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1.
Introduction

Should Africa’s external debt be re-evaluated? The abundant literature on the magnitude and burden of Africa’s stock of debt, debt service flows, and on their impact on the growth prospects of the continent is impressive and rather convincing. The broad consensus on the crippling impact of the external debt of African countries is unquestioned and has served to mobilize efforts on the issue at the global level. This has been illustrated by several initiatives: Paris Club, Toronto Terms, Brady Plan, HIPC, and numerous episodes of sovereign debt reschedulings over the last 25 years. So the question under study is not if the debt burden is heavy, but what is its true economic value.  The question can be answered from two perspectives:

1) What is the exact amount of Africa’s contracted debt (which is an accounting exercise) or,

2) What is the equilibrium economic value of the African debt.

We will focus on the latter for the following motive. Over the last half century, African countries have been told of the virtues of liberal economics and the superior intrinsic values of perfectly functioning markets. So the question is: If international debt markets functioned perfectly or near perfectly, what would be the value of Africa’s external debt today?

One of the key principles underlying market economies lies in the freedom to enter into contracts and the enforceability of contracts. This means that buyers must pay for their purchases and borrowers must pay their debts. This principle is based on the notion perceived by all participants that markets function reasonably well and that one class of participants does not feel that it is at a disadvantage either informationally or in the very process underlying transactions. If market imperfections exist, they may create situations of rent that amount to wealth transfer from one group of market participants to another. In this case, market failure may arise and warrant removal of existing imperfections, which will also lead to equilibrium pricing of goods and services under competitive conditions.

Consequently, the question as to whether Africa’s external debt must be re-evaluated raises the possibility that imperfections may exist in international debt markets that could give rise to over-or under-valuation of African debt claims. The purpose of the paper is to examine ways to identify such imperfections and measure their effect on the value of the African continent’s level of indebtedness.

2.  The debt valuation model
The lender

Let us assume a perfectly functioning sovereign debt market where lenders’ behaviour is characterized by risk neutrality and a zero-profit condition. This condition implies that international lending banks lend at the risk-free interest rate to riskless borrowers, without a mark-up.

Let us also assume that the rate of interest charged to country k is:
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(1)
ik = rate of interest on loans to country k

if = risk-free rate of interest

pk = probability that country k will default on its loan i.e. not pay it back

We have 0 ≤ pk ≤ 1

and ik – if = risk premium on the loan of country k.

Therefore, for the lender, the value of the debt of country k that will repay the amount of principal VN in N periods and pay coupons during each of the periods until reimbursement of the principal N periods hence, is:
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 EMBED Equation.3  [image: image7.wmf]
DK = market value of the country k’s debt,

Ctk = Debt service paid by country k at the end of period t,

VN = face value of country k’s debt.

In a perfectly functioning debt market the lender will lend, and the borrower will receive, the same amount, Dk.

The borrower

Upon receiving Dk from the lender, the borrowing country contractually commits to pay Ctk at each period t until period N when it pays CNK and VN. The market functions properly if ik, the interest rate that country k pays, is competitively set. This implies that DK is the competitive equilibrium value of the loan.

What really happens during the life of the loan?  For any period t before the maturity date of the loan the lender expects to receive Ctk. But the borrower country will actually pay:

REK = Min (Ctk, αk  Xtk)








(3)
Where     0 ≤ αk ≤ 1

According to equation (3), at the end of each period t, the borrower country will choose between paying the amount agreed upon for debt service, Ctk, or a fixed fraction, αk, of its earnings from exports and other external sources for the year, Xtk, whichever is less.  The coefficient αk is assumed to be set reasonably high by the country to reduce the probability of partial fulfilment of its debt service obligation for year t.  From the point of view of the lender, the borrower is riskless if it pays with certainly the contractual debt service amount, Ctk.  However, if there is the possibility that the country may pay less at any future period t, the loan must be considered risky.

TABLE 1:  Sub-Saharan Africa Debt Statistics (US $ million)

	Year
	1970
	1980
	1990
	2001

	Total debt stock
	6,921.0
	60,898.0
	176,883.0
	208,857.0

	Long-term debt
	6,059.0
	46,655.0
	149,377.0
	168,719.0

	Public and publicly guaranteed
	5,751.0
	42,089.0
	144,101.0
	156,458.0

	Private non guaranteed
	309.0
	4,567.0
	5,276.0
	12,260.0

	Use of  IMF credit
	106.0
	3,033.0
	6,612.0
	6,323.0

	Short-term debt
	
	11,209.0
	20,894.0
	33,816.0


          Source: Global Development Finance (2002); the World Bank. Page 46

TABLE 2:  Sub-Saharan Africa Debt flows (US $ million)

	Year
	1970
	1980
	1990
	2001

	Disbursements
	1,259.0
	11,787.0
	10,374.0
	10,944.0

	Principal repayments
	452.0
	3,173.0
	5,585.0
	9,791.0

	Net flows on debt
	859.0
	10,074.0
	7,058.0
	1,653.0

	Interest payments
	
	3,512.0
	5,312.0
	4,730.0

	Net transfers on debt
	
	6,562.0
	1,746.0
	-3,077.0

	Total debt service paid
	
	6,685.0
	10,897.0
	14,521.0


          Source: Global Development Finance (2002); the World Bank. Page 46

3. Examination of the need to re-evaluate Africa’s external debt

The rationale for examining the need to re-evaluate the true economic value of Africa’s debt must be based on the assumption that market imperfections caused its improper pricing.  These imperfections, if they exist, would be assigned to some form of lenders’ behaviour which in turn, would be captured by the two parameters under their control, namely the interest rate on the loan and the amount of the loan.  Consequently, two hypotheses are proposed to examine the validity of the claim that Africa’s debt must be re-evaluated.  The first hypothesis portends that interest rates charged to African countries are too high, given the actual level of risk of these loans.  According to the second hypothesis, lenders provide an over-supply of loan volume to African countries thereby triggering a debt service crisis in the future, which leads to substitution of debt relief for development aid.

Hypothesis 1:   Lenders charge excessive interest rates to African countries

The rationale

According to the law of one price, two assets that will yield similar cash flows over the same time horizon and with the same underlying level of risk should sell for the same price, irrespective of the seller.  Consequently, if the probability that African countries will default on their debt is equal to zero, in accordance with equation (1), they should borrow at the riskless rate of interest. This means that for any African country k,   ik = if.

If indeed, for African countries the discount rate that applies for the debt valuation model in (2) is the risk-free rate, then the market value of the loan would be higher.  In other words, when borrowing, African countries receive an amount of loan that is lower than they should given their true level of risk and the stream of debt service payments that they promise to make over the life of the loan.  In that case the true economic amount that they owe is inflated.  The over-valuation would be equal to the difference between the value of DK when computed using the actual rate of interest charged to African countries, ik, and the value that obtains when the risk-free rate, if, is the discount rate in equation (2). 

The rationale for claiming that African countries are riskless borrowers can be based on the fact that, over the last half century, there have hardly been cases of outright defaults by African countries and that the high cost on their reputation and the certainty of immediate, concerted and massive reprisals on the part of lenders make it all but certain that no African country would rationally choose default as a policy option.  The opportunity cost of default is even heightened by the existence of alternative debt relief measures that could help achieve the same goal without paying the full penalty attached to default.

The evidence
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Verification of the proposed hypothesis must first satisfy the condition that interest rates applied on loans to African countries are higher than the risk-free rate of interest.  If we consider the Treasury Bonds of the United States Government over a similar maturity of 10 years or more as a benchmark we obtain the following.  For the years 1970, 1980 1990 and 2001, the 10-year U.S. Treasury bonds carried the following interest rates:  7.35%, 11.46%, 8.55% and 5.02%.  The interest rates charged to African countries for their loans in the same years are presented in Table 3.  They are significantly and consistently lower than the U.S. T. Bond rates except for the interest rate charged by private creditors (5.9%) compared 5.02% for the U.S. Government in 2001.  This result is lent additional support by Table 8 where the average interest rates for 20 African countries were lower in 2001 than for the U.S. Government.   

Table 3 also shows that the ratio of interest payment over exports and the ratio of interest payment over Gross National Income are relatively low for African countries.  In fact, interest payment represents one third of the debt service in 2001 compared to one half in 1990.  This seems to point to the reimbursement of principal as the main culprit for the debt service burden of African countries, and not the interest component.

The same comparison of rates could be done with the United Kingdom, France or Japan with similar results.  However the U.S. is a more appropriate comparator because most African countries’ debt is denominated in U.S. Dollars.  The evidence given above seems to indicate that the level of interest rates is not the main cause of the debt burden.  Therefore, hypothesis #1 cannot be validated as a possible rationale that would lead to re-evaluation of Africa’s debt.  This leads to the second factor under the control of international lenders, the volume of debt.

              TABLE 3:  Sub-Saharan Africa Debt indicators and terms 

	Year 
	1970
	1980
	1990
	2001

	Total debt stocks/ Exports of goods and services   (%)
	
	65.7
	208.3
	178.8

	Total debt stocks / Gross national income (%)
	
	23.5
	63.0
	70.9

	Total debt services paid / Exports of goods and services   (%)
	
	7.2
	12.8
	12.4

	Interest payments / Exports of goods and services   (%)
	
	3.8
	6.3
	4.1

	Interest payments / Gross national income (%)
	
	1.4
	1.9
	1.6

	

	Year
	1970
	1980
	1990
	2000

	All creditors

	Interest (%)
	3.7
	7.0
	4.3
	3.2

	Maturity(years)
	23.9
	17.3
	32.6
	24.8

	Grace period (years)
	9.7
	5.1
	6.9
	6.2

	Grant element (%)
	47.5
	21.8
	43.5
	48.7

	Official creditors

	Interest (%)
	2.0
	4.1
	3.5
	0.9

	Maturity(years)
	32.0
	25.1
	37.1
	39.1

	Grace period (years)
	14.3
	6.8
	7.8
	9.6

	Grant element (%)
	67.4
	42.8
	51.2
	77.5

	Private creditors

	Interest (%)
	6.6
	10.0
	8.1
	5.9

	Maturity(years)
	10.2
	9.4
	11.7
	8.1

	Grace period (years)
	1.8
	3.3
	2.8
	2.3

	Grant element (%)
	13.3
	0.2
	7.7
	15.0


Source: Global Development Finance (2002); The World Bank. Pages 46 and 49

Hypothesis 2:  There is an over-supply of loan volume to African countries induced by moral hazard behaviour of international lenders.

The rationale

Although, it can be argued that African countries cannot rationally choose outright default as an option to reduce their debt burden, it remains that they may sometimes face shortages in foreign assets with which to service their debt.  This situation arises from the high variability of their main source of foreign earnings, exports receipts.  Consequently, if risk is measured alternatively as the level of uncertainty surrounding the future level of exports earnings of African countries, the risk level is factored into the debt valuation model portrayed in equation (2) through a higher discount rate (higher risk premium) captured in equation (1), the capacity of African countries to borrow large volumes would be limited.  Therefore, having adequately assessed African countries’ capacity to repay their loans, lenders should limit their credit exposure accordingly.  In other words, African countries should be allowed to borrow less than they have, to take into account their degree of solvency.

However, current international debt and relief mechanisms may give lenders a strong incentive to over-lend to African countries on the expectation that if the African debt cannot be serviced because of its weight, the cost of relief measures that will be undertaken will be borne by other classes of lenders.  The moral hazard arises from the fact that the behaviour of one class of lenders is deliberately aimed at reducing the value of the debt claims of another class of lenders with the resulting wealth transfer effect being detrimental to the latter and beneficial to the former.  If verified, this phenomenon may shed light on the economic wealth transfer mechanism underlying the various debt relief plans and measures that have been implemented over the last 25 years.

While the moral hazard behaviour would take place among different classes of lenders (private, bilateral, multilateral, etc.) it ultimately adversely affects African countries because of the principle of additionality.  If debt relief measures are funded by bilateral and multilateral lenders by a reduction in aid outflows, they amount to actual debt service by African countries with resources that would otherwise serve other development objectives.  In this case, it could be argued that debt relief measures do not really help reduce the debt burden; they freeze its current impact at the expense of African countries long term development prospects.

The evidence
Verification of hypothesis #2 requires empirical evidence that supports a) high variability of African countries exports earnings, b) a high level of debt stock, c) uneven distribution of the cost of debt relief measures among different classes of lenders and d) substitution of debt relief measures for development aid.  While the limited scope of this study does not allow for empirical verification of the substitution argument and the uneven distribution of the cost of debt relief, the other two arguments are discussed below.

Tables 1, 2 and 3 display a situation of high debt burden mainly characterized by a 243% increase in the stock of total debt between 1980 and 2001 and negative net debt transfer of $ 3,077 Million in 2001.   Over the period 1980 to 2001, the ratio of total debt over Gross national income has been multiplied by 3.  It can then be concluded that Africa faces a heavy debt burden.  

Table 4 shows that while the rate of growth of exports earnings is comparable between developed countries and most African countries, the degree of variability of the rate of change is markedly higher for African economies irrespective of the number of years over which the change is measured.  This means that the high uncertainty surrounding the level of future export earnings makes it difficult for African countries to commit to high levels of debt service.  This fact may, in a large measure, explain the frequent episodes of debt reschedulings staged by African countries over the last 20 years.  Hypothesis #2 is given some credence based on the fact that the level of indebtedness of Africa is high and growing and that the variability of African exports earnings warrants a low level of debt.  However, the arguments related to moral hazard and the substitutability of debt relief for development aid cannot be verified for lack of data.

Table 4: Rates of change and variability of exports of selected African countries

in U.S Dollars (million) 1970-2000

	Country
	Exports
	T1
	T3
	T5

	
	Average                 σ
	Average          σ
	Average            σ
	Average             σ

	Algeria
	8,674.7
	4,276.6
	14.5
	35.4
	58.6
	110.9
	98.0
	152.1

	Benin
	167.5
	177.7
	59.8
	274.1
	117.6
	355.5
	205.8
	587.2

	Botswana
	1,040.1
	880.2
	19.6
	27.7
	72.7
	68.1
	140.5
	117.3

	Cameroon
	1,068.3
	549.9
	9.0
	22.1
	35.7
	53.6
	62.0
	79.6

	Chad
	122.6
	70.5
	10.4
	30.4
	32.2
	52.7
	56.3
	65.5

	Côte d’Ivoire
	2,609.3
	1,179.6
	8.8
	19.0
	33.8
	47.6
	60.1
	83.2

	Egypt
	3,844.1
	1,145.0
	7.3
	19.2
	19.5
	36.7
	25.1
	37.8

	Ethiopia
	345.7
	122.2
	7.5
	25.5
	25.2
	51.1
	38.8
	72.1

	Gabon
	1,701.3
	819.7
	13.5
	31.3
	52.0
	96.7
	98.0
	169.7

	Ghana
	1,052.1
	492.8
	16.6
	48.9
	28.2
	48.5
	37.9
	63.0

	Kenya
	1,134.5
	495.9
	7.2
	16.7
	24.9
	34.6
	45.7
	60.7

	Malawi
	279.6
	130.0
	7.9
	18.6
	25.9
	33.8
	46.0
	49.2

	Mali
	241.0
	174.8
	12.4
	25.8
	37.5
	35.5
	72.5
	70.7

	Morocco
	3,247. 3
	2,217.4
	11.6
	25.3
	40.9
	57.3
	61.3
	52.1

	Nigeria
	10, 967.1
	5,427.4
	16.8
	43.2
	51.9
	105.0
	84.4
	163.3

	Senegal
	610.5
	243.8
	8.4
	24.9
	27.9
	50.8
	46.5
	72.4

	Tanzania
	442.5
	144.9
	4.7
	17.7
	12.9
	30.8
	23.6
	45.5

	Tunisia
	2,662.2
	1,879.3
	14.5
	25.9
	54.1
	74.4
	89.9
	92.4

	Uganda
	263.9
	188.8
	46.5
	219.2
	108.3
	255.3
	229.8
	398.4

	Zambia
	1,000.0
	233.3
	3.2
	27.5
	8.2
	44.4
	6.8
	51.9

	

	United States
	315,746.4
	220,790. 5
	10.7
	11.8
	38.2
	33.8
	66.9
	45.0

	Japan
	217,019.4
	147,097.7
	11.9
	12.1
	39.5
	32.0
	72.9
	55.0

	France
	149,093.3
	95,775.7
	10.5
	12.2
	37.0
	35.7
	65.6
	54.3

	United Kingdom
	132,880.6
	85,490.7
	9.8
	10.9
	34.3
	29.6
	63.2
	45.8


Source: IFS September 2003; IMF and author’s calculations

T1: Rate of change over 1 year (%)

T3: Rate of change over 3 years (%)

T5: Rate of change over 5 years (%)

σ: Standard deviation of rate of change

4. Estimation of the sustainable level of Africa’s stock of total debt

Given the method of aggregation of the debt statistics available, the estimation will be conducted for the group of Sub-Saharan countries only.  The estimate will be based on the facts uncovered by verification of hypothesis #2 above, i.e. Africa’s debt stock is too high and needs to be reduced to be sustainable.  It is computed under several assumptions that are inspired by Table 3.  The year 2001 serves as reference.  The base data are as follows:

Total actual debt stock in 2001 for SSA:  $208, 857 Million

Total export earnings for SSA in 2001: $116,810 Million

                 Table 5A:  Estimation of SSA’s sustainable level of total debt

	Set of assumptions 


	            A
	            B
	             C

	Debt Service / Exports

In %
	           7.2
	          5.0
	            3.0

	Debt service amount

In Million Dollars
	       8,410.3
	       5,840.5
	          3,504.3

	Average interest rate

 In %
	            3.2
	           1.0
	            1.0

	Average maturity in years


	            25
	            25
	             25

	Total Debt stock

 In Million Dollars
	        143,230
	          128,630
	            77,175


These calculations underscore the extent to which African countries could benefit from relief resulting from a reduction in the total debt stock.  Depending on the set of assumptions considered to ensure long term sustainability, the stock of debt could be reduced to $143.2 Billion if prevailing conditions in 1980 are the reference.  However, the debt stock could be lowered to $77.2 Billion if sustainability is thought to be achieved with a debt service ratio equal to 3% and an average interest rate of 1%.

TABLE 5B:   Estimation of sustainable total external debt of selected African countries,  (Millions of US $)

	Country
	Exports in 2000 $ Million
	Total external debt 2001


	       A

Estimated debt level
	       B

Estimated debt level
	        C

Estimated debt level
	Rate of Debt reduction 

Under C

in %

	Assumed Debt/Export ratio  in %      
	
	
	      7.2
	      5.0
	      3.0
	

	Assumed average interest rate in %
	
	
	      3.2
	      1.0
	      1.0
	

	Algeria     (96)
	13,220.00
	22,503.0
	16,211.1
	14,557.3
	8,734.4
	61.2

	Benin
	392.39
	1,665.0
	481.2
	432.1
	259.2
	84.4

	Botswana  (98)
	1947.89
	370.0
	N.A
	N.A
	N.A
	N.A

	Cameroon  (99)
	1,600.61
	7,146.0
	1,962.8
	1,762.5
	1,057.5
	85.2

	Chad
	182.87
	1,104.0
	224.2
	201.4
	120.8
	89.1

	Côte d’Ivoire
	3,888.05
	11,582.0
	4,767.8
	4,286.8
	2,568.8
	77.8

	Egypt
	7,061.00
	29,234.0
	8,658.6
	7,775.3
	4,665.2
	84.0

	Ethiopia
	485.69
	5,697.0
	595.6
	534.8
	320.9
	94.4

	Gabon
	2,462.16
	3,409.0
	3,019.2
	2,711.2
	1,626.7
	52.3

	Ghana      (98)
	1,794.67
	6,759.0
	2,200.7
	1,976.2
	1,185.7
	82.5

	Kenya
	1,733.90
	5,833.0
	2126.2
	1909.3
	1145.6
	80.4

	Malawi
	379.24
	2,602.0
	465.0
	417.6
	250.4
	90.4

	Mali
	545.15
	2,890.0
	668.5
	600.3
	360.2
	87.5

	Morocco
	6,961.01
	16,962.0
	8536.0
	7665.2
	4599.1
	72.9

	Nigeria
	20,975.00
	31,119.0
	25720.8
	23096.8
	13858.1
	55.9

	Senegal
	919.83
	3,461.0
	1127.9
	1012.9
	607.7
	82.4

	Tanzania
	663.24
	6,676.0
	813.3
	730.3
	438.2
	93.4

	Tunisia
	5,850.15
	10,884.0
	7173.9
	6441.9
	3865.2
	64.5

	Uganda
	460.31
	3,733.0
	564.4
	506.9
	304.1
	91.9

	Zambia    (97)
	915.19
	5,671.0
	1122.3
	1007.8
	604.7
	89.3


NB : 
- Assumed average maturity : 25 years

· The debt of Botswana is too low compared to its exports to qualify it for debt reduction, based on the approach used. .

Source: Author’s calculations.

Table 5B gives estimations for selected African countries of the level of sustainable level of total debt stock under different sets of assumptions.  The results also give the percentage of debt reduction under the most cautious scenario.  They show that the poorest countries would benefit the most and the countries that are able to contract non-concessional debt would benefit the least.  The funds that would be freed-up from debt reduction based on these calculations would, in the absence of substitution of debt relief for development aid, play a big role in financing Africa’s development for decades to come.

Conclusion

The study has sought to identify and examine possible motives for the re-evaluation of Africa’s debt, in view of the burden it exerts on the continent’s development efforts.  The conceptual rationales that are proposed are consistent with neo-classical economics and focus on the possibility that market imperfections could cause mis-pricing of African debt claims.  The valuation model has helped to pinpoint channels through which Africa’s debt could be improperly valued.  The investigative tools utilized in this preliminary study have not uncovered market imperfections that could affect the pricing of Africa’s debt.  As a result, there seems to be no basis for re-evaluating the debt on the grounds of imperfectly functioning debt markets. The empirical evidence has shown that the interest rates charged on Africa’s debt are low and cannot be considered to be the main reason for the heavy debt service burden.  In fact African countries pay a lower interest rate than the U.S. Government on long term debt.

However, the size of the debt is found to be very large and growing at a time when net debt flows are negative for the continent.  Furthermore, the high variability of African countries’ export earnings limits their capacity to service large amounts of debt, which may explain their frequent instances of rescheduling.  The study has examined the possibility that current debt relief initiatives may not be very helpful for Africa and that some lenders may engage in moral hazard conduct for which African countries ultimately pay the price.  However, the hypothesis could not be tested for lack of data.  Finally, the level of sustainable debt for Africa has been estimated under different sets of assumptions.  Results indicate that, to ensure long term sustainability, the total debt stock of Africa would have to be reduced to $143.2 Billion if 1980 serves as a reference, but could go as low as $77.2 Billion under more prudent conditions.

TABLE 6:   Total external debt of selected African countries

(Millions of US $)

	Country
	Total external debt 1980


	Total external debt 2001



	Algeria
	19,365.0
	22,503.0

	Benin
	424.0
	1,665.0

	Botswana
	147.0
	370.0

	Cameroon
	2,588.0
	7,146.0

	Chad
	284.0
	1,104.0

	Côte d’Ivoire
	7,462.0
	11,582.0

	Egypt
	19,131.0
	29,234.0

	Ethiopia
	824.0
	5,697.0

	Gabon
	1,514.0
	3,409.0

	Ghana
	1,402.0
	6,759.0

	Kenya
	3,387.0
	5,833.0

	Malawi
	830.0
	2,602.0

	Mali
	727.0
	2,890.0

	Morocco
	9,259.0
	16,962.0

	Nigeria
	8,921.0
	31,119.0

	Senegal
	1,473.0
	3,461.0

	Tanzania
	5,324.0
	6,676.0

	Tunisia
	3,527.0
	10,884.0

	Uganda
	687.0
	3,733.0

	Zambia
	3,244.0
	5,671.0


      Source: African Development Indicators 2003; the World Bank. Page 174

TABLE 7:   Structure of external debt of selected African countries

(Millions of US $)

	Country
	Bilateral
	Multilateral
	Private
	Short-term
	IMF



	
	Concessional

1980          2001
	Non Concessional

1980        2001
	Concessional

  1980        2001
	Non Concessional

1980     2001
	1980           2001
	1980         2001
	1980      2001

	Algeria
	1,255.0
	2,288.0
	1,956.0
	9,863.0
	14.0
	410.0
	270.0
	3,512.0
	13, 545.0
	4,713.0
	2,325.0
	199.0
	0.0
	1,518.0

	Benin
	82.0
	437.0
	31.0
	75.0
	84.0
	971.0
	20.0
	18.0
	118.0
	3.0
	73.0
	85.0
	16.0
	77.0

	Botswana
	28.0
	77.0
	23.0
	2.0
	32.0
	164.0
	53.0
	87.0
	8.0
	19.0
	4.0
	21.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Cameroon
	663.0
	2,901.0
	142.0
	1,531.0
	210.0
	949.0
	222.0
	410.0
	1,014.0
	155.0
	278.0
	956.0
	59.0
	244.0

	Chad
	97.0
	87.0
	34.0
	50.0
	75.0
	808.0
	0.0
	33.0
	54.0
	14.0
	12.0
	23.0
	14.0
	89.0

	Côte d’Ivoire
	369.0
	2,257.0
	355
	1,195.0
	69.0
	1,622.0
	454.0
	1,124.0
	5,091.0
	3,764.0
	1,059.0
	1,155.0
	65.0
	464.0

	Egypt
	6,231.0
	17,780.0
	3,767.0
	1,788.0
	1,885.0
	2,194.0
	741.0
	1,487.0
	2,070.0
	2,612.0
	4,027.0
	3,373.0
	411.0
	0.0

	Ethiopia
	281.0
	2,132.0
	18.0
	202.0
	282.0
	2,925.0
	58.0
	174.0
	49.0
	100.0
	57.0
	60.0
	79.0
	106.0

	Gabon
	103.0
	1,256.0
	173.0
	1,308.0
	10.0
	26.0
	30.0
	357.0
	955.0
	84.0
	228.0
	304.0
	15.0
	75.0

	Ghana
	636.0
	1,058.0
	119.0
	329.0
	139.0
	3,599.0
	140.0
	125.0
	131.0
	811.0
	131.0
	555.0
	105.0
	284.0

	Kenya
	414.0
	1,351.0
	159.0
	389.0
	270.0
	2,599.0
	364.0
	159.0
	1,286.0
	542.0
	640.0
	695.0
	254.0
	99.0

	Malawi
	111.0
	405.0
	112.0
	7.0
	147.0
	2,001.0
	72.0
	60.0
	192.0
	10.0
	116.0
	46.0
	80.0
	73.0

	Mali
	451.0
	950.0
	6.0
	146.0
	163.0
	1,506.0
	9.0
	15.0
	36.0
	0.0
	24.0
	103.0
	39.0
	171.0

	Morocco
	2,638.0
	4,295.0
	158.0
	1,345.0
	79.0
	988.0
	644.0
	4,509.0
	4,505.0
	5,580.0
	778.0
	247.0
	457.0
	0.0

	Nigeria
	401.0
	601.0
	21.0
	22,452.0
	38.0
	738.0
	533.0
	2,140.0
	4,376.0
	3,466.0
	3,553.0
	1,723.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Senegal
	221.0
	846.0
	169.0
	201.0
	179.0
	1,775.0
	84.0
	130.0
	461.0
	61.0
	219.0
	201.0
	140.0
	248.0

	Tanzania
	2,388.0
	2,061.0
	89.0
	377.0
	305.0
	3,199.0
	259.0
	35.0
	341.0
	110.0
	1,771.0
	554.0
	171.0
	341.0

	Tunisia
	1,311.0
	2,070.0
	218.0
	460.0
	75.0
	525.0
	357.0
	3,073.0
	1,429.0
	4,075.0
	136.0
	682.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Uganda
	191.0
	282.0
	21.0
	167.0
	63.0
	2,763.0
	16.0
	58.0
	244.0
	37.0
	63.0
	152.0
	89.0
	275.0

	Zambia
	778.0
	1,259.0
	314.0
	670.0
	19.0
	2,298.0
	374.0
	137.0
	726.0
	149.0
	586.0
	175.0
	447.0
	982.0


Source: African Development Indicators 2003; The World Bank. Page 174

TABLE 8: Terms of long term external financing of selected African countries (2001)

	Country
	Interest 

(%)
	Grace period (years)
	Maturity

(years)
	Grant element (%)

	Algeria
	4.2
	4.9
	18.6
	36.5

	Benin
	0.9
	13.2
	38.3
	77.7

	Botswana
	0.0
	20.4
	29.0
	90.2

	Cameroon
	1.8
	10.3
	31.3
	65.3

	Chad
	0.8
	11.2
	40.7
	81.2

	Côte d’Ivoire
	
	
	
	

	Egypt
	0.8
	10.3
	49.8
	83.2

	Ethiopia
	0.8
	11.7
	40.9
	80.8

	Gabon
	4.4
	5.3
	19.8
	36.6

	Ghana
	0.8
	11.9
	41.1
	81.3

	Kenya
	0.6
	10.2
	36.6
	80.5

	Malawi
	0.8
	11.7
	41.2
	81.6

	Mali
	0.9
	10.0
	36.4
	76.4

	Morocco
	3.5
	6.4
	23.1
	45.8

	Nigeria
	0.8
	11.3
	38.8
	80.4

	Senegal
	1.2
	7.7
	31.5
	69.3

	Tanzania
	0.7
	9.9
	38.7
	79.5

	Tunisia
	3.6
	3.0
	20.8
	39.0

	Uganda
	0.8
	11.6
	41.1
	81.3

	Zambia
	0.9
	15.1
	43.2
	81.4


     Source: African Development Indicators 2003; the World Bank. Page 177

TABLE 9: External debt and debt service ratios of selected African countries 2001

	Country
	Debt-Gross Domestic Product Ratio
	Total external debt per capita (US $)
	Debt –Export Ratio
	Present Value of Debt–Export Ratio
	Debt  Service –Export Ratio(Ex post)

	
	Concessional


	Non Concessional


	
	Concessional


	Non Concessional


	
	

	Algeria
	5.0
	24.0
	730.0
	11.0
	84.0
	92.0
	19.0

	Benin
	59.0
	4.0
	259.0
	310.0
	57.0
	185.0
	14.0

	Botswana
	5.0
	2.0
	218.0
	8.0
	4.0
	10.0
	2.0

	Cameroon
	45.0
	23.0
	470.0
	141.0
	121.0
	181.0
	8.0

	Chad
	56.0
	5.0
	139.0
	342.0
	80.0
	240.0
	11.0

	Côte d’Ivoire
	37.0
	22.0
	706.0
	94.0
	186.0
	258.0
	15.0

	Egypt
	20.0
	3.0
	449.0
	92.0
	43.0
	115.0
	9.0

	Ethiopia
	81.0
	6.0
	87.0
	522.0
	66.0
	301.0
	19.0

	Gabon
	30.0
	38.0
	2,704.0
	40.0
	67.0
	105.0
	6.0

	Ghana
	88.0
	9.0
	343.0
	189.0
	85.0
	160.0
	13.0

	Kenya
	35.0
	5.0
	190.0
	131.0
	63.0
	147.0
	15.0

	Malawi
	138.0
	4.0
	247.0
	495.0
	40.0
	306.0
	14.0

	Mali
	106.0
	7.0
	261.0
	270.0
	48.0
	155.0
	11.0

	Morocco
	15.0
	17.0
	582.0
	41.0
	90.0
	113.0
	20.0

	Nigeria
	3.0
	60.0
	240.0
	7.0
	149.0
	155.0
	13.0

	Senegal
	57.0
	7.0
	354.0
	161.0
	52.0
	148.0
	15.0

	Tanzania
	56.0
	4.0
	194.0
	345.0
	93.0
	88.0
	14.0

	Tunisia
	13.0
	18.0
	1,125.0
	26.0
	84.0
	110.0
	14.0

	Uganda
	54.0
	4.0
	164.0
	429.0
	97.0
	162.0
	15.0

	Zambia
	98.0
	22.0
	551.0
	331.0
	196.0
	375.0
	31.0


Source: African Development Indicators 2003; the World Bank. Page 178
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