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In a final step, to cross-check the information retrieved in the legal databases, we drew on the case details
provided in policy reports and the academic literature, in particular the annual litigation survey conducted
by the IMF and World Bank in highly indebted poor countries (HIPCs) since 2000 (see IMF and World
Bank, 2000-2011), as well as the case lists by Buchheit (1999), Singh (2003), IMF (2004), Sturzenegger
and Zettelmeyer (2006), EMTA (2009), IIF (2009) and Trebesch (2010); Enderlein, Trebesch and von
Daniels (2012).

4.3 Variable definitions

The following paragraphs discuss (i) how we coded the main variables of our litigation dataset, (ii) the
number of observations per variable, and (iii) how we deal with missing observations.

Debtor and plaintiff: We retrieved all debtor and plaintiff names as they appear in the court
documents. For the purpose of our database, we followed the IMF/World Bank naming convention to
standardize country names. Plaintiff names are not adjusted except where abbreviated. For at least 30
cases, a single lawsuit is filed by multiple creditors. In those cases, we used the first plaintiff in alphabetical
order.

Start and end year of litigation: For 130 of the 158 cases we have the precise start and end date
of the legal dispute from the court records. The start date is defined as the date when the plaintiff files the
complaint with the court. The end date is the date of the final judgment or the last administrative filing.
For the 28 cases for which we lack precise information on either the start and/or end date we use the best
approximation available, namely the first (last) date for which we know that the lawsuit was pending.
This information was also taken from court documents (e.g. when mentioning previous proceedings) and
in rare cases also from press articles and policy reports. The descriptive statistics on the start and end
dates are thus based on the full 158 cases.

Jurisdiction: In at least 25 cases (or 16% of all) the same plaintiff filed suit in more than one
jurisdiction. These cases are counted as one observation to avoid double-counting.

Attachment attempts: We construct a binary indicator for attachment attempts for each lawsuit.
The dummy is one whenever creditors entered a motion for an attachment or garnishment order and
attempted to seize sovereign assets abroad. We have information on this variable for 134 cases. The
descriptive statistics are based on these 134 observations.

Amounts: We collect information on the following measures of the financial volume of a lawsuit. Cases
where the disputed claims are denominated in currencies other than US$ are converted using IMF IFS
exchange rates (current at the time of filing lawsuit):

� Face value: We have information on the face value of amounts under dispute for 111 cases, meaning
the face value of the debt claims upon which the litigation is based. This is the most reliable and
conservative measure of a lawsuit’s volume, since components that are time-varying or subject to a
discretionary legal decision are disregarded - in particular accruing interest, penalty interest, and
fees. Using face values is also the most conservative choice and likely to underestimate the true
amounts under dispute, which can be a multiple of face values. In Argentina, for example, $2.9 bn
face value were ultimately settled in 2016 at nearly $10 bn.

� Judgment amount : For 91 cases, we could gather data on judgment amounts awarded in the final
judgment, including variable components such as accrued or penalty interest. This information is
noisier than the face value amounts since courts use various definitions when reporting judgment
amounts, sometimes with fees and penalty interest, sometimes without. We nevertheless report
these numbers for reasons of completeness. The judgment amounts can be interpreted as an upper
bound for the amounts actually paid in out-of-court settlements, which are typically unavailable.
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