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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

 The Impact of Public Debt on Economic Growth in Africa 

Government activities, like that of any formal 

institutional set up, attract costs. These costs have to be 

financed through the income of such an institution. For a 

government, this income or revenue is derived, mostly, from 

taxation (which includes seigniorage) of its; people, private 

enterprises, public enterprises and in some cases revenue 
earned through dividends from governments’ own business 

enterprises. Taxation and these other means of raising 

revenue, however, may not always generate enough income 

to finance all of a government’s activities when this revenue 

is required. This leads to a gap or deficit between 

governments’ revenues and expenditures. To finance this 

deficit governments often resort to other means of raising 

revenue. These may include; borrowing, either internally or 

externally. This borrowing leads to public debt. In this paper, 

we test the effect of this public debt on the growth rate of 

economies of countries using data from Africa. 
 

The purpose of this testing and, therefore, of this paper 

is to investigate how public debt affects economic growth. 

 

 Theoretical Framework 

 

 The Classical School of Thought on Public Debt 

Classical economists as pioneered by Adam Smith  

argue that economies are largely self-regulating systems, 

governed by natural laws of production and exchange (Smith, 

1776). Their main argument is that governments should not 

run deficits. The accumulation of debt is considered as 
“pernicious” for nations. They frown upon the subject of 

interest payment on public debt, which Adam Smith said is 

like “the right hand which pays the left hand” (Wagner R. E., 

2004). 

 

We note such sentiments from other Classical 

economists like Ricardo (1817), Mill (1848) and recently 

from Bilan (2016) and Tsoulfidis (2007). 

 

 The Keynesian School of Thought on Public Debt 

Keynesians argue that public debt is not harmful and, in 
fact, it should be encouraged. Keynesians believe that active 

involvement of government in economic activity through 

government revenue and expenditure activity leads to 

multiplier effects and corrects market imperfections. These 

multiplier effects lead to more economic activity and, 

therefore, to higher levels of income in an economy. If raising 

of government revenue necessitates public debt then public 

debt is good for economic activity and will lead to higher 

incomes (Keynes, 1936). 

 

Such likes of Keynes’ main argument is found in the 
works of Hansen (1887), Lerner (1943), Samuelson (1958), 

Hicks (1972), Saed and Ghazala, (2011) and Blinder, (2020). 

 

 The Neo Classical School of Thought 

The neo-classical economists disapprove of the state’s 

active involvement in economic activity. They dispute public 

debt to be an active driver of economic growth. These were 

the views of Milton Friedman who argued that, “a primary 

excuse for the expansion of government activity has been the 

supposed necessity for government spending to eliminate 

unemployment”. He said this was a mere attempt to increase 

public expenditures which, however, did not give the results 
claimed by Keynesians. He said Keynesians, further, 

attempted to justify increasing government expenditure, and 
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hence, increased government participation in the economy by 

arguing that the injection of more money by public authorities 
would not last but that it was only a phase to pass after full 

employment was achieved. He said the excuse given by 

Keynesians that temporary expenditure would set the 

economy going and the government could eventually then 

step out of the picture did not work to reduce instability in the 

economy nor did it manage to grow the economy (Friedman, 

1962). 

 

In line with this thinking were arguments by; Barro, 

(1979), Buiter & Tobin (1979) and Stiglitz (1983). 

 
Our next section reviews public debt in Africa and its 

impact on economic growth. 

 

 Background 

Africa’s economic growth has, generally, lagged behind 
the rest of the World. Figure 1 below gives us this illustration.  

It shows countries in the World segmented by their Gross 

National Income (GNI) per capita in 2018. A country’s GNI 

per capita indicates a country’s economic strengths and 

needs, as well as the general standard of living enjoyed by the 

average citizen of that country (Rogers & Wolford, 2020). 

 

The picture below illustrates Africa as a region with the 

lowest GNI per capita. It indicates that Africa is the poorest 

region in the World. In the diagram, the African region’s 

highest per capita income is only between US $5,000.00 and 
US $7,500.00 whilst the World’s highest per capita income 

level is in excess of US $50,000.00. The African region has 

the lowest income of less than US $1,000.00. 

 

 
Fig 1 Picture of Gross National Income (GNI) Per Capita for African Countries Versus the Rest of the World 

Source: Wikipedia: Countries by nominal GNI Per Capita According to Atlas Method (2016) Africa is Indicated, Above, as the 
Poorest Region in the World with the Lowest GNI Per Capita. 

 

In order to try and change this picture, African 

countries’ governments have tried putting up an assortment 

of economic policies meant to spur their investment levels 

with the hope of improving economic growth. To do this, 

countries have to have a lot of savings. However, the majority 

of the countries in Africa have very low savings levels. This 

means low investment levels and hence low economic 

activities leading to low income levels which, in turn, 

translate into low economic growth. 
 

In an effort to break Africa’s vicious cycle of poverty 

African governments are left to look for development 

resources outside their budgets. This has included borrowing 

from those who have excess savings. 

 

Of a total number of 51 countries surveyed in Africa 

(Appendix 1) 26 countries had Public Debt to GDP ratio of 

more than 50%, 11 had a ratio of less than 25%. What is 

interesting is that there seems to be a heavy reliance on public 

debt for financing budgets in Africa, with no recourse to try 

and expand capacity for internal revenue generation. Even in 
the face of today’s pandemic crisis of the Corona Virus 

(COVID-19) African countries are becoming heavily reliant 

on outside borrowing instead of building up sustainable 
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revenue sources for their economies and are not building up 

resilience against such external and internal shocks. 
 

Public debt management as is the case with 

management of the whole economy, is of great essence. 

Management of public debt impinges on the equitable 

distribution of the wealth of a nation. In the following section, 

(2.0), we firstly highlight the literature that is associated with 

the investigation of the effect of public debt on economic 

growth in general. We then look at the literature, in section 

2.4, that discusses effects of public debt on economic growth 

in Africa. 

 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 Pessimists on the Impact of Public Debt on Economic 

Growth 

This group of economists have always argued that 

public debt is detrimental to economic growth. Writing in 

2010, Kumar and Woo analyzed a panel of advanced and 

emerging economies between 1970 and 2007. They found an 

inverse relationship between public debt and economic 

growth. They said, “a key issue relates to the extent to which 

large public debts are likely to have adverse effects on capital 

accumulation, as well as productivity, and reduce economic 
growth”. They outlined that, “this can occur through a variety 

of distortionary taxation, high inflation, greater uncertainty 

and vulnerability to crises” (Kumar & Woo, 2010). 

 

The above argument gets support from a study by 

Reinhart and Rogoff in 2010. These two studied historical 

data sets on central government debt and current data on 

external public debt. They searched for a systematic 

relationship between public debt levels, economic growth and 

inflation in forty four countries spanning up to two hundred 

years of data on central government debt, inflation and 
growth. They explained that whereas the link between 

economic growth and public debt seemed relatively weak at 

“normal” public debt levels, median growth rates for 

countries with public debt over 90% of GDP were roughly 

1% lower. They concluded that high levels of public debt are 

associated with lower economic growth outcomes (Reinhart 

& Rogoff, 2010). 

 

Further support for the above argument came from 

Checherita-Westphal and Rother in 2011. Their analysis 

found evidence for a nonlinear impact of public debt on per 
capita GDP growth rate. This was done across twelve Euro 

area countries over a long period of time starting in 1970. 

They found that, government budget deficits were linearly 

and negatively associated with the growth rate of both real 

and potential output. They concluded that, “while the 

economic growth rate is likely to have a linear negative 

impact on the public debt to GDP ratio, (a decline in the 

economic growth rate is to be, ceteris paribus, always 

associated with an increase in public debt to GDP ratio) high 

levels of public debt are likely to be deleterious for growth, 

potentially, after a certain threshold has been reached” 

(Checherita-Westphal & Rother, 2011). 
 

Similar findings were made by Egert who put the 

Reinhart-Rogoff data set to a formal econometric testing. 
Using nonlinear threshold models, Egert claimed to have 

confirmed the negative effect of public debt on economic 

growth. Egert went on to demonstrate that when nonlinearity 

is detected, the negative nonlinear effect kicks in at much 

lower levels of public debt, between 20 per cent and 60 per 

cent. Egert identified three main channels through which 

public debt is likely to hamper long term economic growth. 

(1) The tax hikes which are required to service increasing 

public debt. This crowds out the private sector investment as 

it reduces disposable income and savings, raises the 

distortionary costs of taxation, and is more likely to result in 
non-neutral tax treatment within and across asset classes, thus 

amplifying distortions. (2) Increased public debt in form of 

long term sovereign yields which will be pushed up in a 

nonlinear fashion as the likelihood of default increases. These 

high long term yields then crowd out the productive public 

investment and, more pertinently, reduce private sector 

investment through an increase in the cost of capital. (3) 

Public authorities (especially in countries with weak 

institutions) could decide to inflate away the public debt. The 

resulting high inflation has a notoriously detrimental effect 

on economic growth (Egert, 2013). 

 
Similarly, Panizza and Presbitero (2013) reviewed and 

presented their “evidence” as suggesting that the public debt, 

economic growth link is more complex than commonly 

thought”. They say that there is evidence of public debt being 

negatively correlated with economic growth. Their main 

contention, however, is on the strength of a case to be made 

by any study yet to be published showing a causality 

relationship going from public debt to economic growth. The 

link between public debt and economic growth could be 

driven by the fact that it is low economic growth that leads to 

high levels of public debt, they say. Alternatively, they say, 
the observed correlation between public debt and economic 

growth could be due to a third factor that has a joint effect on 

these two variables. However, Panizza and Presbitero admit 

that their findings should not be interpreted as suggesting that 

public debt accumulation is not a relevant policy issue or that 

high public debt levels are not a problem in general. They 

agree that an assessment of the complex relationship between 

public debt and economic growth requires a lot of research 

(Panizza & Presbitero, 2013). 

 

In 2015 Tourinho and Sangoi also tested the hypothesis 
of the negative relationship between public debt and 

economic growth. They used an empirical model based on the 

neo classical growth model using data on a panel of 86 

countries over the period 1983 to 2013. Their finding was that 

increases in public debt reduce the rate of economic growth 

(Tourinho & Sangoi, 2015). 

 

The above was re-emphasized by Gómez-Puig & 

Sosvilla-Rivero in 2017. They used annual data from both 

central and peripheral countries of the European Area for the 

1961-2013 period. They estimated a production function 

augmented with a public debt stock term by applying the 
Autoregressive Distributed Lag bounds testing approach. 

Their results supported the view that public debt always has 
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a negative impact on the long run economic growth 

performance of European area member states, (Gómez-Puig 
& Sosvilla-Rivero, 2017). 

 

In a study by Mousa & Shawawresh (2017) of Jordan 

between 2000 and 2015 the ordinary least squares regression 

model was employed to capture the impact of public debt on 

economic growth. Their results indicated that there is a 

negative impact of public debt, especially the external public 

debt, on economic growth (Mousa & Shawawreh, 2017). 

 

Later, Trenovski & Mijovic-Spanova (2018) studied the 

European experience and found adverse effects of public debt 
on economic growth, monetary stability and public finance. 

Their argument is that though the 2008 global economic crisis 

highlighted the importance of fiscal intervention, the drastic 

worsening of many nations’ fiscal health and the European 

public debt crisis proved that fiscal sustainability problems 

are not typical only of developing countries. They said such 

problems are also real for developed countries with growing 

public debt, stagnant economic growth, unfavorable 

demographic trends and liabilities passed on from the 

financial sector (Trevnoski & Mijovic-Spanova, 2018). 

 

Other works that have examined the relationship 
between public debt and economic growth include one done 

in 2019 by Dombi and Dedak who quantified the crowding 

out effect of public debt and the related loss in long-run 

output. They also concluded, among other things, that public 

debt reduces long-run output (Dombi & Dedák, 2019). 

 

 Optimists on the Impact of Public Debt on Economic 

Growth 

Amongst the writers contending that public debt 

positively affects economic growth are Agnello and Sousa 

(2011). These two attributed the positive effect of Public Debt 
to its potential effects on asset markets. This comes, they 

contend, when there is a prompt response from an 

expansionary monetary policy and a large fiscal stimulus 

which act as ingredients of the attempt to grow or recover 

economic activity through significant fiscal multiplier 

effects. They say this gives rise to the importance of the 

implementation of fiscal stimulus packages (Agnello and 

Sousa, 2011). 

 

The above argument is in tandem with the thinking of 

Rosoiu who in 2019 analyzed the impact of public debt on 
economic growth in Romania over the period 1995-2020. 

Rosoiu stated that public debt has a significant effect on 

capital accumulation, economic growth, unemployment and 

stability. Rosoiu uses an unrestricted Vector Auto Regression 

model to investigate the effect of public debt on economic 

growth. With this model, Rosoiu wrote, economic growth 

was stimulated by the public debt. However, Rosoiu was 

careful and quick to warn that an uncontrolled increase in 

public debt will negatively impact the economy. Rosoiu 

guided that it is important for the government to only borrow 

funds for exceptional situations and allocate them efficiently 

with a focus on capital expenses (Rosoiu, 2019). 
 

 

Other studies that argue that public debt has positive 

effects on economic growth include that of Teliti and Kotori 
who in 2017 contended that, “put together, the level of public 

debt affects precisely these parameters specifically: the level 

of public and private investment, the level of employment, 

the level of consumption in an economy and the level of 

production affecting the level of imports and exports”. They 

said that the public debt level impact analysis at the level of 

the Gross Domestic Product is to be measured by the 

Keynesian public debt multipliers. They firstly state that, “a 

government cash flow into public investment is expected to 

trigger an increase in private investment in a multiplied 

chain”. They point out that this logic is the main argument for 
expectations for increased investment, employment, output 

and the economy, as a whole, driven by additional investment 

flows. 

 

They say it would be beneficial to increase consumption 

by reducing savings through setting a savings tax in order to 

encourage people to consume more and more”. This works as 

follows: if the add-on to public investment is financed 

through increased taxes then we have to consider the fact that 

some of the money is withdrawn from the economy, causing 

a multiplier effect of falling spending and investment in the 

economy. Likewise, domestic public debt financing has the 
same effect by increasing competition for private investment. 

“Only the increase of external public debt investment gives 

the full effect of the current level of investments and 

expenditures of economic operators in the country”, they state 

(Teliti & Kotorri, 2017). 

 

 The Mixed Effect of Public Debt on Economic Growth 

Writing on public debt in 1961, Franco Modigliani said 

effects of public debt on economic growth are of a mixed 

nature. This depended, he said, on how the public debt is 

utilized. Modigliani summarizes the effect of public debt on 
economic growth as: (1) Government increase of purchase of 

goods and services, which leads to an increase of the (real) 

national debt, whether internal or external, is generally 

advantageous to those present at the time of the increase (or 

to some subset thereof). (2) Such an increase will generally 

place a “gross burden” on those living beyond that time 

through a reduction in the aggregate stock of private capital, 

which as long as the (net) marginal productivity of capital is 

positive, will in turn cause a reduction in the flow of goods 

and services. Furthermore, this loss (as well as the gain under 

(1) above) will tend to occur even when lack of effective 
private demand would prevent the maintenance of full 

employment in the absence of the deficit. (3) These 

conclusions hold in reverse in the case of a reduction in the 

real national debt. (4) If the rate of interest at which the 

Government borrows can be taken as a good approximation 

to the marginal productivity of private capital, then gross 

burden (or gain) to “future generations” referred to under (2) 

and (3) above can be measured by the interest charges on the 

national debt. (5) The gross burden may be offset in part or in 

total, or may be even more than offset, in so far as the increase 

in the public debt is accompanied by government expenditure 

which contributes to the real income of future generations, 
e.g. productive capital formation (Modigliani, 1961). 
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Our study follows up this line of thought by Modigliani 

when we review works by Buiter and Tobin. These two stated 
that, “The evidence is that tax and debt finance of government 

expenditure are not equivalent in their effects on private 

saving and consumption”. They looked at the effect of public 

debt on economic growth and argued that public debt issue 

does absorb private saving. They said that this is why it is 

more of a stimulus to the economy in the short run than tax 

finance, and why it may diminish private capital formation in 

the long run” hence giving a position of a mixed effect of 

public debt (Buiter & Tobin, 1979). 

 

A mixed effect of public debt on economic growth is 
also illustrated by Pattillo et.al (2002) when they assessed the 

nonlinear impact of external public debt on growth using a 

large panel data set of 93 developing countries over 1969-98. 

They discovered that, “A lower public debt level has the 

propensity to have a positive effect on growth levels”. They 

then went on to emphasize the contrast to this and concluded 

that, “however, the adverse can be accounted for, in the case 

of high public debt level record of above a particular 

threshold”. They say that, “an additional debt will only result 

in the birthing of a rather negative impact on economic 

growth” (Pattillo, Poirson, & Ricci, 2002). 

 
Other writers who have argued for a mixed effect of 

public debt on economic growth include Abbas and 

Christensen who stated that, “moderate levels of non-

inflationary domestic debt exert a positive overall impact on 

economic growth”. They argue that compared to other forms 

of budgetary finance, market based domestic borrowing 

contributes more to macroeconomic stability, low inflation 

and reduced vulnerability to external real and domestic 

monetary shocks, domestic savings generation and private 

investment. This, seems to be supported by the experience of 

fast growing Emerging Markets such as China, India and 
Chile, which have maintained relatively low external 

indebtedness and avoided major financial or fiscal crises. 

However, Abbas and Christensen go on to outline a contrary 

view that, “there is some evidence that, above a ratio of 35% 

of bank deposits domestic public debt begins to undermine 

growth, lending credence to traditional crowding out and 

bank efficiency concerns”. They base this assertion on their 

observation that given shallow financial markets, financial 

repression propensities, and poor debt management capacity, 

in many low income countries and say, “many observers 

believe that domestic public debt expansion will have 
significant negative implications for private investment, 

fiscal sustainability and, ultimately, economic growth and 

poverty reduction”. In addition, given that most low income 

countries have access to cheap external finance, governments 

in poor countries are advised to avoid expensive domestic 

borrowing. In other words, low domestic public debt issuance 

is considered beneficial for economic development (Abbas & 

Christensen, 2007). 

 

The above position gets a somewhat ‘mirrored view’ 

from Bouthevilain et.al. (2011), who hold the view of a mixed 

effect of public debt on economic growth. Bouthevilain et.al 
say that links between public debt and economic growth may 

not be linear. They say that for a given level of public debt, 

several levels of economic growth can be achieved. They 

attribute the outcome to private sector expectations. They say 
that in the case where public debt is considered sustainable, 

short-term Keynesian effects (an increase in consumption) 

results in a positive impact on economic growth. In a case 

where private sector expectations are that the public debt is 

not going to be sustainable, long term non-Keynesian effects 

(an increase in savings) influence the outcome as there will 

be expectations of an increase in taxes to finance the public 

debt and, therefore, some kind of “Ricardian Equivalence” 

outcome is that case (Bouthevillain, Dufrénot, & Jaillet, 

2011). 

 
A discussion by Çifligu in 2018 pondered the following 

questions: 1) Does a high public debt negatively affect 

economic growth? 2) Does a low economic growth level 

boost public debt growth? 3) What are the factors that 

influence the performance of these indicators and 

transmission mechanisms from one to another? Looking at 

the Albanian economy Çifligu said this economy managed to 

maintain a positive economic growth, though its public debt 

remained too high and worrying. The position of this work 

was that a short term public debt means high risk of fiscal 

financing and in the medium term growth may lower private 

sector lending and economic growth. A sustainable economic 
growth, Çifligu notes, is very important for every economy as 

it is the growth of production. Public debt should be kept 

below 60% of GDP (the level seen as maximum allowable in 

the European Union), Çifligu says. Theoretically, Çifligu 

goes on to say, public debt can only be owed when a country 

has a lack of liquidity and in cases when it faces major 

difficulties that would have serious consequences for the 

domestic economy and public debt remains the only option 

when other measures have failed (Çifligu, 2018). 

 

 Evidence from Africa 
Our review of writings on African economies included 

one by Kwasi Fosu (1996) who said, “both public debt 

outstanding and public debt service may be burdensome and 

deleterious to economic growth even if they do not affect 

investment levels”. He pointed out that such an impact is 

channeled “directly” via the deterioration of (capital) 

productivity associated with high public debt. Regardless of 

the public debt burden measure used, Fosu says, the results 

are in concert with what he calls the Direct Effect of Debt 

Hypothesis. This suggests that public debt negatively 

influences GDP growth via a reduction in the marginal 
productivity of capital (Fosu, 1966). 

 

Further evidence on Africa was given by José et.al. 

They looked at 52 African countries and analyzed the 

implications of public debt on economic growth and inflation 

between 1950 and 2012. They state that, “the high levels of 

public debt are reflected in reduced rates of economic growth 

and rising levels of inflation” (José, Alexandra, & Tiago, 

2014). 

 

Anning et.al in 2016 also looked at the impact of public 

debt on the economic growth of Ghana in 2016. They 
investigated this impact by testing three related models at the 

domestic and external levels including the growth of the 
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Ghanaian economy. Their research revealed that there is a 

negative relationship between public debt and economic 
growth in Ghana (Anning, Ofori, & Affum, 2016). 

 

The United Nations Conference on Trade and 

Development (UNCTAD) Report of 2016 examined key 

policy issues underlying Africa’s public debt. The view of 

this report was that increased domestic public debt 

accumulation by African countries might crowd out private 

sector investments, given their shallow financial markets and 

low levels of domestic savings. Borrowing in the domestic 

markets in Africa, the report says, is often perceived as being 

inconsistent with the prospects of achieving and preserving 
public debt sustainability. Further, financial liberalization and 

related reforms adopted since the mid 1980s have resulted in 

increased domestic real interest rates. As a result there are 

concerns that domestic borrowing may induce elements of 

macroeconomic instability in African economies and that the 

high interest burden may absorb a significant portion of 

government revenues, crowding out pro poor and growth 

enhancing spending (UNCTAD, 2016). 

 

In 2018 Lartey et.al seemed to pick up from the 

UNCTAD Report when they underscored the importance of 

public debt to be at levels deemed sustainable and closely in 
line with government’s fiscal and monetary policies. Using 

secondary data from 50 African countries from 1980 to 2015, 

they assessed the impact of public debt on economic growth. 

Their study revealed that public debts in African countries are 

generally high and are at unsustainable levels. In their 

findings, Lartey et.al, state that, “The regression results and 

correlation analysis show that public debt had a negative 

association with economic growth in Africa” (Lartey, Musah, 

Okyere, & Yusif, 2018). 

 

In 2019, Saungweme and Odhiambo examined the 
impact of public debt on economic growth in Zambia for the 

period 1970 to 2017. They revealed that aggregate public debt 

has a positive impact on economic growth in Zambia. Their 

results, further, show that the relative impact of public debt 

on economic growth in Zambia is dependent on the type of 

public debt under consideration. Domestic public debt turned 

out to have a negative impact on economic growth, while its 

foreign counterpart had a positive impact, and the 

relationships apply both in the short run and in the long run 

(Saungweme & Odhiambo, 2019). 

 
Siméon Kofi also explored the impact of public debt on 

economic growth in Sub-Saharan African countries over the 

period 1960 to 2015. He says, “the results strongly suggest 

the presence of a nonlinear and sufficient relationship 

between public debt and economic growth”. He finds a 

threshold beyond which the effect of public debt on economic 

growth becomes negative. This threshold is evaluated at 

about 36.18 per cent ratio of debt to GDP with its confidence 

interval associated (13.59). He says public debt boosts 

economic growth when its level is less than this turning point. 

Above this threshold, he says, an increase in public debt 

would lower the economic growth (Kofi, 2019). 
 

III. RESEARCH DESIGN 

AND METHODOLOGY 
 

 The Model 

In this section of our study, we seek to test the null 

hypothesis, Ho: that, “Public debt is not related to economic 

growth, or: 𝛽 = 0 against an alternative hypothesis Ha: that, 

“Public debt is in fact related to economic growth” or: 𝛽 ≠
0. This is the relationship that shall form the test that will help 

us in finding out whether the regression slope in the ensuing 

equation will be 0. It is the t-test for the regression slope. In 
relation to this, the question of whether public debt does 

affect and whether it is also affected by other macroeconomic 

indicators (including the value of the past GDP) that may 

affect economic growth was asked. Our study selected these 

macroeconomic indicators as; the investment and the savings 

rates. This then makes us construct the equation as stated 

below: 

 

𝑌𝑡 = 𝛽0 + ∑ 𝛽1𝑖
𝓀
𝒾=1 𝑌𝑡−1 + ∑ 𝛽2𝑖

𝓀
𝒾=1 𝒟𝑡−1 + ∑ 𝛽3𝑖

𝓀
𝒾=1 Ι𝑡−1 +

∑ 𝛽4𝑖
𝓀
𝒾=1 𝑆𝑡−1 + ϵ1𝑡                                                 (1) 

 

Here: Y = Real GDP, Y(t-1) = GDP, 𝒟 = Public Debt, I = 

Investment, S = Savings 
 

The outcome of such a measurement would indicate 

whether public debt affects economic growth. 

 

 Data 

We intended and tried to collect data on the Public Debt, 

the Gross Domestic Product, Investment and savings from all 

African countries as compiled and published by the IMF in 

their World Economic and Financial Surveys as published in 

the Regional Economic Outlook of April 2021. We realized 

that it was, in fact, possible to collect this data from every 

African country and so we decided to conduct a census of all 
these African countries. There are only 54 countries in Africa. 

This made it easy and practical to survey the entire population 

of the 54 countries. The fact that we collected secondary data 

from already published reports of the IMF made it cost 

effective and timeous to collect this data. 

 

With this background the study sought the historical and 

current profile of public debt in all African countries. Being 

secondary data from reputable sources we regarded it to be of 

high quality and of an unobtrusive nature. These factors gave 

us confidence of getting a reasonably good expectation of our 
findings. This is because these data were already collected 

and recorded using the same and comparable method, making 

it useful to analyze using the same methodology. 

 

However, a challenge arose as to the magnitude of the 

values of these variables. The figures were inordinately large 

making it very cumbersome for our computations. In order to 

address this issue this study, instead, used proxies of these 

variables. Thus we instead used: Real GDP Per Capita 

Growth as a proxy for Gross Domestic Product, Public Debt 

Share of Real GDP as a proxy for Public Debt, Investments 
Share of Real GDP as a proxy for Investment,  Savings levels 

Share in Real GDP as a proxy of Savings. 
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 Target Population/Sample Selection 

We conducted a census of variables from all African 
countries as the target population and then used this 

population for all the required economic variables for the 

analysis. This reasoning arose out of the fact that the total 

number of countries in Africa is fairly small, barely above 50. 

Writing in 1990, Henry as quoted by Saunders et. al. (2016) 

advised against probability sampling for target populations of 

fewer than 50 cases. There are 54 countries in the whole of 

Africa. This figure being so close to 50 tempted us to collect 

data from all 54 countries as this was expected to enhance the 

accuracy of the predictability of our results. 

 
However, another challenge arose. Some of the 

countries had gaps in certain data sets whilst other countries 

did not report figures in some of the years during the period 

of the study. This was especially so in the early period prior 

to the 1980’s. This made it difficult for us to include such 

countries in our data collection and take the whole of African 

countries as a population of interest. This became very 

difficult to research on as not all variables of interest could be 

easily accessed for data collection. Thus, such countries were 

left out of our data collection as we anticipated that this would 

distort our results. Therefore, data was collected from only 

those African countries selected to have had good 
completeness of data. This gave us a total of 42 countries out 

of a total of 54 countries. The 42 countries, therefore, became 

the target population on which the study conducted the 

various analyses for the topic. 

 

IV. DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

 

 Examination of the Data and its Analysis 

In this section, we interrogated the data on the GDP, 

public debt, investment and savings to help answer the 

question of whether the GDP, which is this study’s proxy for 

economic growth, is affected by public debt. The study 
further examined the effect of investment and savings on the 

GDP. In order to do this all the data collected on these 

variables was subjected to a regression analysis using the R 

computer package and we came up with the fixed effects 

models as outlined in table 1 below. 

 

 The Fixed Effects Model 

A fixed effects model refers to a regression model in 

which the group means are fixed (non-random). The group 

means could be modeled as fixed or random effects for each 

grouping. In a fixed effects model each group mean is a group 
specific fixed quantity (Gomes, 2022). 

 

In a case where panel data of longitudinal observations 

exist for the same subject, fixed effects represent the subject-

specific means. In panel data analysis the term fixed effects 

estimator (also known as the within estimator) is used to refer 

to an estimator for the coefficients in the regression model 

including those fixed effects (one time-invariant intercept for 

each subject). 

 

The Fixed and Random Effects models assist us in 
controlling for omitted variables bias due to unobserved 

heterogeneity when this heterogeneity is constant over time. 

This heterogeneity can be removed from the data through 

differencing, for example by subtracting the group level 

average over time, or taking a first difference which will 

remove any time invariant components of the model. For the 

data our study collected from the selected African countries 

the results of the fixed effects tests were as shown below in 

Table 1. 

 
Table 1 Results of the Fixed-Effects Model, Using 882 Observations. this Included 42 Cross-Sectional  

Units Time-Series Length = 21 Dependent Variable: RGDPPCG 

 Coefficient Std. Error t-ratio p-value  

Const −1.07975 0.783634 −1.378 0.1686  

PDSOFGDP 0.172253 0.0328566 5.243 <0.0001 *** 

TISOFGDP 0.237738 0.0332597 7.148 <0.0001 *** 

SSINGDP 0.0149957 0.0298455 0.5024 0.6155  

 

Mean dependent var 4.277875  S.D. dependent var 6.442338 

Sum squared residue 29931.26  S.E. of regression 5.979980 

LSDV R-squared 0.181418  Within R-squared 0.091058 

LSDV F(44, 837) 4.215917  P-value(F) 5.51e-17 

Log-likelihood −2805.794  Akaike criterion 5701.587 

Schwarz criterion 5916.786  Hannan-Quinn 5783.874 

Rho 0.227445  Durbin-Watson 1.189600 

 

 Legend: 

 

 RGDPPCG       =        Real GDP Per Capita Growth. 

 PDSOFGDP     =        Public Debt Share of the Real GDP. 

 TISOFGDP      =        Total Investments Share of the Real 

GDP. 

 SSINGDP        =         Savings Share in Real GDP. 

 

 Test for Normality of Residuals 

 

 Null hypothesis: error is normally distributed 

 Test statistic: Chi-square (2) = 1063.57 

 With p-value = 1.11709e-231 
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Table 1 above has displayed the results of the fixed 

effects model given the data set in the sample of selected 
African countries.  These results indicate that the given test 

statistic of the public debt as a share of the Real GDP is 

0.172253. This means that when Public Debt share of the 

Real GDP goes up by 1 per cent then Real GDP per Capita 

Growth also goes up by 0.172253 per cent. The degrees of 

freedom for this test is 837 and based on these degrees of 

freedom the probability (p-value) of the test result of one or 

more extreme occurring by chance alone is 0.0001. This 

figure is very low and is less than 0.05 giving us a statistically 

significant relationship. Therefore, the study rejects the null 

hypothesis Ho: that public debt is not related to economic 

growth, or: 𝛽 = 0. Consequently the study accepts the 

alternative hypothesis, Ha: that public debt is in fact related 

to economic growth, or:𝛽 ≠ 0. The relationship between the 

public debt as a share of the Real GDP and the Real GDP per 

capita growth, the study notes, is positive. This, the study 

observes from the positive sign of the public debt as a share 

of the Real GDP variable. It implies that when the public debt 

as a share of the Real GDP goes up the Real GDP per capita 

also goes up. The study concludes, here, that given the data 

the study collected from selected African countries public 
debt, in fact, affects economic growth positively. 

 

Another look at Table 1 above shows us that when the 

Investment as a share of the Real GDP goes up by 1 per cent 

the Real GDP per capita growth also goes up by 0.237738 per 

cent. This means that the Real GDP per capita growth is 

positively related to the Investment as a share of the Real 

GDP. This makes us come to a conclusion that economic 

growth is positively affected by rising Investment levels in 

the African countries’ economies. 

 

Lastly, table 1 shows that when the Savings level as a 
share of the Real GDP goes up by 1 per cent then the Real 

GDP per capita will also go up by 0.0149957 per cent. This 

is an indication that the Savings level, is positively related to 

the economic growth. 

 

 Significance of the Study 

This research was aimed at finding out the effect of the 

Public Debt on economic growth of African countries. The 

study mooted this topic because, hitherto, the role of Public 

Debt on Economic Growth in Africa had received very little 

attention leading to little comprehension. The study observed 
that when African governments borrow in the name of 

economic growth and development, their public debt sizes 

soar to unsustainable levels. This uncontrolled rising of 

Public Debt is of great concern to scholars and economic 

managers, alike. In such circumstances, the wellbeing of 

African countries’ economies comes into question. 

 

Given the foregoing, this study has helped to improve 

the analysis and hence the provision of solutions to the 

identified problem of public debt, its effect on economic 

growth in Arica, its effect on the macroeconomic variables of 
investment and savings as well as its prudent management. 

Our study has also examined investment and savings levels 

in Africa and then related them to economic growth. Such an 

exercise formed part of the significance of this study as it 

highlighted the unique effect of these variables on economic 

growth. 
 

The findings of this research work are intended to 

directly benefit students, economic managers, governments 

and economies of all African countries. All these stakeholders 

will want to understand what effects the act of borrowing is 

having on their economies. This study also found a specific 

effect of Public Debt on Economic Growth when the outcome 

of the study’s analysis revealed that Public Debt has a 

positive effect on Economic Growth hence contributing to the 

body of knowledge of Economics and Finance. 

 
The methods of analysis that we employed in this study 

and the resulting recommendations are expected to benefit 

not only a student of economics and finance in Africa but also 

the African governments. 

 

All these stakeholders have continually sought 

solutions to the perennial public debt problems facing the 

continent. It is apparent that gaps exist on public debt analysis 

and there is still room for better understanding of the scale of 

the gaps in the literature. This has been the general 

contribution of this study in this sphere. This, in fact, is what 

forms the interest and the overall significance of this research 
topic. 

 

V. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

 

Data on African countries’ economies has undergone 

various stages of change. These countries, being relatively 

new sovereigns, have had to change their statistics on 

economic variables several times to align these statistics with 

international standards. It is, therefore, a very difficult task to 

get uniform data in African countries. This poses a limitation 

on the collection of most historical data and the consequent 
analysis of such data. 

 

Additionally there still occurs, in most African 

countries, a dichotomy of areas of economic development. 

One area is a relatively well developed modern economy 

comparing fairly well with all countries of the World. 

Another area is a rural, relatively backward, underdeveloped 

and is highly influenced by local cultural beliefs. This poses 

a big limitation on this study. To begin with, the collection of 

data, especially economic variables’ data becomes very 

difficult. This is because most of these rural areas are 
comprised of informal businesses. These businesses are 

agricultural based and usually comprise of subsistence 

farmers with little or no extra produce for the market. These 

economic activities, therefore, are not easily captured in 

national statistics. This became a limitation during this study 

as the statistics collected and compiled by the IMF might 

have understated the sizes of the Real GDP in these African 

countries, for instance. The limitation posed was in the 

accuracy of the measurement of the size of economic 

variables in the data. 

 

The study might also be of limited use when it comes to 
policy formulation and recommendations in these 

underdeveloped areas. Take for instance, the prescription of 
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Public Debt strategies such as an increase or decrease in the 

size of public debt at a particular time. This might be 
understated, or indeed overstated, due to lack of complete 

information regarding the size of economic activities in such 

areas. This also means that the study needed to take into 

consideration the ethical context and peculiar backgrounds of 

these areas. The implication is that a uniform policy 

prescription might not necessarily be suitable for whole 

economies, hence, posing a limitation of the effectiveness of 

this study’s policy recommendations. 

 

Further, this study  used secondary data. This meant that 

there could be distortions of the values of the data collected 
as regards the informal economies (especially in the rural 

areas. We should note, here, that sizable informal sector 

activities occur even in the urban areas in most countries in 

Africa). In such areas there is usually a proliferation of hidden 

money and false non-responses at the time of data collection 

(Saunders M., 2016). This, therefore, is likely to pose a 

limitation on the impact or scope of our suggested policies. 

 

VI. CONCLUSIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 Summary and Conclusions 
After laying a theoretical bedrock, our study reviewed 

literature on the influence of Public Debt on Economic 

Growth. We also analyzed data collected on these variables 

from 42 African countries. Our findings in the model we 

constructed and consequently employed for analysis are that, 

Public Debt has a relationship with Economic Growth. 

Further analysis revealed that Public Debt is not deleterious 

to Economic Growth in Africa. 

 

 Contributions 

The essence of this research work was to discover more 
knowledge on the subject of the effects of Public Debt on 

Economic Growth. In so doing the study added more 

knowledge to the existing body on the effects of Public Debt 

on Economic growth. 

 

Other contributions can be said to be “four-fold”. These 

are: 

 

 The  unique review of the literature relating to this topic 

 The collection of the data on African economic variables 

 The presentation of this data 

 The analysis of the data 

 

 Recommendations 

This study’s findings are suggesting that Public Debt 

does not adversely affected economic growth in Africa. 

However, conventional wisdom favors the notion that limited 

government borrowing is conducive to a healthier economic 

environment. This is because there ocurs less inflationary 

pressures, predictable investment levels and steady growth, 

normally, being spurred by previous real GDP per capita 

levels. Against this premise, this study recommends the 

following for African countries: 
 

 Avoid borrowing directly from central banks to reduce 

inflationary pressures and also to have a better 
accountability of Public Debt. 

 Endeavor to raise financing from local and or international 

capital markets. 

 Improve capacity for record and disseminate data on the 

structure of public debt, real GDP, investment and 

savings. 

 

 Recommandations for Further Studies 

On the African continent some countries are well 

developed whilst others are not. Reasons for such disparities 

have included: slavery, colonialism and more recently 
internal wars. It is, therefore, important that further studies on 

such African regions with these peculiarities are done 

separately. Such studies should separate these distinct groups 

of African countries and look at the same issues as this study 

has done. 

 

Further, disparities in development between two 

distinct areas within the same countries exist. This forms a 

dichotomy of two economies in the same African countries. 

Data collected in these two regions is always distinct. 

Therefore, measurement of economic variables and their 
consequent use poses a big challenge. Further studies may 

want to look at studying separated data from these two 

different areas. This would enable governments and other 

authorities to come up with appropriate intervention measures 

on the effect of Public Debt on the economies of such areas. 

 

Public Debt though compiled and aggregated to form 

one annual figure for each year, really arises not only for 

different needs but also comes from different sources. 

Governments raise Public Debt either internally or externally. 

These different sources of Public Debt affect African 

economies differently. Further studies may want to compare 
the impact of public debt on economic growth by segregating 

the sources of public debt. This would enable the researcher 

to see how each of these different sources of public debt 

affects the growth of economies of African countries. 

 

In addition, this study relied and focused, principally, 

on secondary data. Future studies might want to look at 

collecting primary data. This might bring out varied 

outcome(s) to what this study has done or, indeed, might 

restate what this study has concluded. 
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APPENDIX 1: PUBLIC DEBT TO GDP RATIOS IN AFRICA -  2018 – 2019 

 

Country Last Previous Reference Unit 

Algeria 
46.1 36.9 Dec/19 % 

Angola 
111 80.5 Dec/19 % 

Benin 
26.2 23.1 Dec/18 % 

Botswana  
13.4 21.1 Dec/18 % 

Burkina Faso 
23.6 24.9 Dec/18 % 

Burundi  
13.2 14.4 Dec/18 % 

Cameroon  
34 35.7 Dec/18 % 

Cape Verde 
124 127 Dec/18 % 

Central African Republic  
48.5 52.9 Dec/18 % 

Chad 
46.6 52.4 Dec/18 % 

Comoros  
31.2 28.7 Dec/18 % 

Congo 
98.5 125 Dec/18 % 

Djibouti  
104 90.7 Dec/18 % 

Egypt 
90 90.5 Dec/19 % 

Equatorial Guinea 
43.3 38 Dec/18 % 

Eritrea 
20.1 20.1 Dec/18 % 

Ethiopia 
60 35.6 Dec/18 % 

Gabon 
60.7 62.6 Dec/18 % 

Gambia 
81.8 65.6 Dec/18 % 

Ghana 
59.3 57.3 Dec/18 % 

Guinea  
18 16.4 Dec/18 % 

Guinea Bissau 
28.1 26.9 Dec/17 % 

Ivory Coast  
24 24.4 Dec/18 % 

Kenya 
57 57.1 Dec/18 % 

Lesotho 
40.9 35.6 Dec/18 % 

Liberia 
32 28.8 Dec/18 % 

Libya 
16.5 15.3 Dec/16 % 

Madagascar 
35.1 41.9 Dec/18 % 

Malawi 
62 54.7 Dec/18 % 

Mauritania 
79 82 Dec/18 % 

Mauritius 
63 64.8 Dec/18 % 

Morocco 
65.2 65.1 Dec/18 % 

Mozambique  
113 110 Dec/18 % 

Namibia 
45.1 40.3 Dec/18 % 

Niger 
34.7 35.9 Dec/18 % 

Nigeria 
17.5 18.2 Dec/18 % 

Republic of the Congo  
15.7 18.1 Dec/18 % 

Rwanda 
41.1 40.2 Dec/18 % 

Sao Tome and Principe 
70.6 78.4 Dec/18 % 

Senegal 
45.7 37.1 Dec/18 % 

Seychelles 
55 62 Dec/18 % 

Sierra Leone 
63 57.9 Dec/18 % 

South Africa 
62.2 56.7 Dec/19 % 

Sudan  
62 53.5 Dec/18 % 

Swaziland 
10.75 9.23 Dec/18 % 

Tanzania 
37.8 37.6 Dec/19 % 

Togo 
20.4 19.4 Dec/18 % 

Tunisia 
71.4 69.2 Dec/18 % 

Uganda 
40 38.6 Dec/18 % 

Zambia 
59 55.6 Dec/18 % 

Zimbabthe study  
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APPENDIX 2: SUMMARY OF WORLD OUTPUT – APRIL 2022 

 
 Summary of World Output1 

Average 

2004–13 

 

2014 

 

2015 

 

2016 

 

2017 

 

2018 

 

2019 

 

2020 

 

2021 

Projections 

2022 2023 

 

2027 

World 4.1 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.7 3.6 2.9 –3.1 6.1 3.6 3.6 3.3 

Advanced 

Economies 

1.6 2.0 2.3 1.8 2.5 2.3 1.7 –4.5 5.2 3.3 2.4 1.6 

United States 1.8 2.3 2.7 1.7 2.3 2.9 2.3 –3.4 5.7 3.7 2.3 1.7 

Euro Area 0.9 1.4 2.0 1.9 2.6 1.8 1.6 –6.4 5.3 2.8 2.3 1.3 

Japan 0.7 0.3 1.6 0.8 1.7 0.6 –0.2 –4.5 1.6 2.4 2.3 0.4 

Other 
Advanced 

Economies2 

2.7 3.0 2.2 2.3 2.9 2.5 1.9 –3.9 5.5 3.4 2.5 2.0 

Emerging 

Market and 

Developing 

Economies 

6.4 4.7 4.3 4.4 4.7 4.6 3.7 –2.0 6.8 3.8 4.4 4.3 

Regional 

Groups 

            

Emerging and 

Developing 

Asia 

8.5 6.9 6.8 6.8 6.6 6.4 5.3 –0.8 7.3 5.4 5.6 5.2 

Emerging and 

Developing 

Europe 

4.3 1.8 1.0 1.9 4.1 3.4 2.5 –1.8 6.7 –2.9 1.3 2.4 

Latin 

America and 

the Caribbean 

4.0 1.3 0.4 –0.6 1.4 1.2 0.1 –7.0 6.8 2.5 2.5 2.4 

Middle East 

and Central 

Asia 

5.0 3.3 2.8 4.1 2.4 2.7 2.2 –2.9 5.7 4.6 3.7 3.7 

Sub-Saharan 

Africa 

5.6 5.0 3.2 1.5 3.0 3.3 3.1 –1.7 4.5 3.8 4.0 4.4 

Analytical 

Groups 

            

By Source of 

Export 

Earnings 

            

Fuel 5.4 3.1 1.4 1.6 0.4 0.6 0.4 –4.5 5.6 4.6 3.2 2.8 

Nonfuel 6.6 5.0 4.7 4.8 5.3 5.1 4.1 –1.7 6.9 3.7 4.5 4.5 

Of Which, 

Primary 

Products 

4.8 2.2 2.9 1.9 2.9 1.9 1.2 –5.2 7.8 3.4 3.4 3.4 

By External 

Financing 

Source 

            

Net Debtor 

Economies 

5.4 4.5 4.1 4.1 4.7 4.6 3.4 –3.7 6.4 4.4 4.8 4.7 

Net Debtor 

Economies by 

            

Debt-

Servicing 

Experience 

            

Economies 

with Arrears 
and/or 

            

Rescheduling 

during 2016–

4.7 2.4 1.2 2.6 3.3 3.5 3.4 –0.9 3.2 0.2 5.0 5.5 
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20 

Other 

Groups 

            

European 

Union 

1.2 1.7 2.5 2.1 3.0 2.2 2.0 –5.9 5.4 2.9 2.5 1.7 

Middle East 
and North 

Africa 

Emerging 

Market and 

Middle-

Income 

4.7 3.1 2.6 4.4 1.8 2.0 1.7 –3.3 5.8 5.0 3.6 3.5 

Economies 6.4 4.6 4.3 4.5 4.7 4.6 3.6 –2.2 7.0 3.8 4.3 4.2 

Low-Income 

Developing 

Countries 

6.1 6.1 4.8 3.9 4.9 5.1 5.3 0.2 4.0 4.6 5.4 5.6 

Memorandu

m 

            

Median 

Growth Rate 

            

Advanced 

Economies 

1.9 2.3 2.2 2.2 3.0 2.8 2.1 –4.3 5.2 2.9 2.6 2.0 

Emerging 
Market and 

Developing 

Economies 

4.7 3.8 3.3 3.4 3.7 3.5 3.2 –3.6 4.0 3.5 3.8 3.5 

Emerging 

Market and 

Middle-

Income 

Economies 

4.1 3.3 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.0 2.4 –6.1 4.4 3.3 3.6 3.0 

Low-Income 

Developing 

Countries 

5.3 5.0 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.5 –0.6 3.5 3.8 4.5 5.0 

Output per 

Capita3 

            

Advanced 

Economies 

1.0 1.5 1.7 1.3 2.0 1.9 1.3 –5.0 5.0 3.0 2.1 1.3 

Emerging 

Market and 

Developing 

Economies 

4.7 3.1 2.8 2.8 3.3 3.3 2.4 –3.3 5.9 2.7 3.3 3.2 

Emerging 

Market and 

Middle-
Income 

Economies 

4.9 3.2 3.0 3.1 3.5 3.6 2.5 –3.2 6.1 3.1 3.5 3.5 

Low-Income 

Developing 

Countries 

3.6 3.8 2.2 1.5 2.6 2.7 2.9 –2.1 2.5 2.4 3.1 3.4 

World 

Growth Rate 

Based on 

Market 

            

Exchange 

Rates 

2.7 2.8 2.8 2.6 3.2 3.2 2.5 –3.5 5.8 3.5 3.1 2.7 

Value of 

World 

Output 

(billions of 
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(Annual percent change) 

 

 1Real GDP. 

 2Excludes euro area countries, Japan, and the United States. 

 3Output per capita is in international dollars at purchasing power parity. 
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At Market 

Exchange 

Rates 

61,95

5 

79,322 75,043 76,267 80,945 86,085 87,536 85,239 96,293 103,86

7 

110,75

1 

136,38

4 

At 
Purchasing 

Power 

Parities 

84,65
2 

109,35
0 

111,56
8 

115,86
3 

122,02
4 

129,36
6 

135,34
6 

132,48
7 

146,12
4 

160,24
4 

170,83
0 

211,53
0 

https://doi.org/10.38124/ijisrt/26oct644
http://www.ijisrt.com/


Volume 11, Issue 10, October– 2026                   International Journal of Innovative Science and Research Technology 

ISSN No:-2456-2165                                                                                                                  https://doi.org/10.38124/ijisrt/26oct644 

 

 

IJISRT26OCT644                                                              www.ijisrt.com                   1585 

APPENDIX 3: EMERGING MARKET AND DEVELOPING ECONOMIES: REAL GDP - APRIL 2022 

 

(Annual Percent Change) 

 Average          Projections  

 2004–13 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2027 

Sub-Saharan Africa 5.6 5.0 3.2 1.5 3.0 3.3 3.1 –1.7 4.5 3.8 4.0 4.4 

Angola 8.4 4.8 0.9 –2.6 –0.2 –2.0 –0.7 –5.6 0.7 3.0 3.3 3.9 

Benin 4.0 6.4 1.8 3.3 5.7 6.7 6.9 3.8 6.6 5.9 6.1 6.0 

Botswana 3.3 5.7 –4.9 7.2 4.1 4.2 3.0 –8.7 12.5 4.3 4.2 4.0 

Burkina Faso 5.9 4.3 3.9 6.0 6.2 6.7 5.7 1.9 6.9 4.7 5.0 5.3 

Burundi 4.4 4.2 –3.9 –0.6 0.5 1.6 1.8 0.3 2.4 3.6 4.6 4.5 

Cabo Verde 4.1 0.6 1.0 4.7 3.7 4.5 5.7 –

14.8 

6.9 5.2 5.8 4.5 

Cameroon 3.7 5.8 5.6 4.5 3.5 4.0 3.5 0.5 3.5 4.3 4.9 5.2 

Central African 

Republic 

–1.5 0.1 4.3 4.7 4.5 3.8 3.0 1.0 1.0 3.5 3.7 4.7 

Chad 7.8 6.9 1.8 –5.6 –2.4 2.4 3.4 –2.2 –1.1 3.3 3.5 3.5 

Comoros 3.0 2.1 1.3 3.5 4.2 3.6 1.8 –0.3 2.2 3.5 3.7 4.3 

Democratic Republic of 

the Congo 

6.3 9.5 6.9 2.4 3.7 5.8 4.4 1.7 5.7 6.4 6.9 6.6 

Republic of Congo 4.8 6.7 –3.6 –

10.7 

–4.4 –4.8 –0.4 –8.1 –0.2 2.4 2.7 3.4 

Côte d’Ivoire 2.8 8.8 8.8 7.2 7.4 6.9 6.2 2.0 6.5 6.0 6.7 6.0 

Equatorial Guinea 7.6 0.4 –9.1 –8.8 –5.7 –6.2 –6.0 –4.9 –3.5 6.1 –2.9 –1.0 

Eritrea 1.8 30.9 –

20.6 

7.4 –

10.0 

13.0 3.8 –0.6 2.9 4.7 3.6 3.8 

Eswatini 3.8 0.9 2.2 1.1 2.0 2.4 2.6 –1.9 3.1 2.1 1.8 2.3 

Ethiopia 10.9 10.3 10.4 8.0 10.2 7.7 9.0 6.1 6.3 3.8 5.7 7.0 

Gabon 2.8 4.4 3.9 2.1 0.5 0.8 3.9 –1.9 0.9 2.7 3.4 3.8 

The Gambia 2.5 –1.4 4.1 1.9 4.8 7.2 6.2 –0.2 5.6 5.6 6.2 5.0 

Ghana 7.3 2.9 2.1 3.4 8.1 6.2 6.5 0.4 4.2 5.2 5.1 7.5 

Guinea 3.6 3.7 3.8 10.8 10.3 6.4 5.6 6.4 4.2 4.8 5.8 5.1 

Guinea-Bissau 3.5 1.0 6.1 5.3 4.8 3.4 4.5 1.5 3.8 3.8 4.5 5.0 

Kenya 4.8 5.0 5.0 4.2 3.8 5.6 5.0 –0.3 7.2 5.7 5.3 5.4 

Lesotho 3.6 2.1 3.3 1.9 –2.7 –0.3 0.0 –6.0 2.1 3.1 1.6 0.1 

Liberia 7.4 0.7 0.0 –1.6 2.5 1.2 –2.5 –3.0 4.2 4.5 5.5 5.7 

Madagascar 3.1 3.3 3.1 4.0 3.9 3.2 4.4 –7.1 3.5 5.1 5.2 5.0 

Malawi 5.8 5.7 3.0 2.3 4.0 4.4 5.4 0.9 2.2 2.7 4.3 5.8 

Mali 3.6 7.1 6.2 5.9 5.3 4.7 4.8 –1.2 3.1 2.0 5.3 5.0 

Mauritius 4.0 3.7 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.0 –

14.9 

3.9 6.1 5.6 3.3 

Mozambique 7.4 7.4 6.7 3.8 3.7 3.4 2.3 –1.2 2.2 3.8 5.0 13.1 

Namibia 4.3 6.1 4.3 0.0 –1.0 1.1 –0.9 –8.5 0.9 2.8 3.7 2.5 

Niger 5.3 6.6 4.4 5.7 5.0 7.2 5.9 3.6 1.3 6.9 7.2 6.3 

Nigeria 7.3 6.3 2.7 –1.6 0.8 1.9 2.2 –1.8 3.6 3.4 3.1 2.9 

Rwanda 8.0 6.2 8.9 6.0 4.0 8.6 9.5 –3.4 10.2 6.4 7.4 6.1 

São Tomé and Príncipe 5.3 6.5 3.8 4.2 3.9 3.0 2.2 3.0 1.8 1.6 2.8 4.0 

Senegal 3.2 6.2 6.4 6.4 7.4 6.2 4.6 1.3 6.1 5.0 9.2 4.0 

Seychelles 4.4 4.7 5.6 5.4 4.5 3.2 3.1 –7.7 8.0 4.6 5.6 4.5 

Sierra Leone 7.8 4.6 –

20.5 

6.4 3.8 3.5 5.3 –2.0 3.2 3.4 4.3 4.3 

South Africa 3.3 1.4 1.3 0.7 1.2 1.5 0.1 –6.4 4.9 1.9 1.4 1.4 

South Sudan . . . 2.9 –0.2 –

13.5 

–5.8 –1.9 0.9 –6.6 5.3 6.5 5.6 4.4 

Tanzania 6.5 6.7 6.2 6.9 6.8 7.0 7.0 4.8 4.9 4.8 5.2 6.0 

Togo 3.0 5.9 5.7 5.6 4.3 5.0 5.5 1.8 5.1 5.6 6.2 6.5 

Uganda 7.1 5.7 8.0 0.2 6.8 5.6 7.7 –1.4 5.1 4.9 6.5 6.8 

Zambia 7.6 4.7 2.9 3.8 3.5 4.0 1.4 –2.8 4.3 3.1 3.6 4.8 

Zimbabwe1 1.7 2.4 1.8 0.5 5.0 4.7 –6.1 –5.3 6.3 3.5 3.0 3.0 
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 1See the country-specific notes for Afghanistan, India, Lebanon, Libya, Tunisia, Ukraine, Uruguay, and Zimbabwe in the 

“Country Notes” section of the Statistical Appendix.  
 

 2Data for Timor-Leste excludes projections for oil exports from the Joint Petroleum Development Area. 

 

 3Data for 2011 exclude South Sudan after July 9. Data for 2012 and onward pertain to the current Sudan. 4Data for Syria are 

excluded for 2011 onward owing to the uncertain political situation. 

 

International Monetary Fund | April 2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.38124/ijisrt/26oct644
http://www.ijisrt.com/


Volume 11, Issue 10, October– 2026                   International Journal of Innovative Science and Research Technology 

ISSN No:-2456-2165                                                                                                                  https://doi.org/10.38124/ijisrt/26oct644 

 

 

IJISRT26OCT644                                                              www.ijisrt.com                   1587 

APPENDIX 4: SUMMARY OF NET LENDING AND BORROWING - APRIL 2022 
 
 World Economic Outlook: War Sets Back the Global Recovery 

 

Averages  2004–13

 2008–15 

 

2016 

 

2017 

 

2018 

 

2019 

 

2020 

 

2021 

Projections 

 

2022 

 

2023 

Average 

2024–27 

Canada            

Net Lending and Borrowing –0.9 –2.7 –3.1 –2.8 –2.4 –2.0 –1.8 0.1 1.1 –0.1 –1.3 

Current Account Balance –0.9 –2.7 –3.1 –2.8 –2.4 –2.0 –1.8 0.1 1.1 –0.1 –1.3 

Savings 22.6 21.3 19.7 20.7 21.0 21.0 20.5 23.8 24.5 23.8 23.1 

Investment 23.5 24.0 22.8 23.6 23.4 23.1 22.3 23.7 23.4 23.9 24.4 

Capital Account Balance 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other Advanced Economies1            

Net Lending and Borrowing 4.0 4.2 5.0 4.7 4.6 4.7 5.7 7.1 6.0 5.3 4.8 

Current Account Balance 4.0 4.3 5.0 4.7 4.4 4.7 5.6 7.2 5.9 5.3 4.8 

Savings 30.4 30.4 30.4 30.7 30.3 30.1 31.5 33.1 32.5 31.8 31.1 

Investment 26.2 25.8 25.2 25.7 25.7 25.3 25.6 25.4 25.9 26.0 25.9 

Capital Account Balance 0.0 –0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 –0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Emerging Market and Developing            

Economies            

Net Lending and Borrowing 2.4 1.2 –0.2 0.0 –0.1 0.1 0.6 1.0 1.6 1.0 0.2 

Current Account Balance 2.3 1.1 –0.3 –0.1 –0.2 0.0 0.5 0.9 1.5 0.9 0.1 

Savings 32.0 32.5 31.0 31.5 32.4 32.2 32.8 33.4 34.6 34.5 34.1 

Investment 30.0 31.7 31.5 31.9 32.9 32.5 32.8 32.7 33.2 33.7 34.1 

Capital Account Balance 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Regional Groups            

Emerging and Developing Asia            

Net Lending and Borrowing 3.3 2.2 1.3 0.9 –0.3 0.5 1.5 1.0 0.6 0.4 0.1 

Current Account Balance 3.2 2.2 1.3 0.9 –0.3 0.5 1.5 1.0 0.6 0.4 0.1 

Savings 42.0 42.9 39.9 40.1 39.9 39.5 40.1 39.5 39.9 40.3 40.1 

Investment 39.0 40.7 38.6 39.2 40.2 39.0 38.6 38.5 39.3 39.8 40.0 

Capital Account Balance 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Emerging and Developing Europe            

Net Lending and Borrowing –0.4 –0.4 0.1 –0.2 2.2 1.8 0.7 2.2 3.9 2.4 0.7 

Current Account Balance –0.6 –0.7 –0.3 –0.5 1.7 1.3 0.0 1.7 3.2 1.7 0.2 

Savings 23.2 23.3 23.5 24.1 25.5 24.2 23.7 25.9 25.5 23.8 22.9 

Investment 23.6 23.8 23.7 24.6 23.6 22.8 23.7 24.2 22.2 22.0 22.7 

Capital Account Balance 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.6 

Latin America and the Caribbean            

Net Lending and Borrowing –0.6 –2.1 –2.0 –1.7 –2.6 –2.0 0.0 –1.6 –1.2 –1.2 –1.4 

Current Account Balance –0.7 –2.2 –2.0 –1.7 –2.7 –2.1 –0.2 –1.6 –1.2 –1.2 –1.4 

Savings 21.0 19.6 16.6 16.3 16.5 16.8 17.1 17.9 19.7 19.7 19.8 

Investment 21.7 22.0 18.3 18.3 19.2 18.9 18.0 19.7 20.5 20.7 21.1 

Capital Account Balance 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Middle East and Central Asia            

Net Lending and Borrowing 9.0 6.4 –3.9 –1.1 2.7 0.5 –2.3 3.0 8.2 5.6 2.4 

Current Account Balance 9.2 6.3 –4.1 –1.1 2.9 0.5 –2.5 3.0 8.3 5.6 2.4 

Savings 35.9 33.8 23.5 26.1 28.9 28.1 25.9 30.6 35.6 33.1 30.3 

Investment 28.2 29.1 28.9 29.3 28.4 30.2 30.6 28.7 28.1 28.3 28.5 

Capital Account Balance 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 

Sub-Saharan Africa            

Net Lending and Borrowing 1.4 –1.4 –3.2 –1.8 –1.9 –2.8 –2.5 –0.7 –1.3 –2.1 –2.2 

Current Account Balance 0.2 –2.1 –3.6 –2.2 –2.3 –3.2 –3.0 –1.1 –1.7 –2.5 –2.5 

Savings 20.6 19.5 17.7 18.4 19.3 19.6 20.3 20.3 19.4 18.9 18.8 

Investment 20.5 21.5 21.0 20.5 21.3 22.9 23.2 21.4 21.1 21.4 21.3 

Capital Account Balance 1.2 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 

(Percent of GDP) 
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APPENDIX 5: EMERGING MARKET AND DEVELOPING ECONOMIES: CURRENT  

ACCOUNT BALANCE - APRIL 2022 
 

 

2014 

 

2015 

 

2016 

 

2017 

 

2018 

 

2019 

 

2020 

 

2021 

Projections 

2022 2023 2027 

Sub-Saharan Africa –3.6 –5.7 –3.6 –2.2 –2.3 –3.2 –3.0 –1.1 –1.7 –2.5 –2.3 

Angola –2.6 –8.8 –3.1 –0.5 7.3 6.1 1.5 11.3 11.0 4.9 –0.3 

Benin –6.7 –6.0 –3.0 –4.2 –4.6 –4.0 –1.7 –4.5 –5.8 –5.5 –4.0 

Botswana 11.1 2.2 8.0 5.6 0.4 –7.0 –10.8 –0.5 0.5 2.8 3.3 

Burkina Faso –7.2 –7.6 –6.1 –5.0 –4.1 –3.3 –0.1 –3.1 –5.7 –5.3 –4.9 

Burundi –15.6 –11.5 –11.1 –11.7 –11.4 –11.6 –10.2 –13.5 –18.6 –15.7 –11.8 

Cabo Verde –9.1 –3.2 –3.8 –7.8 –5.2 –0.4 –15.9 –12.5 –11.5 –8.6 –5.6 

Cameroon –3.9 –3.6 –3.1 –2.6 –3.5 –4.3 –3.7 –3.3 –1.6 –2.9 –3.5 

Central African Republic –13.3 –9.1 –5.3 –7.8 –8.0 –4.9 –8.5 –10.6 –11.0 –8.4 –5.4 

Chad –8.9 –13.8 –10.4 –7.1 –1.4 –4.4 –7.6 –4.5 1.3 –2.3 –6.6 

Comoros –3.8 –0.3 –4.4 –2.1 –2.9 –3.3 –1.6 –3.4 –8.3 –8.2 –7.4 

Democratic Republic of the Congo –4.8 –3.9 –4.1 –3.3 –3.5 –3.2 –2.2 –1.0 –0.3 –0.3 –0.1 

Republic of Congo 1.0 –39.0 –48.7 –6.0 –0.1 0.4 –0.1 15.4 26.0 14.7 2.3 

Côte d’Ivoire 1.0 –0.4 –0.9 –2.0 –3.9 –2.3 –3.2 –3.7 –4.8 –4.4 –3.6 

Equatorial Guinea –4.3 –17.7 –26.0 –7.8 –2.1 –0.9 –4.2 –3.4 –1.6 –2.0 –5.2 

Eritrea 17.3 20.8 15.3 24.0 15.4 13.0 11.4 13.5 13.5 13.3 11.4 

Eswatini 11.6 13.0 7.9 6.2 1.3 4.3 6.7 0.5 –2.1 –0.2 0.3 

Ethiopia –7.9 –11.5 –10.9 –8.5 –6.5 –5.3 –4.6 –3.2 –4.5 –4.4 –3.7 

Gabon 7.6 –5.6 –11.1 –8.7 –2.1 –0.9 –6.0 –6.9 1.7 –0.1 –1.8 

The Gambia –7.3 –9.9 –9.2 –7.4 –9.5 –6.1 –3.2 –9.5 –14.9 –11.8 –9.4 

Ghana –6.8 –5.7 –5.1 –3.3 –3.0 –2.7 –3.1 –3.0 –3.6 –3.5 –3.4 

Guinea –14.4 –12.5 –30.7 –6.7 –19.2 –11.5 –13.7 –4.0 –9.6 –8.5 –6.8 

Guinea-Bissau 0.5 1.8 1.4 0.3 –3.6 –8.8 –2.6 –3.1 –5.6 –4.8 –3.6 

Kenya –9.3 –6.3 –5.4 –7.0 –5.5 –5.3 –4.7 –5.4 –5.8 –5.3 –5.0 

Lesotho –5.2 –4.0 –6.7 –2.6 –1.4 –2.1 –2.0 –9.3 –15.6 –8.9 –4.4 

Liberia –34.7 –28.1 –22.9 –22.3 –21.3 –19.6 –16.3 –17.8 –16.1 –15.9 –14.0 

Madagascar –0.3 –1.6 0.5 –0.4 0.7 –2.3 –5.4 –5.5 –6.5 –6.2 –3.6 

Malawi –5.8 –12.2 –13.1 –17.8 –12.0 –12.6 –13.8 –14.5 –17.3 –15.4 –8.3 

Mali –4.7 –5.3 –7.2 –7.3 –4.9 –7.5 –2.3 –4.5 –5.3 –4.9 –4.8 

Mauritius –5.4 –3.6 –4.0 –4.6 –3.9 –5.4 –12.5 –11.1 –14.0 –8.0 –4.8 

Mozambique –36.3 –37.4 –32.2 –19.6 –30.3 –19.1 –27.6 –22.4 –44.9 –39.0 –9.0 

Namibia –9.4 –13.6 –16.5 –4.4 –3.4 –1.8 3.0 –7.3 –6.9 –4.4 –2.3 

Niger –12.1 –15.3 –11.4 –11.4 –12.6 –12.2 –13.4 –15.8 –15.8 –13.8 –7.8 

Nigeria 0.2 –3.1 1.3 3.4 1.5 –3.3 –4.0 –0.8 –1.1 –1.1 –0.7 

Rwanda –11.4 –12.7 –15.3 –9.5 –10.1 –11.9 –11.9 –10.5 –11.4 –10.3 –6.2 

São Tomé and Príncipe –20.7 –12.0 –6.1 –13.2 –12.3 –12.1 –10.3 –9.7 –12.1 –8.7 –4.6 

Senegal –7.0 –5.7 –4.2 –7.3 –8.8 –7.9 –10.9 –11.8 –13.0 –8.4 –4.2 

Seychelles –22.4 –18.1 –19.7 –19.1 –17.4 –16.2 –23.0 –20.3 –30.0 –23.6 –16.1 

Sierra Leone –9.4 –23.6 –7.6 –18.3 –12.4 –14.3 –6.8 –13.0 –17.2 –13.7 –7.8 

South Africa –4.8 –4.3 –2.7 –2.4 –3.0 –2.6 2.0 3.7 1.3 –1.0 –2.0 

South Sudan –1.2 1.7 16.8 4.8 7.3 1.5 –15.6 –7.6 9.5 1.1 1.3 

Tanzania –9.8 –7.7 –4.2 –2.6 –3.1 –2.6 –1.8 –3.3 –4.3 –3.6 –2.5 

Togo –6.8 –7.6 –7.2 –1.5 –2.6 –0.8 –1.5 –3.3 –5.9 –6.4 –2.6 

Uganda –6.5 –6.0 –2.8 –4.8 –5.7 –6.2 –9.3 –7.9 –7.0 –9.8 –9.0 

Zambia 2.1 –2.7 –3.3 –1.7 –1.3 0.6 12.0 6.7 4.4 4.3 3.6 

Zimbabwe1 –12.0 –8.0 –3.4 –1.3 –3.7 4.0 4.7 3.6 2.5 1.5 –2.5 

(Percent of GDP) 

 

 1See the country-specific notes for Afghanistan, Lebanon, Libya, Tunisia, Ukraine, and Zimbabwe in the “Country Notes” section of the Statistical Appendix. 

 2Data for Syria are excluded for 2011 onward owing to the uncertain political situation 
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APPENDIX 6:  PUBLIC DEBT DATA 

 
 Country List Government Debt to GDP Ratio in Africa 

 

Country Last Previous Reference Unit 

Algeria 
62.5 51.3 Dec/21 % 

Angola 
85 120 Dec/21 % 

Benin 
47.2 46.1 Dec/21 % 

Botswana  
18.2 17.8 Dec/20 % 

Burkina Faso 
51 46.5 Dec/21 % 

Burundi  
15.9 15.2 Dec/20 % 

Cameroon  
46 45.8 Dec/21 % 

Cape Verde 
157 156 Dec/21 % 

Central African Republic  
47.6 43.4 Dec/21 % 

Chad 
58.2 52.1 Dec/21 % 

Comoros  
31.1 26.5 Dec/21 % 

Congo 
12.7 15.6 Dec/21 % 

Djibouti  
43.2 41 Dec/21 % 

Egypt 
87.2 92 Jun/22 % 

Equatorial Guinea 
39.9 48.8 Dec/21 % 

Eritrea 
171 182 Dec/21 % 

Ethiopia 
57 55.4 Dec/21 % 

Gabon 
69.5 77.3 Dec/21 % 

Gambia 
82.9 85 Dec/21 % 

Ghana 
81.8 78.3 Dec/21 % 

Guinea  
43.3 43.4 Dec/21 % 

Guinea Bissau 
36.5 27.4 Dec/19 % 

Ivory Coast  
51.4 47.7 Dec/21 % 

Kenya 
68.4 65.6 Dec/21 % 

Lesotho 
54.7 54.2 Dec/21 % 

Liberia 
55 52.1 Dec/21 % 

Libya 
155 110 Dec/20 % 

Madagascar 
44.8 38.7 Dec/20 % 

Malawi 
50.7 61.2 Dec/20 % 

Mauritania 
53.1 52.1 Dec/20 % 

Mauritius 
89 73.4 Dec/21 % 

Morocco 
77.9 76.4 Dec/21 % 

Mozambique  
130 122 Dec/21 % 

Namibia 
76 69.6 Dec/21 % 

Niger 
50.9 43.6 Dec/21 % 

Nigeria 
37 34.5 Dec/21 % 

Republic of the Congo  
85 102 Dec/21 % 

Rwanda 
61 51 Dec/20 % 

Sao Tome and Principe 
88 96.9 Dec/21 % 

Senegal 
73 68.8 Dec/21 % 

Seychelles 
94 57 Dec/20 % 

Sierra Leone 
75 71.9 Dec/21 % 

South Africa 
69.9 70.7 Dec/21 % 

Sudan  
259 202 Dec/20 % 

Swaziland 
15.49 12.14 Dec/20 % 

Tanzania 
37.8 37.6 Dec/19 % 

Togo 
61 58.6 Jan/21 % 

Tunisia 
80 87.6 Dec/21 % 

Uganda 
49.8 38.2 Dec/20 % 

Zambia 
96 91.9 Dec/20 % 

Zimbabwe  
77.2 66.2 Dec/19 % 

Source: Focus-Economics 
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