
European or American? A re-examination
of the transatlantic influence over the IMF

Dianyi Yang
 

 1,* Tong Hu
 

 †,2 Zhenyi Chen
 

 †,3

24 September 2025

† These authors contributed equally to this work.
1 Department of Politics and International Relations, University of Oxford
2 School of International Relations and Diplomacy, Beijing Foreign Studies University
3 School of International Studies, Renmin University of China
* Correspondence: Dianyi Yang <dianyi.yang@politics.ox.ac.uk>

Abstract
This paper investigates whether the United States or Europe holds greater influence

over the International Monetary Fund (IMF)—a longstanding yet underexamined ques-
tion in the study of global economic governance. While the Fund is widely regarded
as dominated by “Western” powers, most existing research either focuses exclusively on
American influence or treats the West as a unified bloc, masking important variation be-
tween its two key actors. Drawing on panel data from 1980 to 2010, we construct separate
measures of US and European influence using principal component analysis of commonly
used alignment indicators—UN voting patterns, bilateral trade, and banking exposure—
and estimate a series of Tobit and Probit models to assess their impact on four key IMF
lending outcomes: loan-to-GDP ratios, participation rates, loan approvals, and condition-
ality. We find that European influence is strongly associated with higher loan volumes,
more frequent participation, and greater likelihood of loan approval, while US influence is
not. However, American ties are significantly correlated with fewer conditions attached
to loans. Additional analysis shows that European influence is not driven by regional or
colonial favouritism: neither European nor African borrowers benefit more from Euro-
pean ties—and may, in fact, fare worse—than other countries with comparable alignment.
These findings complicate existing assumptions about IMF decision-making, highlighting
the need to distinguish between types of Western influence. They also suggest that Eu-
rope wields broader institutional influence over access to IMF resources, while US power
manifests more selectively through conditionality. In doing so, the paper contributes to
debates on hegemony, institutional power, and intra-Western dynamics in global economic
governance.

Keywords— International Monetary Fund, hegemony, global economic governance, US influence,
European influence, conditionality
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1. Introduction

The International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank1 were established toward the
end of World War II as part of the Bretton Woods agreement in 1944 (Jensen, 2004). While
the World Bank specialised in long-term project financing, the IMF was initially established
for providing short-term balance-of-payment support and ensuring the stability of the inter-
national monetary system (IMF, 2020; Jensen, 2004).

Despite IMF’s initial technical and narrow mandate, the IMF gradually expanded its role
into structural adjustment and domestic economic governance, with loan conditionality often
targeting fiscal policy, labour markets, and institutional reforms (Barnett & Finnemore, 2004).
This evolution pushed the Fund into deeply political and distributional arenas far beyond its
original design.

However, despite the far-reaching nature of IMF loan conditionality—often inspired by the
tenets of neoclassical economics (Best, 2007; Chwieroth, 2015; Clift & Robles, 2021; Nelson,
2014), such as fiscal austerity, market liberalisation, and privatisation—there is little robust
evidence that these prescriptions consistently lead to improved economic outcomes. In many
cases, IMF programmes have been associated with worsening economic inequality (Garuda,
2000; Lang, 2020; Oberdabernig, 2013), stagnating growth (Dreher, 2006; Oberdabernig, 2013;
Przeworski & Vreeland, 2000), or social unrest (Casper, 2017; Hartzell et al., 2010), raising
doubts about the effectiveness and legitimacy of its policy advice.

This performance problem becomes a legitimacy issue when compounded by the Fund’s in-
stitutional design, which structurally privileges the interests of its most powerful member
states (Stone, 2011). With a weighted voting system (IMF, 2020) and governance norms that
concentrate decision-making among a handful of advanced economies—particularly those in
the West—the IMF has long been criticised as a platform for great power projection (Barnett
& Finnemore, 2004). Scholars have drawn parallels between the Fund’s influence and forms
of informal empire or neo-colonialism, where powerful donor states impose conditions on eco-
nomically weaker recipients through seemingly technocratic institutions (Cain, 2022; Chen,
2021; Hickel, 2020; Moyo, 2024).

While critiques of Western dominance in the IMF are longstanding, they often treat “the
West” as a monolithic bloc. In practice, however, the institutional structure of the IMF
reflects a careful transatlantic balancing act. One of the most symbolic manifestations of this
arrangement is the long-standing “gentlemen’s agreement” under which the IMF’s Managing
Director is always a European, while the World Bank is headed by an American (Keating,
2024; Weiss, 2023). This tacit division of leadership—despite being absent from the formal
Articles of Agreement (IMF, 2020; World Bank, 2021)—raises an underexplored but important
question: who actually wields more influence within the IMF, Europe or the United States?
Addressing this question helps clarify the nature of global economic governance and sheds
light on the dynamics within what is often treated as a unified Western core.

1Familiar name for the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), the lending arm of
the later created World Bank Group.
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The question is straightforward but surprisingly difficult to answer. Whereas the US domi-
nance in the World Bank is undisputed (Clark & Dolan, 2020; Wade, 2002; Woods, 2003),
the IMF presents a more ambiguous case. As the Literature Review section shows, exist-
ing research offers abundant evidence of both American and European influence, yet rarely
attempts a direct comparison between the two.

Qualitative approaches to this issue are often hampered by the Fund’s closed-door, consensus-
based decision-making (Stone, 2011, pp. 55–56)—precisely the kind of opaque process exempli-
fied by the “gentlemen’s agreement.” On the one hand, the prevalence of informal conventions
limits the utility of formal institutional analyses (e.g., voting power or veto rights). On the
other, the secretive nature of negotiations means scholars often observe the outcomes, but
not the underlying power struggles. While case studies such as Mexico’s bailout or the Euro-
pean debt crisis (Copelovitch, 2010b; Hodson, 2014; Lipscy & Lee, 2018) provide compelling
narratives, they lack transatlantic comparability and generalisability.

This paper contributes to the literature in three key ways. First, it offers a direct empirical
comparison of US and European influence over IMF lending outcomes—an angle surprisingly
overlooked in existing work. Second, by disaggregating “the West” into its US and European
components, it uncovers variation in how influence is exercised and to what ends. Third, it
challenges the assumption of geographic bias, showing that European powers do not dispropor-
tionately favour European borrowers. These findings shed new light on the internal politics
of the IMF and speak to wider debates on great power contestation and the geopolitics of
global finance.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 provides a review over the literature on
the influence of the US and Europe over the IMF.

2. Literature Review

International Relations theory, particularly realism, has long emphasised that international
organisations reflect underlying distributions of power rather than operating as neutral or au-
tonomous actors. As Mearsheimer famously argued, international institutions are “basically
a reflection of the distribution of power in the world” (Mearsheimer, 1994). The Interna-
tional Monetary Fund (IMF), despite its formal presentation as a rules-based and techno-
cratic institution (Barnett & Finnemore, 2004; Chwieroth, 2015; Lütz, 2019), is no exception
(Copelovitch, 2010b; Stone, 2011; Vreeland, 2009). Empirical studies have consistently shown
that geopolitical considerations play a central role in IMF lending decisions.

In the case of the IMF, there is broad consensus that the institution is dominated by “Western”
powers. This is reflected in both historical accounts of its founding and institutional design—
especially its weighted voting system, which concentrates power in the hands of the United
States and European countries (Barnett & Finnemore, 2004; Copelovitch, 2010a; Kahler,
2001). Given the ideological, geopolitical, and economic proximity between the US and major
European states, many studies treat “the West” as a unified bloc and do not disaggregate their
respective influences (Barro & Lee, 2005; e.g. Copelovitch, 2010b; Lipscy & Lee, 2018).
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For the strand of literature that examines American and European influence separately, nearly
all studies identify the United States as the dominant actor within the IMF (Stone, 2011, p.
51). Qualitative accounts emphasise the United States’ foundational role in shaping the IMF’s
governance structure (Stone, 2011), the Fund’s practice of making direct enquiries with Wash-
ington for major lending decisions (Southard, 1979; Woods, 2003), and its unique status as the
only country-level veto player, stemming from its position as the largest financial contributor
(Stone, 2011; Woods, 2003). The US also benefits from significant informational advantages
over other members (Stone, 2011, p. 57) and proximity-based access, with the IMF headquar-
tered in Washington, D.C. (Stone, 2011, p. 57). An abundant body of literature highlights
American influence over the conditionality attached to IMF loans, defined as “the practice of
providing financial assistance contingent on the implementation of specific policies” (Dreher,
2009). Numerous case studies further demonstrate US political pressure over conditionality,
including in Zaire, Egypt, Mexico, Argentina, South Korea, and several MENA countries
(Copelovitch, 2010b; Harrigan et al., 2006; Lipscy & Lee, 2018; Vreeland, 2009). This pattern
of influence is consistent with the United States’ broader role across international financial
institutions, particularly the World Bank, where American dominance is widely acknowledged
(Clark & Dolan, 2020; Wade, 2002; Woods, 2003).

Compared to the extensive literature on US dominance in the IMF, research on European
influence remains more limited and fragmented. Nevertheless, a growing body of scholarship
highlights that European countries do possess considerable institutional and structural ad-
vantages that enable them to shape lending outcomes. First, EU countries collectively hold
over 30% of IMF voting shares—greater than the US—and, if coordinated, could theoretically
counterbalance American veto power (Brandner et al., 2009; Leech & Leech, 2005; Smaghi,
2004). Second, Europe has enjoyed long-standing leadership within the Fund: all IMF Man-
aging Directors since the institution’s founding have been European nationals (Kahler, 2001;
Keating, 2024). Third, coordination mechanisms such as EURIMF and SCIMF facilitate pol-
icy alignment among EU members and amplify their collective voice (Lütz & Kranke, 2014).
During the Eurozone crisis, for instance, France and Germany lobbied for IMF involvement,
embedding austerity-oriented conditionality that aligned with creditor interests and protected
domestic banking sectors (Hodson, 2014; Kickert & Ongaro, 2019; Véron, 2016). Scholars have
also documented European influence beyond the continent—for example, in the use of IMF
concessional lending to sustain post-colonial relationships in Africa, particularly by the UK
and France (Moyo, 2024; Stone, 2004). These studies suggest that European actors, when
effectively coordinated, are capable of steering lending priorities.

At the same time, existing literature raises questions about the consistency and effectiveness
of European influence. Many studies underscore that EU member states are institutionally
dispersed across multiple constituencies, hindering coherent collective action (Miescu, 2014;
Smaghi, 2004; Thacker, 1999). Internal differences—such as the often-cited contrast between
France’s growth-oriented approach and Germany’s fiscal conservatism—along with the dis-
persion of EU members across multiple IMF constituencies, are said to limit coherence and
reduce policy impact (Copelovitch, 2010b; Dreher et al., 2015; Miescu, 2014; Smaghi, 2004).
Moreover, some scholars argue that European influence within the IMF is frequently con-
strained by the need to align with other G5 powers (refers to the US, Japan, the UK, France,
Germany) — particularly the United States — which often necessitates policy compromises
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and limits Europe’s ability to assert unified preferences (Copelovitch, 2010a). While some pro-
posals have called for the consolidation of EU seats to strengthen European influence, critics
argue this may entrench the dominance of larger EU states without necessarily enhancing rep-
resentativeness (Copelovitch, 2010b; Leech & Leech, 2005). These institutional tensions may
place constraints on Europe’s ability to act decisively, though the extent of such limitations
remains contested.

Although many studies document specific cases of European involvement—especially during
regional crises—they tend to be case-based, focus on intra-European dynamics, or treat Eu-
rope as a secondary actor. In addition, several key works either overlook European influence
altogether or conflate it with broader “Western” alignment (Barro & Lee, 2005; Lipscy & Lee,
2018). As a result, generalisable, cross-national assessments of Europe’s role in shaping IMF
outcomes remain scarce. This paper addresses that gap by analytically disaggregating US and
European influence within a unified empirical framework. In doing so, it contributes to a more
nuanced understanding of transatlantic dynamics in global financial governance—highlighting
that Western influence may not be as unified or symmetrical as often assumed.

In principle, quantitative approaches are well suited for directly comparing the influence of
different great powers within international organisations. In the IMF context, however, most
such studies focus on American influence, with little systematic attention paid to European
power. These studies typically proxy the strategic interests of major powers using indicators
such as UN voting alignment (Dreher et al., 2009; Thacker, 1999), bilateral trade intensity
(Barro & Lee, 2005), and financial exposure (Oatley & Yackee, 2004). Yet, much of this
literature has remained US-centric, often using only American alignment as the independent
variable of interest (Dreher et al., 2009; Guimaraes & Ladeira, 2021; Oatley & Yackee, 2004;
Thacker, 1999). Other studies pool European indicators with US ones under the broader
category of “Western” influence, thus masking potential differences between the two (Barro &
Lee, 2005; Dreher & Jensen, 2003; Guimaraes & Ladeira, 2021; Lipscy & Lee, 2018; Youssef
& Zaki, 2023)2. These ties have been shown to correlate with more favourable IMF lending
outcomes—larger loans, higher approval rates, and fewer or less stringent conditions (Barro
& Lee, 2005; Dreher et al., 2009; Guimaraes & Ladeira, 2021; Lipscy & Lee, 2018; Youssef &
Zaki, 2023). Yet, despite the availability of these tools, comparative assessments between the
US and Europe remain largely absent from this literature.

This paper addresses this gap by conducting a disaggregated, quantitative comparison of
US and European influence on IMF lending outcomes. By distinguishing between the two
major transatlantic actors, we provide new insights into the internal dynamics of power within
the IMF and contribute to broader debates over institutional legitimacy, hegemony, and the
geopolitics of economic governance.

2Youssef & Zaki (2023) also include China as a major shareholder when calculating political influence.
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3. Hypotheses

Since the literature review has outlined arguments for both US and European influence over
IMF decision-making, this section turns to a quantitative comparison of their respective im-
pacts. Accordingly, we formulate our main hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (𝐻1). The United States and Europe exert different levels of influence on IMF
lending decisions.

Moreover, prior literature has either combined the United States and Europe under the um-
brella of “Western” influence on IMF lending decisions (Lipscy & Lee, 2018), or has examined
the influence of one without accounting for the other (Oatley & Yackee, 2004; Thacker, 1999).
To address this gap, we reassess the influence of the United States and Europe separately,
while controlling for the presence of the other. Accordingly, we formulate the following two
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a (𝐻2𝑎). The United States exerts a statistically significant influence on IMF
lending decisions, controlling for European influence.

Hypothesis 2b (𝐻2𝑏). Europe exerts a statistically significant influence on IMF lending
decisions, controlling for United States influence.

4. Data

This paper uses the dataset compiled by Lipscy & Lee (2018), which extends the Barro & Lee
(2005) dataset through 2010. It provides panel data for 130 countries in five-year intervals
from 1980 to 20103, including information on IMF borrowing and participation outcomes,
economic indicators, and measures of each country’s relationship with the United States and
major European powers.

4.1. Dependent Variables

In line with Lipscy & Lee (2018) and Barro & Lee (2005), we use the following four measures
of IMF lending outcomes as our dependent variables4:

• IMF loan to GDP ratio
• IMF participation rate
• IMF loan to GDP approval

3e.g. 1980-1985, 1985-1990.
4We only include Stand-By Arrangements (SBA) and Extended Fund Facility (EFF) programmes for compa-

rability with prior studies (Barro & Lee, 2005; Dreher, 2006; Lipscy & Lee, 2018). These non-concessional
programmes are the IMF’s main channels of financial assistance and are most subject to political influence,
especially relative to concessional programmes (Youssef & Zaki, 2023).
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• Number of IMF conditions

These variables follow the definitions used in Lipscy & Lee (2018). The loan-to-GDP ratio
captures the average size of IMF lending relative to a country’s GDP over each five-year
interval. The participation rate measures the share of months within each interval during
which a country was subject to an IMF programme. The approval indicator is a binary
variable coded 1 if a new IMF programme was initiated during the interval, and 0 otherwise
(see also Barro & Lee, 2005). Finally, the number of conditions reflects the total number
of performance criteria, benchmarks, and prior actions required for disbursement under IMF
programmes (see also Copelovitch, 2010a; Dreher et al., 2015).

4.2. Independent Variables

To assess the influence of the United States and European powers on IMF lending decisions,
we construct two key independent variables that capture each actor’s propensity to exert
influence in favour of a country’s borrowing from the IMF at a given time. These propensities
are based on widely used proxies from the existing literature, which reflect the degree of a
country’s political and economic alignment with the US or Europe (Lipscy & Lee, 2018). This
approach assumes that both the US and European powers5 are more likely to advocate for
lending decisions that benefit their close partners.

Specifically, we construct our independent variables using three indicators commonly inter-
preted as channels of political and economic affinity, similar to Lipscy & Lee (2018):

• UN General Assembly voting similarity6
• Bilateral trade intensity7
• Banking sector exposure8

However, as noted by Lipscy & Lee (2018) and Belsley (2004), including multiple proxies
for the same latent construct in a single regression model leads to multicollinearity, which
reduces statistical power and inflates standard errors, as the variables are highly correlated
in our data9. To address this issue, we apply principal component analysis (PCA) to reduce
the dimensionality of the data (Dunteman, 2008). Specifically, we extract the first principal
component — a linear combination of the original variables that captures the greatest share
of variance — to serve as a single measure of influence10.

5For operationalisation, we focus only on ties to the three largest Western European powers—namely, the
United Kingdom, France, and Germany—and use their average values. This approach reflects the assump-
tion that smaller European countries are unlikely to exert meaningful influence over IMF decisions on behalf
of their partners.

6Originally used in Thacker (1999).
7From Barro & Lee (2005).
8See Broz & Hawes (2006); Lipscy (2017); Oatley & Yackee (2004).
9See Appendix A.

10GDP, before log transformation, is measured in millions of constant 2002 US dollars, while GDP per capita
is measured in thousands of constant 2002 US dollars.
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Our approach differs from Lipscy & Lee (2018) in that we do not pool the US and European
variables together. Instead, we construct two separate measures: US influence and European
influence. The PCA is conducted separately for each actor, using the same three indicators
described above. The resulting first principal components are then normalised to have a mean
of zero and a standard deviation of one, allowing for easier interpretation and comparability
of coefficients in subsequent analyses.

4.3. Covariates

The existing literature has identified several factors beyond geopolitical alignment that in-
fluence IMF lending decisions or a country’s demand for IMF assistance. We include these
variables as covariates to account for potential confounding effects. Notably, countries with
larger IMF quotas (and thus greater voting power), as well as those with nationals among
IMF staff, are expected to receive more favourable treatment from the Fund (Barro & Lee,
2005). Therefore, we include the share of nationals among IMF economists and the share of
IMF quota, both in logged form, as control covariates.

We include a range of economic performance indicators that have been shown to systematically
affect IMF lending decisions (Barro & Lee, 2005; Knight & Santaella, 1997). To capture
these dynamics, we include log GDP, per capita GDP, and lagged GDP growth as proxies
for macroeconomic performance11. International reserves measured in months of imports are
used to measure a country’s external liquidity and ability to manage balance-of-payments
pressures without IMF support. Finally, a binary variable for OECD membership serves as a
proxy for broader institutional and economic differences among countries.

We include a range of economic performance indicators that have been shown to systematically
affect IMF lending decisions (Barro & Lee, 2005; Knight & Santaella, 1997; Youssef & Zaki,
2023). To capture these dynamics, we include GDP, per capita GDP, and lagged GDP growth
as proxies for macroeconomic performance. International reserves as a share of imports are
used to measure a country’s external liquidity and ability to manage balance-of-payments
pressures without IMF support. Finally, a binary variable for OECD membership serves as a
proxy for broader institutional and economic differences among countries.

The selection of covariates, including their polynomial transformations12, closely follows Lipscy
& Lee (2018) and Barro & Lee (2005) to ensure comparability with previous findings.

4.4. Summary Statistics

Table 1 presents summary statistics for the key variables. IMF lending outcomes are generally
sparse: both the loan-to-GDP ratio and the participation rate have means close to zero,
with medians at zero, indicating that most country-periods did not involve IMF programmes.

11GDP, before log transformation, is measured in millions of constant 2002 US dollars, while GDP per capita
is measured in thousands of constant 2002 US dollars.

12Quadratic terms are included for GDP and per capita GDP to capture potential non-linear effects. See
Model Specification for details.
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However, when loans are approved, they can be large, with the loan-to-GDP ratio reaching
over 12 percent and the number of conditions ranging up to 179. The influence measures
derived from PCA are centered at zero by construction, with wide dispersion across countries.
Among the covariates, GDP per capita and its growth show substantial variation, while OECD
membership is rare in the sample (16 percent of observations). International reserves also
vary widely, suggesting heterogeneous external liquidity and self-insurance capacity across
countries. These patterns underscore the skewed and censored nature of IMF outcomes,
motivating our use of Tobit and Probit models in the subsequent analysis.

Table 1: Summary Statistics of Key Variables (1980–2010)
Mean SD Min Q1 Median Q3 Max N

IMF loan to GDP ratio (%) 0.33 1.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 12.57 995
IMF participation rate 0.14 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 1.00 1049
IMF loan approval 0.28 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1050
Number of IMF conditions 21.95 25.89 0.00 6.00 13.00 29.00 179.00 137
USA Influence 0.00 1.00 −1.17 −0.50 −0.27 0.12 8.22 763
EUP Influence 0.00 1.00 −0.84 −0.47 −0.29 0.10 11.20 649
IMF Staff (log) −5.75 1.20 −7.01 −7.01 −5.85 −4.97 −1.41 989
IMF Quota (log) −6.03 1.34 −8.52 −7.03 −6.37 −5.20 −1.57 992
GDP (log) 9.40 2.39 4.63 7.60 9.10 11.26 16.21 954
GDPpc (thousands USD) 5.76 8.59 0.00 0.43 1.68 6.87 51.98 981
GDPpc growth (%) 1.99 3.67 −28.98 0.16 1.95 3.81 24.43 949
Reserves (months of imports) 3.49 3.03 0.02 1.51 2.73 4.50 24.86 934
OECD 0.16 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1071

5. Model Specification

One notable feature of IMF loan outcomes is that they are left-censored at zero—that is, loan
amounts, participation rates, and the number of conditions are often zero, but cannot take
negative values. In such cases, ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation yields biased and
inconsistent results. The Tobit model addresses this issue by explicitly modelling the latent
continuous variable (𝑌 ∗

𝑖𝑡) underlying the censored observed outcomes (𝑌𝑖𝑡) (Tobin, 1958), and
is particularly well-suited to our setting (Amemiya, 1984).

For each non-binary dependent variable 𝑌𝑖𝑡, we estimate the following Tobit model:
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𝑌 ∗
𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1USA𝑖𝑡 + 𝛽2EUP𝑖𝑡 + 𝛾⊤P𝑖𝑡 + 𝛿⊤Z𝑖𝑡 + 𝜆𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖𝑡

𝑌𝑖𝑡 =
⎧{
⎨{⎩

0 if 𝑌 ∗
𝑖𝑡 ≤ 0

𝑌 ∗
𝑖𝑡 if 0 < 𝑌 ∗

𝑖𝑡 < 𝑐
𝑐 if 𝑌 ∗

𝑖𝑡 ≥ 𝑐

where:

• 𝑌𝑖𝑡 is the observed outcome for country 𝑖 at time 𝑡, which may be the IMF loan-to-GDP
ratio, IMF participation rate, or the number of IMF conditions.

• 𝑌 ∗
𝑖𝑡 is the latent continuous variable underlying the observed outcome.

• 𝑐 is the upper censoring point, set to 1 for participation rate and ∞ otherwise.
• USA𝑖𝑡 and EUP𝑖𝑡 represent the propensities for country 𝑖 to benefit from US and Euro-

pean influence at time 𝑡, respectively, extracted via principal component analysis.
• P𝑖𝑡 = (ln(GDP𝑖𝑡), ln(GDP𝑖𝑡)2,GDPpc𝑖𝑡,GDPpc2

𝑖𝑡)
⊤

includes logged GDP and per
capita GDP, along with their squared terms.

• Z𝑖𝑡 is a vector of additional covariates, including per capita GDP growth, reserves as a
share of imports, and OECD membership.

• 𝜆𝑡 denotes five-year period fixed effects.
• 𝜖𝑖𝑡 is the error term, assumed to be independently and identically distributed as

𝒩(0, 𝜎2)13.

For the IMF loan approval variable, which is binary (𝑌𝑖𝑡 ∈ {0, 1}), we estimate a Probit
model. This allows us to conveniently reuse the same latent variable specification 𝑌 ∗

𝑖𝑡 as in the
Tobit model. The key differences are that the error term is now assumed to follow a standard
normal distribution 𝒩(0, 1), and that the latent outcome maps to a binary observed outcome
as follows14:

𝑌𝑖𝑡 = {1 if 𝑌 ∗
𝑖𝑡 > 0

0 if 𝑌 ∗
𝑖𝑡 ≤ 0

6. Results

We now present the results from estimating the Tobit and Probit models described above,
focusing on the effects of US and European influence on IMF lending outcomes. As shown
in Table 2, stronger ties with Europe are significantly associated with a higher IMF loan-
to-GDP ratio, a greater participation rate, and an increased likelihood of loan approval. In
13Country fixed effects are not included because the number of time periods (𝑇 ) is small relative to the number

of countries (𝑁). In such cases, including country fixed effects would lead to inconsistent estimates of the
disturbance variance 𝜎 (Greene, 2004).

14Alternatively, the Probit model can be expressed in terms of probabilities as Pr(𝑌𝑖𝑡 = 1) = Φ(𝛼+𝛽1USA𝑖𝑡 +
𝛽2EUP𝑖𝑡 + 𝛾⊤P𝑖𝑡 + 𝛿⊤Z𝑖𝑡 + 𝜆𝑡), where Φ(⋅) is the standard normal cumulative distribution function.
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contrast, similar ties with the United States do not yield statistically significant effects on
these outcomes. The differences between American and European influence on the first two
outcomes are statistically significant at the 5% level15.

The only favourable treatment associated with American influence, perhaps surprisingly, is a
reduction in the number of IMF conditions. In contrast, ties with Europe are not associated
with such benefits. This finding echoes the argument by Lütz & Kranke (2014), who suggest
that European actors have historically adhered more strictly to economic orthodoxy—most
visibly during the Eurozone crisis—despite such policies traditionally being associated with the
United States under the so-called “Washington Consensus.” Although the European adoption
of neoliberal economic doctrines became especially prominent after the crisis, it is notable
that similar patterns are already evident in the pre-2010 data examined here.

15Based on tests of equality for the null hypothesis that USA = EUP. 𝐹 -tests are used for the linear models;
for the Probit model, the test corresponds to an asymptotic Chi-squared statistic, which is appropriate given
the large sample size (𝑁 = 522). The 𝑝-values for the first two models are 0.021 and 0.014, respectively.
For loan approval, the difference is nearly significant at the 10% level (𝑝 = 0.122).
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Table 2: Comparative Effects of US and European Influence on IMF Lending Outcomes (1980–
2010)

IMF loan to GDP ratio IMF participation rate IMF loan approval Number of IMF conditions
USA Influence 0.318 0.108+ 0.185 −5.279***

(0.305) (0.064) (0.167) (1.519)
EUP Influence 1.922*** 0.456*** 0.971* 1.364

(0.562) (0.126) (0.473) (6.019)
IMF Staff 0.325* 0.068* 0.116 −1.630

(0.148) (0.034) (0.090) (1.027)
IMF Quota 0.972** 0.103 0.218 −11.522***

(0.339) (0.080) (0.188) (3.488)
GDP 0.273 0.380* 0.906** 33.598***

(0.643) (0.153) (0.322) (9.677)
GDP2 −0.047 −0.022** −0.052** −1.128**

(0.038) (0.009) (0.018) (0.438)
GDPpc 0.701*** 0.158*** 0.385*** −1.366

(0.190) (0.045) (0.117) (1.562)
GDPpc2 −0.079*** −0.019*** −0.047*** 0.163

(0.022) (0.005) (0.011) (0.174)
GDPpc growth −0.128** −0.029** −0.049* −1.078**

(0.041) (0.009) (0.023) (0.337)
Reserves −0.172** −0.034** −0.088** −0.207

(0.059) (0.013) (0.034) (0.350)
OECD −1.750+ −0.575* −1.402* 7.848+

(1.049) (0.223) (0.625) (4.144)
(Intercept) 9.593* −0.582 −2.286 −231.165***

(4.399) (1.021) (2.333) (66.201)
USA=EUP [0.021*] [0.014*] [0.122] [0.301]
Period FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Regression Tobit Tobit Probit Tobit
𝑁 517 522 522 93
+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001
Standard errors clustered at the country level. Values in square brackets represent 𝑝-values from 𝐹 -tests (linear models)
and Chi-squared tests (Probit model).

7. Robustness Checks

While our baseline results indicate that European powers exert substantial influence over
IMF lending outcomes, two plausible explanations could account for these patterns without
implying broad, institutionalised influence.

First, European powers may favour geographically proximate borrowers — a continental pref-
erence — resulting in disproportionately favourable treatment of European recipients. Such
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behaviour might be expected given the EU’s special Troika arrangements with the IMF dur-
ing the Eurozone crisis (Hodson, 2014; Pisani-Ferry et al., 2013). Second, given the historical
legacy of colonialism, particularly in Africa, European powers might be more inclined to sup-
port former colonies (colonial preference), especially those with enduring political, economic,
or cultural ties (Moyo, 2024; Stone, 2004; 2011, p. 51).

In this section, we test both explanations by interacting our measure of European influence
with indicators for European and African recipients, respectively. If either hypothesis holds,
we would expect the interaction terms to be positive and significant for the first three lending
outcomes — loan-to-GDP ratio, participation rate, and loan approval, indicating stronger
European influence in those contexts. As shown below, neither hypothesis is supported: in
both cases, the interaction terms are insignificant or negative, and our core finding — that
European influence is associated with more favourable IMF lending outcomes — remains
robust across the recipient groups. This suggests that European influence is not geographically
or historically confined, but instead reflects a global institutional role within the IMF.

7.1. Continental Preference?

One plausible alternative explanation for the strong association between European influence
and favourable IMF lending outcomes is that European powers might be disproportionately
favouring fellow European recipients, in contrast to the United States, for which such con-
tinental preference may not apply. This suspicion is not unfounded: during the Eurozone
crisis, the IMF partnered with the European Commission and the European Central Bank—
collectively known as the Troika—to jointly extend financial assistance to Greece and other
European economies (Hodson, 2014; Pisani-Ferry et al., 2013). Although the Eurozone crisis
itself overlaps only slightly with the end of our sample period (1980-2010), and the Troika’s
coordinated lending response occurred largely afterwards, we nevertheless test this hypothesis
to assess whether similar continental preference dynamics could explain our findings.

To evaluate this possibility, we examine whether the effect of European influence varies system-
atically between European and non-European countries. We interact the European influence
variable (EUP Influence) with a binary indicator for whether the recipient is a European
country (European recipient), and re-estimate the main models accordingly. The results
are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3: Effects of US and European Influence on IMF Lending Outcomes (1980–2010), Sep-
arating European and Non-European Recipients

IMF loan to GDP ratio IMF participation rate IMF loan approval Number of IMF conditions
USA Influence 0.142 0.077 0.121 −5.835***

(0.261) (0.061) (0.165) (1.558)
EUP Influence 4.306*** 0.856*** 1.673** −11.698

(1.218) (0.245) (0.601) (7.652)
EUP Influence ×
European recipient

−2.497* −0.489+ −1.038 14.053+

(1.177) (0.257) (0.727) (7.265)
European recipient −1.220* −0.214+ −0.321 7.734*

(0.561) (0.129) (0.305) (3.868)
IMF Staff 0.301* 0.065+ 0.112 −1.580

(0.145) (0.034) (0.089) (0.982)
IMF Quota 1.287*** 0.159* 0.328+ −12.712***

(0.357) (0.080) (0.197) (3.488)
GDP 0.624 0.447** 1.025** 26.055**

(0.591) (0.148) (0.326) (9.585)
GDP2 −0.076* −0.028*** −0.062** −0.703

(0.035) (0.008) (0.019) (0.450)
GDPpc 0.717*** 0.167*** 0.407** −1.418

(0.195) (0.048) (0.125) (1.534)
GDPpc2 −0.081*** −0.020*** −0.050*** 0.192

(0.020) (0.005) (0.012) (0.164)
GDPpc growth −0.126** −0.028** −0.048* −1.005**

(0.039) (0.009) (0.023) (0.326)
Reserves −0.176** −0.034** −0.090* −0.100

(0.061) (0.013) (0.036) (0.331)
OECD −1.441 −0.492* −1.212* 15.313***

(0.966) (0.221) (0.587) (4.102)
(Intercept) 11.081* −0.335 −1.752 −208.445**

(4.470) (1.018) (2.380) (63.738)
Period FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Regression Tobit Tobit Probit Tobit
𝑁 517 522 522 93
+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001
Standard errors clustered at the country level.

Contrary to the hypothesis of regional favouritism, the results suggest that European re-
cipients do not receive preferential treatment from the IMF or benefit more from their ties
to Western European powers. If anything, the estimates indicate that they may even be
treated less favourably in some respects. The interaction terms (EUP Influence × European
recipient), which capture whether European influence has a differential effect for European
borrowers compared to non-European ones, are either statistically insignificant or, when sig-
nificant, indicate a weaker effect for European recipients. For instance, in the loan-to-GDP
ratio, participation rate, and IMF conditions models, the negative and significant interaction
terms suggest that ties with Western European powers are associated with less favourable
outcomes for European recipients relative to non-European countries with comparable ties.
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Furthermore, the European recipient variable itself is associated with less favourable out-
comes, even after controlling for ties to the US and European powers, as well as other co-
variates. This negative association is statistically significant at the 5% level for both the
loan-to-GDP ratio and the number of IMF conditions. These results suggest that, on average,
European countries tend to receive less favourable treatment from the IMF than non-European
countries, despite their typically stronger connections to Western European powers.

These findings suggest that the observed European influence is not driven by a preference for
geographically proximate countries, but instead reflects a broader institutional influence over
the IMF. In other words, European powers appear to exercise their influence globally, rather
than selectively favouring their regional neighbours.

7.2. Colonial Preference?

A second possible explanation is that European influence is concentrated in lending to former
colonies, particularly in Africa, where historical, linguistic, and economic ties might moti-
vate preferential treatment, as suggested by Stone (2004). To assess this, we interact EUP
Influence with a binary variable for African recipients and re-estimate our main models.
The results are reported in Table 4.
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Table 4: Effects of US and European Influence on IMF Lending Outcomes (1980–2010), Sep-
arating African and Non-African Recipients

IMF loan to GDP ratio IMF participation rate IMF loan approval Number of IMF conditions
USA Influence 0.300 0.099 0.168 −3.515*

(0.299) (0.062) (0.166) (1.492)
EUP Influence 1.966*** 0.484*** 1.043* 3.117

(0.560) (0.125) (0.463) (5.381)
EUP Influence ×
African recipient

−2.189 −1.068* −1.539 2.291

(2.964) (0.424) (1.112) (11.798)
African recipient −0.973 −0.432* −0.728 11.325*

(1.185) (0.178) (0.447) (4.641)
IMF Staff 0.333* 0.073* 0.121 −1.669*

(0.146) (0.034) (0.090) (0.817)
IMF Quota 0.991** 0.105 0.243 −11.912***

(0.346) (0.081) (0.198) (3.017)
GDP 0.362 0.435** 0.968** 41.884***

(0.689) (0.143) (0.330) (9.479)
GDP2 −0.052 −0.025** −0.056** −1.514***

(0.038) (0.008) (0.018) (0.421)
GDPpc 0.696*** 0.158*** 0.370** −0.240

(0.182) (0.043) (0.117) (1.179)
GDPpc2 −0.079*** −0.019*** −0.046*** 0.045

(0.021) (0.004) (0.011) (0.132)
GDPpc growth −0.130** −0.029** −0.051* −1.103***

(0.042) (0.009) (0.023) (0.297)
Reserves −0.175** −0.034** −0.091* −0.130

(0.060) (0.013) (0.036) (0.303)
OECD −1.815+ −0.610** −1.487* 5.885

(1.033) (0.218) (0.624) (3.922)
(Intercept) 9.553+ −0.755 −2.162 −281.419***

(4.933) (1.022) (2.505) (66.027)
Period FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Regression Tobit Tobit Probit Tobit
𝑁 517 522 522 93
+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001
Standard errors clustered at the country level.

Contrary to the colonial preference hypothesis, the interaction terms (EUP Influence ×
African recipient) are statistically insignificant in most specifications, and when significant
(as in the participation rate model), they are negative — indicating that ties with Western
European powers, if anything, bring fewer benefits to African recipients than to non-African
borrowers. Similarly, the African recipient variable itself is not consistently associated
with more favourable IMF lending outcomes; in fact, in some models (participation rate and
conditionality), it is significantly correlated with less favourable terms. Taken together, these
results suggest that African recipients do not benefit disproportionately from their histori-
cal or post-colonial relationships with European powers—and may, on average, receive less
favourable treatment than non-African countries with comparable political ties and economic
profiles.
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These findings parallel our results for European recipients: they indicate that the observed
association between European influence and IMF lending is not driven by a concentration
of support for countries with historic colonial ties. Instead, European influence appears to
be exercised in a globally consistent manner, extending beyond specific regional or historical
relationships.

7.3. Alternative Measure of Conditionality

Another concern is that our results on conditionality could be sensitive to the way IMF
programme conditions are measured. Our baseline analysis follows Lipscy & Lee (2018),
who aggregate the total number of conditions across five-year periods. Yet, as Guimaraes
& Ladeira (2021) note, the overall count of IMF conditions, although widely used, may not
fully capture the stringency of conditionality. They therefore propose alternative indicators,
including the number of fiscal conditions and the required fiscal adjustment (RFA), to reassess
the relationship between political alignment and conditionality. To address this concern, we
replicate our conditionality model (the fourth specification in Table 2) using these alternative
measures as dependent variables, and present the results in Appendix C.

The results in Table C.1 indicate that our earlier finding, that closer relations with the US,
rather than European powers, are associated with fewer IMF conditions, extends to the fiscal
subset of conditions. This echoes Guimaraes & Ladeira (2021), who also find that political
alignment with the US reduces fiscal conditions, though they do not control for European
influence. Importantly, fewer fiscal conditions should not be taken as evidence of less stringent
conditionality: our results on the required fiscal adjustment (RFA) are inconclusive, consistent
with Guimaraes & Ladeira (2021). Finally, fiscal-conditions data are available only from 1999
onwards, leaving a very limited sample (𝑁 ≈ 30), so these findings should be interpreted with
caution.

8. Conclusion

This paper has examined a fundamental yet underexplored question in the study of global
economic governance: who wields greater influence over the International Monetary Fund—
the United States or Europe? By disaggregating “Western” influence into its constituent
components and employing principal component analysis to construct separate measures of
US and European alignment, we have uncovered important asymmetries in how transatlantic
powers exercise their influence within the Fund.

Our empirical analysis yields several key findings that challenge conventional wisdom about
IMF decision-making. First, European influence demonstrates a broader and more consis-
tent association with favourable lending outcomes than previously recognised. Countries with
stronger ties to major European powers�namely, the United Kingdom, France, and Germany,
receive significantly larger loans relative to GDP, participate more frequently in IMF pro-
grammes, and enjoy higher approval rates for new lending arrangements. These effects are
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statistically significant and substantively meaningful, suggesting that European actors wield
considerable institutional influence over the Fund’s core lending functions.

Second, contrary to much existing literature that emphasises American dominance, US influ-
ence shows a more selective pattern of impact. While American ties do not significantly affect
loan volumes, participation rates, or approval decisions, they are strongly associated with
fewer conditions, that is, a reduced number of performance criteria, benchmarks, and prior
actions attached to lending arrangements. This finding suggests that US power manifests not
through broad institutional control over access to resources, but through targeted influence
over the design of conditionality. However, this result should not be interpreted as evidence
of systematically “more lenient” conditionality: our additional analyses find no evidence that
American ties reduce the required fiscal adjustment imposed by IMF programmes.

Third, our robustness checks reveal that European influence operates on a global rather than
regional or colonial basis. Neither European borrowers nor African recipients benefit dis-
proportionately from their ties to European powers. If anything, the evidence suggests these
groups may receive less favourable treatment than other countries with comparable alignment
profiles. This pattern indicates that European influence reflects genuine institutional power
within the IMF rather than geographic or historical favouritism.

These findings have several important implications for our understanding of international
financial institutions and global economic governance. Theoretically, they complicate conven-
tional narratives of uncontested US hegemony in the IMF. While the United States remains
the most powerful single actor within the Bretton Woods system, its influence is concentrated
in shaping the policy content of lending arrangements—determining what borrowers must do
to receive and maintain access to funds—rather than in deciding who receives assistance. By
contrast, European powers collectively wield substantial institutional authority over resource
allocation, influencing which countries obtain loans and in what amounts. This pattern, rooted
in the Fund’s historical leadership structure epitomised by the “gentlemen’s agreement,” sug-
gests that hegemony within the IMF is fragmented rather than monolithic, with American
primacy tempered by European institutional strength.

More broadly, the practice of IMF governance underscores that even the United States, as
the system’s hegemon, operates under constraints. Securing outcomes typically requires con-
sensus from other major powers, most notably European states, and compromises are often
struck to maintain institutional cohesion. US influence also depends on a degree of legitima-
tion, whether through the appearance of multilateral power-sharing, as in the transatlantic
balance within the IMF, or through the promotion of ideological frameworks such as neoliberal
economic orthodoxy. Yet such strategies can produce unintended consequences: Europe has
not only embraced but also entrenched neoliberal doctrines, allowing it to leverage them in
ways that enhance its own institutional authority. This dynamic illustrates a broader pattern
in which American-founded institutions, originally designed to project US preferences, may
evolve into arenas that constrain or even oppose US objectives, as exemplified by the UN
Security Council’s opposition to the Iraq War. Hegemony, in this light, is both exercised and
contested within the very structures the United States helped to create.
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From a policy perspective, these findings have implications for ongoing debates about IMF
reform and representation. Calls for enhanced emerging market voice and reduced Western
dominance must grapple with the reality that “the West” is not a monolithic bloc. European
and American interests may diverge in important ways, creating opportunities for coalition-
building and institutional change that would not exist under unified Western control. Un-
derstanding these internal dynamics may be crucial for reform advocates seeking to reshape
global financial governance.

Our analysis also sheds light on the nature of conditionality, one of the most controversial
aspects of IMF operations. The finding that American influence is associated with fewer
conditions, while European influence shows no such effect, suggests that critiques of overly in-
trusive conditionality may need to be more precisely targeted. European powers, despite their
historical association with social democratic governance models, do not appear to advocate for
more lenient policy requirements. This pattern may reflect the influence of German-style fiscal
conservatism within European policy circles or the adoption of neoliberal economic orthodoxy
by European technocratic elites.

Several limitations of our analysis should be acknowledged. First, our sample period ends in
2010, reflecting the coverage of the underlying datasets we rely on. While this prevents us
from capturing the European sovereign debt crisis and the subsequent Troika arrangements,
we expect that including the post-2010 period would, if anything, reinforce our findings. The
IMF’s close collaboration with European institutions during the crisis suggests that Euro-
pean influence over lending decisions likely became even more pronounced after our period of
observation.

Second, our measures of influence, while grounded in the existing literature, capture alignment
rather than direct lobbying or pressure. We cannot observe the specific mechanisms through
which influence is exercised or the content of behind-the-scenes negotiations. Qualitative case
studies examining specific lending decisions could provide valuable complementary insights
into the micro-foundations of the patterns we document. However, such approaches often
rely on extensive insider information and interviews with IMF officials, which are difficult to
obtain given the Fund’s highly consensus-based and closed-door decision-making culture.

Third, in terms of scope, four clarifications are in order. Our analysis focuses exclusively on
lending outcomes and does not examine other dimensions of IMF operations, such as surveil-
lance, technical assistance, or institutional governance. European and American influence
may well manifest differently across these functions. Second, the effectiveness of IMF policies
is also beyond the scope of our analysis. A large body of literature already addresses this
question, and its findings can be combined with ours to inform policy debates. Third, our
approach is deliberately empirical and positivist, aimed at identifying systematic patterns of
influence rather than assessing the appropriateness of IMF lending arrangements. Questions
of legitimacy and normative evaluation, long central to debates about the Fund, are not the
direct focus of this paper, though we recognise that our results have implications for these
debates and welcome further normative interpretations. Fourth, while our analysis focuses on
formal indicators of alignment, we also recognise that informal personal networks can play an
important role in IMF politics. The relationships that borrowing-country officials cultivate
within international financial institutions may shape loan negotiations and outcomes in ways
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that are not captured by our framework. Assessing the impact of such networks, however,
falls outside the scope of this study.

Looking ahead, several promising avenues for future research emerge from our findings. First,
it is worth re-examining the determinants of IMF conditionality by moving beyond simple
counts of conditions. In addition to the required fiscal adjustment, future work could measure
conditionality across specific domains—such as trade liberalisation, privatisation, or structural
reforms—to assess whether transatlantic influence shapes not only the quantity but also the
substance of IMF policy requirements.

A second line of inquiry would be to examine the domestic sources of IMF influence. Our
study measures international alignment, but the national actors transmitting influence remain
a black box. Case studies focusing on finance ministries, central banks, foreign ministries, or
private banking interests could shed light on which domestic constituencies mobilise influence
within the IMF, and whether these channels differ between Europe and the United States.

Finally, our findings suggest the value of applying a similar disaggregation of Western influence
to other international organisations. Beyond the World Bank, promising candidates include
the OECD, the Bank for International Settlements (BIS), the WTO, and the European Bank
for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD). Each involves overlapping Western leadership
but potentially divergent US and European priorities, offering a fertile testing ground for
whether the asymmetries we document are specific to the IMF or reflect broader patterns of
transatlantic governance.

To summarise, our analysis underscores that Western influence within the IMF is not mono-
lithic but internally differentiated, with Europe shaping access to resources and the United
States shaping the terms of their use. Recognising this asymmetry complicates prevailing
narratives of IMF governance and highlights the need to take transatlantic politics seriously
in studies of global financial institutions. More broadly, the paper demonstrates the value
of disaggregating great power influence rather than treating blocs as unified actors. Doing
so not only clarifies the institutional dynamics of the IMF, but also provides a framework
for examining other organisations where overlapping alliances mask divergent interests. In
this way, the findings contribute to a more nuanced understanding of how power operates in
international economic governance and point toward the importance of looking inside, as well
as outside, the Western coalition when considering the future of multilateralism.

Data Availability Statement

The replication files for this paper are available at https://github.com/IMFPaper/IMF.

Funding Statement

This research is not funded.

Competing Interests

The authors declare none.

20

https://github.com/IMFPaper/IMF


References

Amemiya, T. (1984). Tobit models: A survey. Journal of Econometrics, 24(1–2), 3–61.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(84)90074-5

Barnett, M., & Finnemore, M. (2004). Expertise and power at the international monetary
fund. In Rules for the World (pp. 45–72). Cornell University Press. http://www.jstor.
org/stable/10.7591/j.ctt7z7mx.6

Barro, R., & Lee. (2005). IMF programs: Who is chosen and what are the effects? Journal
of Monetary Economics, October.

Belsley, D. A. (2004). Regression diagnostics: Identifying influential data and sources of
collinearity. Wiley.

Best, J. (2007). Legitimacy dilemmas: The IMF’s pursuit of country ownership. Taylor &
Francis. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436590701192231

Brandner, P., Grech, H., & Paterson, I. (2009). Unifying EU representation at the IMF
executive board: A voting and veto power analysis. Reihe Ökonomie / Economics Series,
245, 1–33. https://hdl.handle.net/10419/72722

Broz, J. L., & Hawes, M. B. (2006). Congressional politics of financing the interna-
tional monetary fund. International Organization, 60(2). https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0020818306060115

Cain, C. (2022). The IMF loan conditionalities and neo-colonialism: Understanding through
the third world approach to international law. Exeter L. Rev., 47, 7.

Casper, B. A. (2017). IMF programs and the risk of a coup d’état. Journal of Conflict
Resolution, 61(5), 964–996. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002715600759

Chen, J. (2021, October 21). Neocolonialism and the IMF. Harvard Political Review. https:
//harvardpolitics.com/neocolonialism-imf/

Chwieroth, J. M. (2015). Professional ties that bind: How normative orientations shape
IMF conditionality. Taylor & Francis. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/
09692290.2014.898214

Clark, R., & Dolan, L. R. (2020). Pleasing the principal: U.S. Influence in world bank
policymaking. American Journal of Political Science, 65(1), 36–51. https://doi.org/10.
1111/ajps.12531

Clift, B., & Robles, T.-A. (2021). The IMF, tackling inequality, and post-neoliberal “reglob-
alization”: The paradoxes of political legitimation within economistic parameters. Taylor
& Francis. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14747731.2020.1774325

Copelovitch, M. S. (2010a). Master or servant? Common agency and the political economy
of IMF lending. International Studies Quarterly, 54(1), 49–77. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1468-2478.2009.00577.x

Copelovitch, M. S. (2010b). The International Monetary Fund in the Global Economy. Cam-
bridge University Press. www.cambridge.org/9780521143585

Dreher, A. (2006). IMF and economic growth: The effects of programs, loans, and compli-
ance with conditionality. World Development, 34(5), 769–788. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
worlddev.2005.11.002

Dreher, A. (2009). IMF conditionality: Theory and evidence. Public Choice, 141(1–2), 233–
267. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-009-9486-z

21

https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(84)90074-5
http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.ctt7z7mx.6
http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.ctt7z7mx.6
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436590701192231
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/72722
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818306060115
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818306060115
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002715600759
https://harvardpolitics.com/neocolonialism-imf/
https://harvardpolitics.com/neocolonialism-imf/
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09692290.2014.898214
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09692290.2014.898214
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12531
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12531
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14747731.2020.1774325
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2478.2009.00577.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2478.2009.00577.x
https://www.cambridge.org/9780521143585
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-009-9486-z


Dreher, A., & Jensen, N. (2003). Independent Actor or Agent? An Empirical Analysis
of the Impact of US Interests on IMF Conditions. SSRN Electronic Journal. https:
//doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.459280

Dreher, A., Sturm, J.-E., & Vreeland, J. R. (2009). Global horse trading: IMF loans for votes
in the United Nations Security Council. European Economic Review, 53(7), 742–757.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2009.03.002

Dreher, A., Sturm, J.-E., & Vreeland, J. R. (2015). Politics and IMF conditionality. Journal
of Conflict Resolution, 59(1), 120–148. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002713499723

Dunteman, G. H. (2008). Principal components analysis (Nachdr.). Sage.
Dyson, K. H. F., & Quaglia, L. (2010). European economic governance and policies. Vol. 2:

Commentary on key policy documents (1. publ). Oxford Univ. Press.
Garuda, G. (2000). The Distributional Effects of IMF Programs: A Cross-Country Analysis.

World Development, 28(6), 1031–1051. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0305-750x(00)00002-4
Greene, W. (2004). Fixed Effects and Bias Due to the Incidental Parameters Problem in

the Tobit Model. Econometric Reviews, 23(2), 125–147. https://doi.org/10.1081/ETC-
120039606

Guimaraes, B., & Ladeira, C. E. (2021). The determinants of IMF fiscal conditionality:
Economics or politics? Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue Canadienne d’économique,
54(3), 1361–1399. https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12524

Harrigan, J., Wang, C., & El-Said, H. (2006). The economic and political determinants of
IMF and world bank lending in the Middle East and North Africa. World Development,
34(2), 247–270. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.07.016

Hartzell, C. A., Hoddie, M., & Bauer, M. (2010). Economic liberalization via IMF structural
adjustment: Sowing the seeds of civil war? International Organization, 64(2), 339–356.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40608018

Hickel, J. (2020, November 26). Apartheid in the world bank and the IMF. Al Jazeera.
https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2020/11/26/it-is-time-to-decolonise-the-world-
bank-and-the-imf

Hodson, D. (2014). The IMF as a de facto institution of the EU: A multiple supervisor
approach. Review of International Political Economy, 22(3), 570–598. https://doi.org/10.
1080/09692290.2014.956136

IMF. (2020). Articles of agreement. International Monetary Fund. https://www.imf.org/
external/pubs/ft/aa/pdf/aa.pdf

Jensen, N. M. (2004). Crisis, conditions, and capital. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 48(2),
194–210. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002703262860

Kahler, M. (2001). Leadership selection in the major multilaterals. In Leadership Selection
in the Major Multilaterals. Institute for International Economics.

Keating, J. E. (2024). Why is the IMF chief always a european? https://foreignpolicy.com/
2011/05/18/why-is-the-imf-chief-always-a-european/

Kickert, W., & Ongaro, E. (2019). Influence of the EU (and the IMF) on domestic cutback
management: A nine-country comparative analysis. Public Management Review, 21(9),
1348–1367. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1618383

Knight, K., & Santaella, J. A. (1997). Economic determinants of IMF financial arrange-
ments. Journal of Development Economics, 54(2), 405–436. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0304-3878(97)00049-7

22

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.459280
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.459280
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2009.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002713499723
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0305-750x(00)00002-4
https://doi.org/10.1081/ETC-120039606
https://doi.org/10.1081/ETC-120039606
https://doi.org/10.1111/caje.12524
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.07.016
https://www.jstor.org/stable/40608018
https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2020/11/26/it-is-time-to-decolonise-the-world-bank-and-the-imf
https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2020/11/26/it-is-time-to-decolonise-the-world-bank-and-the-imf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2014.956136
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2014.956136
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/aa/pdf/aa.pdf
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/aa/pdf/aa.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002703262860
https://foreignpolicy.com/2011/05/18/why-is-the-imf-chief-always-a-european/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2011/05/18/why-is-the-imf-chief-always-a-european/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1618383
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3878(97)00049-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3878(97)00049-7


Lang, V. (2020). The economics of the democratic deficit: The effect of IMF programs on
inequality. Review of International Organizations, 16(3, 3), 599–623. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11558-020-09405-x

Leech, D., & Leech, R. (2005). Voting Power Implications of a Unified European Representa-
tion at the IMF. https://eprints.lse.ac.uk/565/

Lipscy, P. Y. (2017). Renegotiating the world order: Institutional change in international
relations (1st ed.). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316570463

Lipscy, P. Y., & Lee, H. N.-K. (2018). The IMF as a biased global insurance mechanism:
Asymmetrical moral hazard, reserve accumulation, and financial crises. International
Organization, 73(1), 35–64. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0020818318000371

Lütz, S. (2019). Accountants, Europeanists and Monetary Guardians: Bureaucratic cultures
and conflicts in IMF-EU lending programs. Review of International Political Economy,
26(6), 1187–1210. https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2019.1632916

Lütz, S., & Kranke, M. (2014). The european rescue of the Washington consensus? EU and
IMF lending to central and eastern european countries. Review of International Political
Economy, 21(2), 310–338. https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2012.747104

Mearsheimer, J. J. (1994). The False Promise of International Institutions. International
Security, 19(3), 5–49. https://doi.org/10.2307/2539078

Miescu, M. S. (2014). European Union’s influence in the International Monetary Fund:
Would unity provide strength [Queen Mary University of London]. https://wp.peio.me/wp-
content/uploads/PEIO8/Miescu%2018.09.2014.pdf

Moyo, G. (2024). World bank, IMF, and WTO as agents of financial imperialism. https:
//doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-51000-7_3

Nelson, S. C. (2014). Playing Favorites: How Shared Beliefs Shape the IMF’s Lend-
ing Decisions. International Organization, 68(2), 297–328. https://doi.org/10.1017/
s0020818313000477

Oatley, T., & Yackee, J. (2004). American interests and IMF lending. International Politics,
41(3), 415–429. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ip.8800085

Oberdabernig, D. A. (2013). Revisiting the effects of IMF programs on poverty and inequality.
World Development, 46, 113–142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2013.01.033

Pisani-Ferry, J., Sapir, A., & Wolff, G. B. (2013). EU-IMF assistance to euro-area countries:
An early assessment. Bruegel.

Przeworski, A., & Vreeland, J. R. (2000). The effect of IMF programs on economic growth.
Journal of Development Economics, 62(2), 385–421. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0304-
3878(00)00090-0

Smaghi, L. B. (2004). A single EU seat in the IMF? JCMS: Journal of Common Market
Studies, 42(2), 229–248. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2004.00486.x

Southard, F. A. (1979). The evolution of the international monetary fund (135; pp. 19–20).
International Finance Section, Department of Economics, Princeton University. https:
//ies.princeton.edu/pdf/E135.pdf

Stone, R. W. (2004). The political economy of IMF lending in Africa. American Political
Science Review, 98(4), 577–591. https://doi.org/10.1017/s000305540404136x

Stone, R. W. (2011). Controlling institutions: International organizations and the global
economy. Cambridge University Press.

Thacker, S. C. (1999). The high politics of IMF lending. World Politics, 52(1), 38–75.

23

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-020-09405-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-020-09405-x
https://eprints.lse.ac.uk/565/
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316570463
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0020818318000371
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2019.1632916
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2012.747104
https://doi.org/10.2307/2539078
https://wp.peio.me/wp-content/uploads/PEIO8/Miescu%2018.09.2014.pdf
https://wp.peio.me/wp-content/uploads/PEIO8/Miescu%2018.09.2014.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-51000-7_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-51000-7_3
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0020818313000477
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0020818313000477
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.ip.8800085
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2013.01.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0304-3878(00)00090-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0304-3878(00)00090-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2004.00486.x
https://ies.princeton.edu/pdf/E135.pdf
https://ies.princeton.edu/pdf/E135.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/s000305540404136x


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887100020025
Tobin, J. (1958). Estimation of Relationships for Limited Dependent Variables. Econometrica,

26(1), 24. https://doi.org/10.2307/1907382
Véron, N. (2016). The International Monetary Fund’s role in the euro-area crisis: Financial

sector aspects (Policy Contribution 13). Brugel. https://www.bruegel.org/policy-brief/
imfs-role-euro-area-crisis-financial-sector-aspects

Vreeland, J. R. (2009). The international monetary fund: Politics of conditional lending
(Reprinted). Routledge.

Wade, R. H. (2002). US hegemony and the world bank: The fight over people
and ideas. Review of International Political Economy, 9(2), 215–243. https:
//doi.org/10.1080/09692290110126092

Weiss, M. A. (2023). Selecting the world bank president. https://sgp.fas.org/crs/row/R42463.
pdf

Woods, N. (2003). The United States and the international financial institutions: Power and
influence within the world bank and the IMF (pp. 92–114). Oxford University PressOxford.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199261431.003.0005

World Bank. (2021). Articles of agreement. https://www.worldbank.org/en/about/articles-
of-agreement

Youssef, J., & Zaki, C. (2023). On the determinants and outcomes of IMF loans in low-
and middle-income countries: Do politics matter? Emerging Markets Finance and Trade,
59(9), 2834–2850. https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2023.2199116

24

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887100020025
https://doi.org/10.2307/1907382
https://www.bruegel.org/policy-brief/imfs-role-euro-area-crisis-financial-sector-aspects
https://www.bruegel.org/policy-brief/imfs-role-euro-area-crisis-financial-sector-aspects
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290110126092
https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290110126092
https://sgp.fas.org/crs/row/R42463.pdf
https://sgp.fas.org/crs/row/R42463.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199261431.003.0005
https://www.worldbank.org/en/about/articles-of-agreement
https://www.worldbank.org/en/about/articles-of-agreement
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2023.2199116
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Figure A.1: Correlation Matrix of European Influence Variables
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Figure A.2: Correlation Matrix of US Influence Variables
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Figure B.1: Scree Plot of European Influence PCA
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Figure B.2: Scree Plot of US Influence PCA

27



C. Fiscal Conditionality Analysis

This appendix extends our analysis of IMF conditionality by examining alternative measures
that focus specifically on fiscal policy requirements. Following Guimaraes & Ladeira (2021),
we consider not only the total number of conditions (as in our main analysis), but also the
number of fiscal conditions and the required fiscal adjustment (RFA)16—the extent of fiscal
tightening mandated by IMF programmes, expressed as a percentage of GDP. We report RFA
at two time horizons: one year after programme approval (𝑇 + 1) and at the programme’s
end year. Together, these measures provide a more nuanced understanding of the nature and
stringency of IMF conditionality, particularly in the fiscal domain.

Table C.1 reveals patterns that largely reinforce our main findings while adding important
nuance. Consistent with our baseline results, US influence is significantly associated with
fewer overall IMF conditions. This pattern extends to fiscal conditions, where US influence
is associated with a substantial reduction, though this effect is only marginally significant
(𝑝 < 0.1), likely due to the much smaller sample size (𝑁 = 31 vs. 𝑁 = 93 for total conditions).
Interestingly, European influence shows the opposite pattern: it is associated with a significant
increase in fiscal conditions (𝑝 < 0.05), suggesting that European powers may advocate for
more extensive fiscal reforms when they have influence over IMF lending decisions. This
finding supports arguments in the current literature that Europe, if anything, has more fully
internalised neoliberal economic orthodoxy and the principles of the “Washington Consensus”
than the United States, and may view austerity-oriented policies as intrinsically beneficial
(Dyson & Quaglia, 2010; Lütz & Kranke, 2014).

The required fiscal adjustment (RFA), however, shows inconsistent results. US influence
correlates with significantly more stringent fiscal adjustment requirements in the short term
(𝑝 < 0.05 for 𝑇 + 1), while European influence is associated with more lenient short-term
adjustment requirements (𝑝 < 0.1). This stands in contrast to the findings on the number of
(fiscal) conditions. Moreover, these patterns do not persist in the longer term (end year), where
neither US nor European influence shows statistically significant effects. These mixed results
suggest that while political alignment may influence the number of fiscal conditions imposed,
it does not consistently affect the stringency of fiscal adjustment requirements over time.
This echoes the findings of Guimaraes & Ladeira (2021) and indicates that the relationship
between political influence and the nature of conditionality is complex and warrants further
investigation.

We note that these fiscal conditionality analyses are based on substantially smaller samples
(𝑁 ≈ 30) and cover a more limited time period (1999–2012) than our main analyses. This
reduction in sample size is due to the limited availability of disaggregated fiscal conditionality
data. Consequently, these results should be interpreted with appropriate caution.

16To merge these variables with our dataset, aggregation is necessary: our data are at the five-year country
level, whereas theirs are at the programme level. We sum the number of fiscal conditions and average the
RFA variables.
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Table C.1: Effects of US and European Influence on IMF fiscal conditionality (1999–2012)
Number of IMF conditions Number of Fiscal conditions RFA (T+1) RFA (end year)

USA Influence −5.279*** −14.667+ 8.595* 2.497
(1.519) (8.480) (3.967) (5.400)

EUP Influence 1.364 18.520* −5.282+ 0.360
(6.019) (8.082) (3.015) (5.198)

IMF Staff −1.630 −0.264 −0.416 −0.590
(1.027) (1.456) (0.847) (1.469)

IMF Quota −11.522*** −2.486* 0.487 −0.228
(3.488) (1.200) (0.920) (1.005)

GDP 33.598*** −0.755 13.913* 7.235
(9.677) (8.536) (6.253) (7.686)

GDP2 −1.128** 0.239 −0.724* −0.309
(0.438) (0.498) (0.321) (0.428)

GDPpc −1.366 −4.727*** −2.499 −2.582
(1.562) (1.162) (1.456) (1.915)

GDPpc2 0.163 0.618*** 0.229 0.238
(0.174) (0.154) (0.157) (0.207)

GDPpc growth −1.078** −0.335 0.064 0.244
(0.337) (0.487) (0.211) (0.353)

Reserves −0.207 −0.953* 0.312 0.298
(0.350) (0.449) (0.274) (0.413)

OECD 7.848+ −11.369 10.664** 8.253
(4.144) (7.245) (2.783) (5.553)

(Intercept) −231.165*** −21.602 −57.942+ −41.211
(66.201) (28.907) (28.247) (27.271)

USA=EUP [0.301] [0.053+] [0.035*] [0.83]
Period FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Regression Tobit Tobit OLS OLS
𝑁 93 31 30 30
+ p <0.1, * p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001
Standard errors clustered at the country level. Values in square brackets represent 𝑝-values from 𝐹 -tests.
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