18.2 16.7 33.6 57.9
TimorLeste 309 187 993 1233 48 186 338 438 0.6 -09 -14 256.4 51.4 69.6 504.4
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Country

Annual Growth

Period Growth

20089 vs 201012 vs 201315 vs 201315 vs

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 | %, oL Tl S e 0057
Togo 186 11.1 00 55 230 82 150 268 1.2 33 3.3 9.0 43.6 82.0 98.3
Tonga 200 86 30 61 130 97 63 01 -10 -68 1.0 13.7 11.5 33 17.5
Trinidad & Tobago] 186 252 02 170 -17 -167 -10 00 -22 04 0.8 24.6 -17.9 -19.6 0.2
Tunisia 59 45 64 97 3.9 37 111 106 24 03 3.4 18.1 17.6 28.4 51.7
Turkmenistan 138 -125 27 293 476 101 303 85 74 65 6.6 55.6 62.6 112.7 231.0
Tuvalu 15 178 -22 95 189 146 -11.6 -147 44 26 07 2.8 9.5 35 0.8
Uganda -19 19 78 42 56 398 -105 96 92 119 37 11.8 37.6 39.8 56.3
Ukraine 196 143 154 137 -149 94 37 115 21 2.9 2.9 20.2 7.1 22.2 47.0
United Arab Emir. | -3.3 9.0 111 242 242 23 109 61 -19 -08 -07 53.1 24.1 29.8 98.8
Uruguay 1.2 6.8 6.2 6.7 7.2 8.1 35 103 55 44 40 17.4 18.4 40.4 64.9
Uzbekistan 104 122 267 192 267 88 86 240 105 6.1 7.1 62.6 39.2 92.9 213.6
Vanuatu 31 206 170 337 -02 56 -11.9 46 229 21 2.2 56.3 -15 21.9 90.6
Venezuela 295 331 40 00 -206 271 162 149 99 61 -27 A7 31.2 28.8 22.7
Vietnam 148 75 169 14 225 37 20 6.9 2.2 37 41 27.7 18.4 32.3 68.9
Yemen 226 74 147 72 219 27 -149 159 83 41 -62 6.7 -14.8 -22.3 -17.1
Zambia 20 06 119 39 -7.3 177 244 13 48 105 116 7.6 35.0 76.1 89.5

{2dzNDSY ! dzi K2 N&E Q O Wordztohoinit @uflciociobed DR) 2y LaCQa
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Annex 2. IMF Country Reports Reviewed, January 2010 to February 2013

A total of 314 reports in 174 countries were reviewed. The identificatiorpadsible adjustment
measures considered by governments is inferred from policy discussions and other information
contained in IMF country reports, which cover Article IV consultations, reviews conducted under lending
arrangements (e.g. Staday Arrangemerd and Extended Credit Facility) and consultations under non
lending arrangements (e.g. Staff Monitored Programs) and other information publicly available in IMF
website. All country reports included in the sample were published between January 2010 andriFeb
2013. The complete list, along with the specific report number and date, is provided below.

Country ReportNo.  Date Published Country ReportNo.  Date Published
Afghanistan 10/22 January 2010 12/328 December 2012
10/22 January 2010 Burkina Faso 11/226 July 2011
12/245 August 2012 13/26 January 2013
Albania 10/205 July 2010 Burundi 11/199 July 2011
11/313 October 2011 12/226 August 2012
13/7 January 2013 Cambodia 11/45 February 2011
Algeria 11/39 February 2011 13/2 January 2013
12/20 January 2012 Cameroon 10/259 July 2010
Angola 11/51 February 2011 12/237 August 2012
12/215 August 2012 Canada 11/364 December 2011
Antigua and Barbuda 10/279 September 2010 Cape Verde 11/254 August2011
Letter of May 2012 12/29 February 2012
Armenia 11/178 July 2011 Central AfricarRepublic 10/332 October 2010
12/153 June 2012 12/238 August 2012
Australia 11/300 October 2011 Chad 10/196 June 2010
12/305 November 2012 11/302 October 2011
Austria 11/275 September 2011 Chile 11/260 August 2011
12/251 August 2012 12/267 September 2012
Azerbaijan 10/113 May 2010 China 11/192 July 2011
12/5 January 2012 12/195 July 2012
Bahamas 11/338 December 2011 Colombia 11/224 July2011
Bahrain PIN 12/39 April 2012 12/274 September 2012
Bangladesh 10/55 February 2010 Comoros 11/72 March 2011
11/314 November 2011 PIN 13/03  January 2013
12/94 April 2012 Congo, DR 11/190 July 2011
Barbados 12/7 November 2011 11/255 August 2011
Belarus 11/66 March 2011 12/283 October 2012
12/133 May 2012 Costa Rica 11/161 July 2011
Belgium 11/81 April 2011 /4GS RQL@2AN 11/194 July 2011
12/55 March 2012 12/332 December 2012
Belize 11/18 January 2011 Croatia 12/302 November 2012
11/340 December 2011 Curagao &aintMaarten  11/342 December 2011
Benin 11/60 March 2011 Cyprus 11/331 November 2011
13/9 January 2013 Czech Rapblic 11/83 April 2011
Bhutan 11/123 June 2011 12/115 May 2012
Bolivia 11/124 June 2011 Denmark 10/365 December 2010
12/149 June 2012 13/22 January 2013
Bosnia and Herzegovina  10/348 December 2010 Djibouti 10/277 September 2010
12/344 December 2012 12/197 July 2012
Botswana 11/248 August 2011 Dominica 10/261 August 2010
12/234 August 2012 13/31 January 2013
Brazil 12/191 July 2012 Dominican Republic 11/177 July 2011
Bulgaria 11/179 July 2011 Egypt 10/94 April 2010
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Country ReportNo.  Date Published Country ReportNo.  Date Published
El Salvador 11/90 April 2011 Kiribati 11/113 May 2011
11/306 October 2011 Korea 11/246 August 2011
Equatorial Guinea 10/103 May 2010 12/275 September 2012
Estonia 11/333 November 2011 Kosovo 11/210 July 2011
Ethiopia 10/339 November 2010 12/345 December 2012
12/287 October 2012 Kuwait 12/150 June 2012
Fiji 11/85 April 2011 Kyrgyz Republic 11/155 June 2011
12/44 February 2012 12/329 December 2012
Finland 10/273 September 2010 Lao PDR 11/257 August 2011
12/253 August 2012 12/286 October 2012
France 11/211 July 2011 Latvia 13/28 January 2013
12/243 December 2012 Lebanon 10/306 October 2010
Gabon 11/97 May 2011 12/39 February 2012
Gambia 11/22 January 2011 Lesotho 11/88 April 2011
12/129 June 2012 12/322 December 2012
Georgia 11/146 June2011 Liberia 11/174 July 2011
12/98 April 2012 12/340 November 2012
Germany 11/168 July 2011 Lithuania 10/201 July 2010
12/161 July 2012 11/326 November 2011
Ghana 11/128 June 2011 Luxembourg 12/160 July 2012
12/201 July 2012 Macedonia 11/42 February 2011
Greece 11/351 Dec 2011 12/133 June 2012
13/20 January 2013 Malawi 12/221 August 2012
Grenada 10/139 May 2010 Malaysia 10/265 August 2010
Guatemala 10/309 October 2010 12/43 February 2012
12/146 June 2012 Maldives 10/167 June 2010
Guinea 12/301 October2012 11/293 September 2011
GuineaBissau 11/119 May 2011 Mali 11/141 June 2011
11/355 December 2011 12/3 January 2012
Guyana 11/152 June 2011 Malta 12/105 May 2012
Haiti 11/106 May 2011 Marshalllslands 11/43 February 2011
12/220 August 2012 11/339 November 2011
Honduras 11/101 May 2011 Mauritania 11/189 June 2011
Hong Kong 13/11 January 2013 12/323 December 2012
Hungary 12/13 January 2012 Mauritius 11/96 May 2011
Iceland 12/309 November 2012 12/62 March 2012
India 11/50 February 2011 Mexico 11/250 July 2011
12/96 April 2012 1/250 August 2011
13/37 February 2013 12/327 December 2012
Indonesia 10/284 September 2010 Micronesia 11/43 February 2011
12/277 September 2012 13/16 December 2012
Iran 11/242 August 2011 Moldova 11/200 July 2011
Iraq 11/75 March 2011 12/288 October 2012
Ireland 11/356 Dec 2011 Mongolia 11/76 March 2011
12/336 December 2012 12/320 November 2012
Israel 12/70 April 2012 Montenegro 11/100 May 2011
Italy 11/173 July2011 12/122 May 2012
12/167 July 2012 Morocco 11/341 December 2011
Jamaica 11/49 February 2011 12/239 August 2012
Japan 11/181 July 2011 Mozambique 11/149 June 2011
12/208 August 2012 13/1 January2013
Jordan 10/297 September 2010 Myanmar 13/13 January 2013
12/343 December 2012 Namibia 10/269 September 2010
Kazakhstan 11/150 June 2011 10/269 February 2012
12/164 June 2012 13/43 February 2013
Kenya 11/165 July 2011 Nepal 10/185 July 2010
12/300 November 2012 12/326 December 2012
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Country ReportNo.  Date Published Country ReportNo.  Date Published
Netherlands 11/342 December 2011 South Africa 11/258 July 2011
New Zealand 11/102 May 2011 12/247 August 2012
Nicaragua 11/118 May 2011 Spain 11/215 July 2011
12/256 September 2012 12/202 July 2012
Niger 10/146 May 2010 Sri Lanka 10/333 October 2010
12/109 May 2012 12/198 July 2012
Nigeria 11/57 February 2011 St. Kitts and Nevis 11/270 September 2011
12/194 July 2012 St. Lucia 11/278 September 2011
Norway 12/25 February 2012 St. Vincent and 11/343 December 2011
Pakistan 10/384 December 2010 Sudan 11/86 April 2011
12/35 February 2012 12/298 November 2012
Palau 11/43 February 2011 Suriname 11/256 August 2011
12/54 March 2012 12/281 October 2012
Panama 10/314 October2010 Swaziland 11/84 April 2011
10/314 April 2012 12/37 February 2012
Papua New Guinea 11/117 May 2011 Sweden 11/171 July 2011
12/126 May 2012 12/154 June2012
Paraguay 11/238 August 2011 Switzerland 11/115 May 2011
12/211 August 2012 12/106 April 2012
Peru 10/98 April 2010 Tajikistan 11/130 June 2011
12/26 February 2012 12/110 May 2012
Philippines 11/59 March 2011 Tanzania 11/105 May 2011
12/49 March 2012 13/12 January 2013
Poland 11/166 July 2011 Thailand 10/344 December 2010
13/21 January 2013 12/124 June 2012
Portugal 11/363 Dec 2011 TimorLeste 11/65 March2011
13/18 January 2013 Togo 11/240 August 2011
Qatar 12/18 January 2012 Tonga 11/110 May 2011
13/14 January 2013 12/166 July 2012
Romania 11/158 June 2011 Trinidad and Tobago 12/127 June 2012
12/290 October 2012 Tunisia 10/282 September 2010
Russia 10/246 July 2010 12/255 September 2012
12/217 August 2012 Turkey 10/278 September 2010
Rwanda 11/19 January 2011 12/16 January 2012
12/152 June 2012 12/259 December 2012
Samoa 10/214 July 2010 Tuvalu 11/46 February 2011
12/250 August 2012 12/259 September 2012
S&o Tomé and Principe 10/100 April 2010 Uganda 10/132 May 2010
12/34 February 2012 11/308 October 2011
Saudi Arabia 11/292 September 2011 12/135 June 2012
12/271 September 2012 United Arab Emirates 12/116 May 2012
Senegal 11/139 June 2011 United Kingdom 11/220 August 2011
12/337 December 2012 12/165 July 2012
Serbia 11/213 July 2011 Ukraine 11/52 February 2011
11/311 October 2011 12/315 November 2012
Seychelles 11/134 June 2011 Uruguay 11/62 March 2011
12/260 September 2012 11/375 December 2011
Sierra Leone 10/370 December 2010 United States 11/201 July 2011
12/285 October 2012 12/213 July 2012
Singapore 10/226 July 2010 Vanuatu 11/120 May 2011
12/248 August 2012 Vietnam 10/281 September 2010
Slovak Republic 11/122 June 2011 12/165 July 2012
12/178 July 2012 Yemen 10/300 September 2010
Slovenia 11/121 May 2011 Zambia 11/196 July 2011
12/319 November 2012 12/200 July 2012
Solomon Islands 11/180 July 2011 Zimbabwe 11/135 June 2011
12/333 December 2012 12/279 September 2012
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Annex 3. What a Difference a Year Makes:
Expenditure Projections Change Significantly

This paper ian update of earlier workdrtiz and Cummins 2012) in which the authors applied the same
methodology used in this analysis to understand the depth and scope of austerity. The only difference is
that the prior quantitative analysis was based on expenditure projections containedin th avGrid &
Economic Outlookrom September 2011, whereas the current assessment uses estimates from the
October 2012 database. Comparison of the findings offers interesting insights.

For the years 2010 and 2011, minimal variances appear. Estimat@9XI06rwere virtually identical in

both versions of theNVorld Economic Outlookvhile the database from September 2011 projected a
slightly lower level of austerity than those in the October 2012 datalfiableA3.1). Contrasting the
forecasts in 2012 and 2013, however, reveals significant variation. The Septembai/a€fldiIEconomic
Outlookprojected that 2012 and 2013 would be characterized by widespread austerity (more than 130
countries in both years in GDP term$he October 2012 database, in contrast, estimates that the scope
of austerity was only about half as intense as the earlier version for 2012 in terms of GDP (68 versus 133
countries), with contractions significantly expanding in 2013 to cover 119 ceant8imilarly, the
October 2012 version forecasted that 60 countries would experience negative real spending growth in
2012, dropping to 40 counties in 2013, while the latest version predicts that the opposite trend will
occur.

TableA3.1. Comparison oProjected Total Government Spending Trends, 2413)
(fromd K S Warl@ Bcdnomic OutloglSeptember 2011 and October 2012)

World Economic : :
OutlookVersion Spending Gauge Indicator 2010 2011 2012 2013
% of GDP No. of countries _ 106 99 133 131
September 2011 Averagecontraction -2.3 -1.9 -1.6 -1.1
P Real arowth No. of countries 50 54 60 40
9 Aweragecontraction -5.8 -4.9 -4.9 -3.2
% of GDP No. of countries _ 106 111 68 119
Aweragecontraction 2.4 2.1 -1.8 -1.5
October 2012 .
Real arowth No. of countries 53 63 50 61
9 Aweragecontraction -5.9 -6.0 -5.6 -4.1

{2dzNDOSY ! dziK2NBRQ OF f OdzA I A2y &

2 KIG R2Sa 0UKAA YSIYK CANRG 2FFz GKAA RSY2YyailNI G
strikingly off the mark, which likely reflects the high unpredictability of policy processes at the national

level. Second, assessing the scope, depth and wuradf austerity is a difficult game. The earlier

analysis carried out by Ortiz and Cummins (2012) indicated that contractionary fiscal policies were
characteristic of the 20122 period (crisis phase Il), which was likely to be followed by a period of
deaeasing austeritycoupled with the hope of a renewed wave of public investment to support
economic and social development. This updated inquiry, on the other hand, paints a more ominous
future: the end of austerity may be nowhere in sight.
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