
Key Points
• The definition of public debt sustainability in the International Monetary 

Fund (IMF) debt sustainability analysis (DSA) framework refers to fiscal 
adjustment and primary balance as the central elements of the policy course 
that is most likely to ensure debt sustainability; the induced policy approach 
is not contributing to the recovery of economies in distress, and instead it is 
contributing to delays in sovereign debt restructuring, as well as to insufficient 
debt relief (when the restructuring occurs) for distressed sovereign debtors.

• The definition needs to be revised to be in tune with macroeconomic theory 
that is overwhelmingly supported by evidence. A reform in the definition of 
debt sustainability that refers to consistent macroeconomic policies instead of 
fiscal adjustment would be better aligned with sound economic theory, and 
would improve debt policies.

• This reform would not only improve the quality of the Fund’s sustainability 
judgments, but would also enhance debt sustainability itself. Such a reform 
would also reduce the inter-creditor inequities created by the lending-into-
arrears policy in the current framework.

Introduction
It is efficient that insolvent debtors restructure their liabilities. A timely and 
efficient process of debt restructuring is in the best interest of the aggregate. 
Conversely, delaying the restoration of debt sustainability may aggravate the 
economic situation of the debtor. This is inefficient: the prolongation of a 
recession decreases the amount of resources to be shared by the debtor and 
its creditors. The costs can be enormous for societies, as deep depressions are 
usually accompanied by high and persistent unemployment (generally unevenly 
distributed among the different cohorts and segments of the labour force), 
inequality and poverty.
In this respect, the IMF plays a crucial role, as its DSA framework is a critical 
element of the architecture of sovereign debt markets. The IMF’s sustainability 
judgments have a decisive influence on the timing of sovereign debt restructuring 
of countries in distress, and on the IMF lending policies toward those countries. 
This policy brief assesses a set of the DSA framework’s key aspects. The analysis 
concludes that the definition of public debt sustainability and the economic 
models that the IMF uses in its debt sustainability assessments need to be 
revised. In particular, the definition of sustainability is not aligned with sound 
economic theory, and is logically inconsistent. Importantly, the economic theory 
embedded into the DSA is not in tune with cutting-edge research produced by 
the IMF research department.
The flawed DSA performance has implications on multiple fronts. First, it is 
contributing to the so-called “too little, too late” syndrome — according to 
which debt relief is generally inefficiently delayed and, when it occurs, often 
insufficient to restore the conditions for economic recovery. Second, it creates 
inter-creditor inequities. The reason is that the lack of recognition of the need 
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for debt restructuring permits the IMF to lend into arrears, 
a policy that generally comes with conditionalities (as fiscal 
austerity) that aggravate recessions, decreasing the expected 
value of the claims of creditors that do not benefit from that 
lending, while benefiting the creditors that get repaid with the 
“rescue funds” that the distressed debtor receives. Third, and 
as a by-product of the previous implication, it makes it more 
difficult to achieve the necessary reforms to the international 
legal architecture that governs sovereign debt restructuring. 
Delays in restructuring lead to a negative sum game. But it is 
not a game where everyone loses (if this were the case, reforms 
would be win-win, and everyone would be incentivized to foster 
them). Instead, the induced inter-creditor inequities create some 
winners, and those who win from the current state of affairs are 
more likely to oppose any attempt to reform the system.
The changes to the definition of public debt sustainability 
proposed in this brief would realign it with sound macroeconomic 
theory, and would also give it logical consistency. Definitional 
issues are particularly important in this case because they 
convey information on what is the relevant economic theory for 
addressing debt crises — which, in turn, has a direct effect on the 
chosen policy approach.
While the DSA framework refers to fiscal adjustment and the 
evolution of the primary balance as the elements of the policy 
course of action that will determine whether a debt trajectory is 
sustainable in the best-case scenario, this brief takes a different 
perspective: it suggests judging whether a trajectory is sustainable 
if debt can be stabilized when the government follows consistent 
macroeconomic policies, under non-extreme realistic shock 
scenarios. By referring to macroeconomic policies in general, the 
path of policies that, in the view of the IMF, was conducive to 
the restoration of sustainability would not necessarily have fiscal 
adjustment as the central element, but would also contemplate 
the possibility of running expansionary fiscal policies in times 
of recession, as macroeconomic theory suggests (a brief review 
of this literature is offered in the section “A Simple Reform 
Proposal”). By referring to consistent policies, it would rule out 
paths that do not satisfy economic feasibility constraints. Finally, 
by reducing the domain of shocks to non-extreme scenarios, 
the new definition would resolve a problem of inconsistency 
in the current definition, which requires sovereigns to satisfy a 
condition that is only consistent with non-zero “country risk” 
spread in contexts where the contractual interest rate generally 
incorporates a strictly positive risk of default. 
Influential voices have raised concerns on the unmet challenges 
of the IMF to serve its core functions (see Eichengreen and 
Woods 2015). This policy brief will argue that this simple change 
in the definition of sustainability will contribute to resolving one 
of its unmet challenges — namely, the resolution of sovereign 
debt problems.

The Elements of DSA
DSA requires defining the state of the economy in the period 
of analysis, as well as projecting how that state will evolve over 
time. Projections may refer to different scenarios with their 
associated probabilities.1

The exercise of projecting the behaviour of the economy requires 
the use of an economic model that captures the analyst’s 
theoretical standpoint and understanding of the economy under 
review — and possibly the “political” constraints that it faces 
given the sensitive nature of the exercise. The stage of projections 
is an essential phase of the DSA, as sustainability judgments will 
mostly depend on its outcome.

Recent DSA Performance
The recent performance of the IMF DSA has been relatively 
poor. The IMF projections have generally been over-optimistic 
for economies in debt distress. The projections were not only 
flawed at the beginning of the recession, but large mistakes 
have been repeated period after period; that is, large forecast 
errors remain even after the revelation of information on the 
performance of the economy under analysis. Figure 1 describes 
this pattern for Greece. The same pattern applies to the other 
European economies in distress (see Guzman and Heymann 
[forthcoming 2016] for a full description). Some of these issues 
have been acknowledged by the Independent Evaluation Office 
of the IMF (2014).
Over-optimistic GDP forecasts lead to an underestimation 
of the need for debt restructuring. This contributes to the too 
little, too late syndrome in sovereign debt restructuring, that is, 
inefficient delays in the initiation of restructuring processes and 
insufficient debt relief when the restructuring is finally carried 
out — an issue that is receiving increasing attention in the 
literature and that has also been recognized by the IMF (2014) 
(see also Guzman and Stiglitz [forthcoming 2016], and the 
various chapters in Guzman, Ocampo and Stiglitz [forthcoming 
2016]). These unsatisfactory results are, to a large extent, the 
consequence of the theoretical standpoint that determines the 
policy approach that the distressed country is encouraged (by 
the IMF) to follow.

The Definition of Sustainability and Policy 
Implications
Debt sustainability is an ambiguous concept. If the interest rate 
on debt were higher than the risk-free interest rate, a definition of 
sustainability that requires full repayment with certainty would 

1 Consiglio and Zenios (2015) argue that obtaining distributions of projections 
for each year and calculating risk metrics would improve DSAs.
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be inconsistent, as it would demand repayment in every state,  
even when the contracted interest rate was incorporating the 
possibility of no repayment in some of those states. A consistent 
definition of sustainability must take into account that there are 
tail events in which full debt service will not occur.
The definition of debt sustainability may also refer to the capacity 
of debt repayment as an outcome that will depend on the policy 
actions of the sovereign debtor. Such a definition would attempt 
to establish whether debt could be regarded as sustainable in 
the scenario where the capacity of repayment is the maximum. 
But there may be different views on what set of policies would 
maximize the capacity of repayment in a sustainable way (that is, 
not only in the short term, but also in the long term).
In fact, for every level of initial debt there are infinite paths of 
primary balance trajectories that would be consistent with the 
satisfaction of a transversality condition or, even less restrictively, 
with stabilization of the debt over GDP ratio — some of them 
implying increasing ratios of public debt over output in the short 
term. Which ones of those are feasible will depend on the size of 
fiscal multipliers in practice.
The IMF DSA definition of sustainability can be analyzed on 
both fronts — that is, regarding its consistency and the policy 
approach considered as the one that would achieve sustainability 

with the largest probability. This definition has evolved over time, 
but both aspects still remain controversial. The IMF (2011, 5) 
defines unsustainability as follows: “The fiscal policy stance can 
be regarded as unsustainable if, in the absence of adjustment, 
sooner or later the government would not be able to service its 
debt. If no realistic fiscal adjustment can prevent this situation 
from arising, not only fiscal policy, but also public debt would be 
unsustainable.”
More recently, the IMF (2013a, 4) defines public debt  
sustainability (and conversely, unsustainability) as follows: 
“Public debt can be regarded as sustainable when the primary 
balance needed to at least stabilize debt under both the baseline 
and realistic shock scenarios is economically and politically 
feasible, such that the level of debt is consistent with an 
acceptable low rollover risk and with preserving potential growth 
at a satisfactory level. Conversely, if no realistic adjustment in 
the primary balance — i.e., one that is both economically and 
politically feasible — can bring debt to that state, public debt 
would be considered unsustainable.”
A sovereign that satisfies either of those conditions would be 
unduly burdened with a non-zero “country risk” spread. But 
more importantly, the definitions select fiscal adjustment as the 
policy course that would most likely maximize the capacity of 
debt repayment “sooner or later.”

Figure 1: Greece — Actual GDP and IMF’s World Economic Outlook Forecasts 
(Index: 2001 = 100)

Data source: World Economic Outlook Database, www.imf.org/external/ns/cs.aspx?id=28.
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Although the IMF debt sustainability analysis considers many 
different policy instruments for restoring or ensuring debt 
service capacity, the definition of sustainability has implications 
for the policy strategy to be adopted. The connection between 
this conception of sustainability and the overestimation of the 
economic recovery for countries in distress is clear. The idea 
that fiscal adjustments could somehow restore solvency in an 
already depressed economy, in times in which the private sector 
is also deleveraging, without contemplating the possibility of 
deviation-amplifying contractionary spirals, is ill conceived and 
not aligned with sound macroeconomic theory or evidence.2 
Besides, in many cases, occasional improvements in primary 
fiscal results are not associated with economic recovery or long-
term debt sustainability ( Jayadev and Konczal 2010; 2015). This 
approach is also not aligned with cutting-edge research produced 
by members of the IMF Research Department that recognizes 
the non-linear real activity responses to fiscal policies and, 
specifically, the potentially large multipliers of fiscal contractions 
in already-depressed economies, with the consequent danger of 
destabilizing effects (see Blanchard and Leigh 2013).3

Inter-creditor Inequities
The IMF can only provide funding to countries whose debts 
are deemed sustainable.4 When the IMF lends into arrears in a 
situation in which debt is not sustainable, the country will not go 
through the necessary process of restructuring and the recovery 
will be delayed, hurting not only the debtor but also the creditors, 
which will experience a decrease in the expected value of their 
claims (as a country that produces less will be less able to service 
debt in the future). This is a serious inter-creditor inequity, as it 
creates an unlevel field, in which some creditors (the ones that 
get repaid with these loans) benefit from the inefficient delays in 
debt restructuring.5

The Consequences for the Frameworks for Sovereign 
Debt Restructuring
There is overwhelming consensus on the need for reforming 
the frameworks that govern sovereign debt restructuring. 
Academic economists, lawyers, practitioners, policy makers, 
major institutions (such as the United Nations, the IMF, the US 
Treasury and the International Capital Market Association) and 

2 See, for example, Auerbach and Gorodnichenko (2012a; 2012b; 2012c); 
Eggertsson and Krugman (2012); Herndon, Ash and Pollin (2014), Jordà 
and Taylor (2013); Dosi et al. (2015); see also the commentaries by Krugman 
(2010; 2013; 2015) and Stiglitz (2010).

3 See also Baum, Poplawski-Ribeiro and Weber (2012), Eyraud and Weber 
(2013). See IMF (2013b) on the management of the Greek debt crisis.

4 Although the IMF amended its “exceptional access” lending framework to 
deal with the Greek crisis (see Schadler 2014).

5 This issue is aggravated by the de facto senior creditor status of the IMF 
(Brooks et al. 2015).

several non-governmental organizations share the view that the 
current gaps in the international financial and legal architecture 
are leading to major inefficiencies and inequities that harm the 
prospects of the societies that suffer sovereign debt crises and the 
majority of their creditors.6 
If all creditors were to win from a reform, its implementation 
would be simpler. But the inter-creditor inequities implied by 
the IMF lending policies in times of distress change the nature 
of the field. The winners of these policies will naturally have 
fewer incentives to engage in reforms that weaken their position, 
even if those reforms improve the functioning of the system. 
A simple reform to the DSA framework, such as the one 
presented in the next section, could simultaneously address the 
different problems that were described in this section.

A Simple Reform Proposal
This policy brief proposes a simple change to the definition 
of debt sustainability that would help to reconcile the IMF 
approach for DSA with sound economic theory.
An alternative definition for sustainability: Public debt can 
be considered as sustainable if the macroeconomic policies needed 
to at least stabilize debt under both the baseline and realistic 
(non-extreme7) shock scenarios are economically consistent and 
politically feasible.
Economic consistency refers to the satisfaction of a transversality 
or solvency condition for the public sector, such that the 
macroeconomic policies implied satisfy an intertemporal budget 
constraint according to which the present values of revenues and 
expenses are equal.
An alternative definition for unsustainability: Conversely, if 
no consistent and politically feasible macroeconomic policies 
can lead to debt stabilization under non-extreme realistic shock 
scenarios, public debt would be considered unsustainable.
Referring to non-extreme shock scenarios within the domain 
of realistic scenarios recognizes that there are situations already 
contemplated in the contracted interest rate in which full debt 
service is unfeasible, giving consistency to the definition. (To 
be fully consistent, the definition should refer to a domain of 

6 See, for instance, Brooks and Lombardi (2015; forthcoming 2016); Chodos 
(forthcoming 2016); Conn (forthcoming 2016); Gelpern (2015), Gelpern, 
Heller and Setser (forthcoming 2016); Gitlin and House (2014); Guzman 
and Stiglitz (2015; forthcoming 2016); International Capital Market 
Association (2014); IMF (2014); Mooney (2015); Ocampo (forthcoming 
2016); Raffer (forthcoming 2016) and Schwarcz (2015), among many other 
papers that point in the same direction of the need to reform the current 
non-system for sovereign debt restructuring.

7 “Non-extreme” refers to non-extreme scenarios within the domain of realistic 
scenarios.
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the distribution of shocks in which full payment is not feasible 
that is equal to the one implicitly incorporated in the contracted 
interest rate.)
However, referring to consistent macroeconomic policies instead of 
fiscal adjustment increases the spectrum of policy options that 
could be considered for restoring debt sustainability — and, in 
particular, it includes counter-cyclical macroeconomic policies as 
an option for dealing with recessions, recognizing the importance 
of positive and potentially large fiscal multipliers in those times.8

Conclusion
Delays in sovereign debt restructuring can impose large costs on 
distressed debtors and most of their creditors. The IMF has an 
important role to play in fostering better-performing sovereign 
lending markets. The DSA framework has been improving over 
time, but there is still space for further improvements.
The simple reform to the definition of debt sustainability 
proposed in this policy brief could help resolve some of the 
deficiencies observed in sovereign debt crises resolution.

Acknowledgements
I am grateful to Daniel Heymann and Joseph Stiglitz for 
extensive discussions on the issue. This policy brief has been 
inspired by seminar discussions of several presentations of 
Guzman and Heymann (2015). I am grateful to participants 
of the Initiative for Policy Dialogue-CIGI Conference on 
Sovereign Debt Restructuring held at Columbia University 
(New York, September 22, 2015), the Seminar of Economics 
at Javeriana University (Bogota, November 12, 2015), the 
Research Institute for Development, Growth and Economics 
(RIDGE) workshop on international macroeconomics at the 
Central Bank of Uruguay (Montevideo, December 15, 2015), 
the CIGI round table on Innovative Governance Approaches 
for Sovereign Debt Resolution (Ottawa, January 11, 2015), the 
RIDGE workshop on sovereign debt at University of Buenos 
Aires (December 17, 2015) and the DebtCon1 at Georgetown 
University, and especially to Sergio Chodos, Jonathan Ostry and 
Benu Schneider for their comments and suggestions. The usual 
caveats apply. 

8 Auerbach and Gorodnichenko (2012b), using US data, find that fiscal 
multipliers associated with government spending can fluctuate from being 
near zero in normal times to about 2.5 during recessions. Anja Baum, 
Marcos Poplawski-Ribeiro and Anke Weber (2012) show the existence of 
large multipliers during economic downturns for other advanced economies 
(the Group of Seven economies excluding Italy).

Works Cited
Auerbach, Alan, and Yuriy Gorodnichenko. 2012a. “Fiscal 

Multipliers in Recession and Expansion.” In Fiscal Policy 
after the Financial Crisis, edited by Alberto Alesina and 
Francesco Giavazzi. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press.

———. 2012b. “Measuring the Output Responses to Fiscal 
Policy.” American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 4 (2): 
1–27.

———. 2012c. “Output Spillovers from Fiscal Policy.” NBER 
Working Paper No. 18578.

Baum, Anja, Marcos Poplawski-Ribeiro and Anke Weber. 2012. 
“Fiscal Multipliers and the State of the Economy.” IMF 
Working Paper No. 12/286. Washington, DC: IMF.

Blanchard, Olivier and Daniel Leigh. 2013. “Growth Forecast 
Errors and Fiscal Multipliers.” IMF Working Paper, 
Research Department, WP/13/1.

Brooks, Skylar and Domenico Lombardi. 2015. “Governing 
Sovereign Debt Restructuring Through Regulatory 
Standards.” Journal of Globalization and Development 6 (2): 
287–318.

———. Forthcoming 2016. “Private Creditor Power and 
Politics of Sovereign Debt Governance.” Too Little, Too 
Late: The Quest to Resolve Sovereign Debt Crises, edited by 
Martin Guzman, José Antonio Ocampo, and Joseph E. 
Stiglitz. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Brooks, Skylar, Martin Guzman, Domenico Lombardi and 
Joseph E. Stiglitz. 2015. Identifying and Resolving Inter-
creditor and Debtor-creditor Equity Issues in Sovereign Debt 
Restructuring. CIGI Policy Brief  No. 53. Waterloo, ON: 
CIGI. www.cigionline.org/sites/default/files/pb_no53.pdf.

Chodos, Sergio. Forthcoming 2016. “From the  Pari 
Passu  Discussion to the Illegality of Making Payments.” 
In Too Little, Too Late: The Quest to Resolve Sovereign Debt 
Crises, edited by Martin Guzman, José Antonio Ocampo 
and Joseph E. Stiglitz. New York, NY: Columbia University 
Press. 

Conn, Richard. Forthcoming 2016. “Towards a Sovereign Debt 
Restructuring Framework.” Forthcoming in Too Little, Too 
Late: The Quest to Resolve Sovereign Debt Crises, edited by 
Martin Guzman, José Antonio Ocampo and Joseph E. 
Stiglitz. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Consiglio, Andrea and Stavros A. Zenios. 2015. “Risk 
Management Optimization for Sovereign Debt 
Restructuring.” Journal of Globalization and Development 6 
(2): 181–213.



6         Definitional Issues in the IMF Debt Sustainability Analysis Framework • Martin Guzman

Dosi, Giovanni, Mauro Napoletano, Andrea Roventini and 
Tania Treibich. 2015. “The Short- and Long-Run Damages 
of Fiscal Austerity: Keynes beyond Schumpeter.” In 
Contemporary Issues in Macroeconomics: Lessons from the 
Crises and Beyond, edited by J. E. Stiglitz and M. Guzman. 
London, UK: Palgrave.

Eggertsson, Gauti B., and Paul Krugman. 2012. “Debt, 
Deleveraging, and the Liquidity Trap: A Fisher-Minsky-
Koo Approach.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 127 (3): 
1469–513.

Eichengreen, Barry and Ngaire Woods. 2015. “The IMF’s 
Unmet Challenges.” Journal of Economic Perspectives 30 (1): 
29–52. 

Eyraud, Luk and Anke Weber. 2013. “The Challenge of Debt 
Reduction during Fiscal Consolidation.” IMF Working 
Papers 13/67.

Gelpern, Anna. 2015. “What Is Wrong with Sovereign Debt 
Restructuring and How to Fix It.” Paper presented at 
the Initiative for Policy Dialogue-CIGI Conference on 
Sovereign Debt Restructuring at Columbia University, 
September 22.

Gelpern, Anna, Ben Heller and Brad Setser. Forthcoming 2016. 
“Count the Limbs: Designing Robust Aggregation Clauses 
in Sovereign Bonds.” In Too Little, Too Late: The Quest of 
Resolving Sovereign Debt Crises, edited by Martin Guzman, 
José Antonio Ocampo and Joseph E. Stiglitz. New York, 
NY: Columbia University Press.

Gitlin, Richard, and Brett House. 2014. A Blueprint for a 
Sovereign Debt Forum.CIGI Papers  No. 27. Waterloo, 
ON: CIGI. www.cigionline.org/publications/blueprint-
sovereign-debt-forum.

Guzman, Martin and Daniel Heymann. 2015. “The IMF Debt 
Sustainability Analysis: Issues and Problems.” Journal of 
Globalization and Development 6 (2): 387–404.

Guzman, Martin and Joseph E. Stiglitz. 2015. “A Rule of Law 
for Sovereign Debt.” Project Syndicate, June 15.

———. Forthcoming 2016. “Creating a Framework for 
Sovereign Debt Restructuring that Works.” In Too Little, 
Too Late: The Quest to Resolve Sovereign Debt Crises, edited 
by Martin Guzman, José Antonio Ocampo and Joseph E. 
Stiglitz. New York, NY: Columbia University Press. 

Guzman, Martin, José Antonio Ocampo and Joseph E. Stiglitz 
(eds.). Forthcoming 2016. Too Little, Too Late: The Quest to 
Resolve Sovereign Debt Crises. New York, NY: Columbia 
University Press.

Herndon, Thomas, Michael Ash, and Robert Pollin. 2014. 
“Does high public debt consistently stifle economic growth? 
A critique of Reinhart and Rogoff.” Cambridge Journal of 
Economics 38 (2): 257–79.

International Capital Market Association. 2014. “Standard 
Collective Action and Pari Passu Clauses for the Terms and 
Conditions of Sovereign Notes.” 

Independent Evaluation Office of the IMF. 2014. “IMF 
Forecasts: Process, Quality, and Country Perspectives.”

IMF. 2011. “Modernizing the Framework for Fiscal Policy and 
Public Debt Sustainability Analysis.” Prepared by the Fiscal 
Affairs Department and the Strategy, Policy, and Review 
Department, approved by Carlo Cottarelli and Reza 
Moghadam.

———. 2013a. “Staff Guidance Note for Public Debt 
Sustainability Analysis in Market-Access Countries.” 
Prepared by the Strategy, Policy, and Review Department 
in collaboration with the Fiscal Affairs Department, 
approved by Siddharth Tiwari. www.imf.org/external/np/
pp/eng/2013/050913.pdf.

———. 2013b. “Greece: Ex Post Evaluation of Exceptional 
Access under the 2010 Stand-By Arrangement.” IMF 
Country Report No.13/156, June.

———. 2014. “Strengthening the Contractual Framework to 
Address Collective Action Problems in Sovereign Debt 
Restructuring.” IMF Policy Paper, October.

Jayadev, Arjun and Mike Konczal. 2010. “The Boom not the 
Slump: The Right Time for Austerity.” University of 
Massachusetts Boston, ScholarWorks at UMass Boston, 
Economics Faculty Publication Series.

———. 2015. “Searching for Expansionary Austerity.” 
University of Massachusetts Boston Working Paper.

Jordà, Òscar and Alan M. Taylor. 2013. “The time for austerity: 
estimating the average treatment effect of fiscal policy.” 
National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper No. 
19414. National Bureau of Economic Research.

Krugman, Paul. 2010. “Myths of austerity.” The New York Times, 
July 1.

———. 2013. “How the Case for Austerity Has Crumbled.”  
The New York Review of Books, June 6.

———. 2015. “The Expansionary Austerity Zombie.” The 
Conscience of a Liberal (New York Times blog), November 20.

Mooney, Charles W., Jr. 2015. “A Framework for a Formal 
Sovereign Debt Restructuring Mechanism: The KISS (Keep 
it Simple, Stupid) Principle and Other Guiding Principles.” 
Michigan Journal of International Law 37 (1): 56–111.



Policy Brief No. 77 • May 2016 • www.cigionline.org         7

About the Author

Martin Guzman is a senior fellow at the Centre for 
International Governance Innovation, a postdoctoral 
research fellow at Columbia University’s Graduate 
School of Business (Department of Economics and 
Finance) and an associate professor at the University of 
Buenos Aires. He is a co-chair of Columbia University’s 
Initiative for Policy Dialogue Taskforce on Debt 
Restructuring and Sovereign Bankruptcy and a member 
of the Institute for New Economic Thinking Group on 
Macroeconomic Externalities. He has advised the United 
Nations General Assembly Ad Hoc Committee on 
Sovereign Debt Restructuring Processes and is the editor 
in chief of the Journal of Globalization and Development.

About the Global Economy Program
Addressing limitations in the ways nations tackle shared 
economic challenges, the Global Economy Program at 
CIGI strives to inform and guide policy debates through 
world-leading research and sustained stakeholder 
engagement.
With experts from academia, national agencies, 
international institutions and the private sector, the 
Global Economy Program supports research in the 
following areas: management of severe sovereign debt 
crises; central banking and international financial 
regulation; China’s role in the global economy; governance 
and policies of the Bretton Woods institutions; the 
Group of Twenty; global, plurilateral and regional trade 
agreements; and financing sustainable development. 
Each year, the Global Economy Program hosts, co-hosts 
and participates in many events worldwide, working 
with trusted international partners, which allows the 
program to disseminate policy recommendations to an 
international audience of policy makers.
Through its research, collaboration and publications, 
the Global Economy Program informs decision makers, 
fosters dialogue and debate on policy-relevant ideas and 
strengthens multilateral responses to the most pressing 
international governance issues. 

Ocampo, José Antonio. Forthcoming 2016. “A Brief History 
of Sovereign Debt Resolution, and a Proposal for a 
Multilateral Instrument.” In Too Little, Too Late: The Quest 
to Resolve Sovereign Debt Crises, edited by Martin Guzman, 
José Antonio Ocampo and Joseph E. Stiglitz. New York, 
NY: Columbia University Press.

Raffer, Kunibert. Forthcoming 2016. “Debts, Human Rights, 
and the Rule of Law: Advocating a Fair and Efficient 
Sovereign Insolvency Model.” In Too Little, Too Late: The 
Quest of Resolving Sovereign Debt Crises, edited by Martin 
Guzman, José Antonio Ocampo and Joseph E. Stiglitz. 
New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Schadler, Susan. 2014. The IMF’s Preferred Creditor 
Status: Does It Still Make Sense After the Euro Crisis? 
CIGI Policy Brief No. 37. Waterloo, ON: CIGI.  
www.cigionline.org/sites/default/files/cigi_pb_37_1.pdf.

Schwarcz, Steve. 2015. “Sovereign Debt Restructuring: A 
Model-Law Approach.” Journal of Globalization and 
Development 6 (2): 343–85.

Stiglitz, Joseph E. 2010. “The Dangers of Deficit Reduction.” 
The Economists’ Voice 7 (1).



67 Erb Street West
Waterloo, Ontario N2L 6C2, Canada
tel +1 519 885 2444   fax +1 519 885 5450
www.cigionline.org

About CIGI
The Centre for International Governance Innovation is an 
independent, non-partisan think tank on international governance. 
Led by experienced practitioners and distinguished academics, 
CIGI supports research, forms networks, advances policy debate 
and generates ideas for multilateral governance improvements. 
Conducting an active agenda of research, events and publications, 
CIGI’s interdisciplinary work includes collaboration with policy, 
business and academic communities around the world.
CIGI’s current research programs focus on three themes: the global 
economy; global security & politics; and international law. 
CIGI was founded in 2001 by Jim Balsillie, then co-CEO of 
Research In Motion (BlackBerry), and collaborates with and 
gratefully acknowledges support from a number of strategic partners, 
in particular the Government of Canada and the Government of 
Ontario.
Le CIGI a été fondé en 2001 par Jim Balsillie, qui était alors 
co-chef de la direction de Research In Motion (BlackBerry). Il 
collabore avec de nombreux partenaires stratégiques et exprime sa 
reconnaissance du soutien reçu de ceux-ci, notamment de l’appui 
reçu du gouvernement du Canada et de celui du gouvernement de 
l’Ontario. 

For more information, please visit www.cigionline.org.

CIGI Masthead

Executive
President Rohinton P. Medhora
Director of the International Law Research Program Oonagh Fitzgerald
Director of the Global Security & Politics Program Fen Osler Hampson
Director of Human Resources Susan Hirst
Director of the Global Economy Program Domenico Lombardi
Chief of Staff and General Counsel Aaron Shull
Director of Communications and Digital Media Spencer Tripp

Publications
Managing Editor, Publications  Carol Bonnett
Senior Publications Editor Jennifer Goyder
Publications Editor Patricia Holmes
Publications Editor Nicole Langlois
Publications Editor Kristen Scott Ndiaye
Publications Editor Lynn Schellenberg
Graphic Designer Sara Moore
Graphic Designer Melodie Wakefield

Communications
For media enquiries, please contact communications@cigionline.org.

Copyright © 2016 by the Centre for International Governance Innovation

The opinions expressed in this publication are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Centre for International  
Governance Innovation or its Board of Directors.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Non-commercial — No Derivatives Licence. To view this licence, visit  
(www.creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/). For re-use or distribution, please include this copyright notice.


