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Abstract 

Which limitations does the hegemon face when exerting financial statecraft through multilateral 

institutions? Recent studies indicate that intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) that are tools of 

collective financial statecraft sponsored by the United States (US), like the World Bank and the 

International Monetary Fund, lead developing states to align with Washington in the United 

Nations (UN). The same effect is verified in the case of the US bilateral aid. Little, however, has 

been discussed about the effect of specific type of IGOs - American-sponsored regional 

development banks (RDBs) in the same context. RDBs are IGOs with unique characteristics as 

each of them covers a specific region of the world and relies on resources from developed sponsors 

and developing borrowing members alike. In this research note we aim to fill this gap in the debates 

on economic and financial statecraft by demonstrating through tobit models that the higher the 

material capabilities of a borrowing state that takes loans, the less likely it is to align with the US 

in the UN General Assembly (UNGA). Membership of all RDBs, except of the European Bank 

for Reconstruction and Development, yields the same effect. Results indicate the need to develop 

further research on RDBs to assess whether they create incentives for challenging the hegemon.
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The Limits of Collective Financial Statecraft: Regional Development Banks and Voting 

Alignment with the US in the United Nations General Assembly 

 

Introduction 

 

In December 2017, President Donald Trump stated that it was “time to officially recognize 

Jerusalem as the capital of Israel” by moving the US. Embassy from Tel Aviv to that city (Borger 

and Beaumont 2017). Following the announcement, the United Nations General Assembly 

(UNGA) approved a motion condemning Trump’s decision. While 128 states supported the 

motion, 35 abstained and just nine rejected it. Before voting in the UNGA took place, the US. 

ambassador to the UN, Nikki Haley, stated that “[t]he president will be watching this vote carefully 

and has requested I report back on those who voted against us” (Beaumont 2017). Trump himself 

threatened to withhold “billions of dollars” from states supporting the motion: “Let them vote 

against us (…). But this isn’t like it used to be where they could vote against you and then you pay 

them hundreds of millions of dollars (…). We’re not going to be taken advantage of any longer” 

(Beaumont 2017). Similarly, in 1983 the Reagan administration started scrutinizing aid recipients 

as Third World states—many receiving large amounts of the US foreign aid—routinely opposed 

American positions in the UNGA (Kegley and Hook 1991, 296), the deliberate body responsible 

for (among other duties) electing members for committees on issue areas including human rights 

and voting on non-binding resolutions on matters of peace. 

Bilateral aid—whose reduction depends only on American Congress consent—is, 

however, just one of the forms of economic statecraft—the set of strategies comprising the use of 

trade, sanctions, and finance to fulfill foreign policy goals (Baldwin 1985). Specifically, on 

financial statecraft, that is, the elements of economic statecraft directly related to influencing how 

capital is distributed among countries (Steil and Litan 2006), bilateral aid is perhaps the best-

known tool apart from foreign direct investment (FDI) and sanctions. However, financial statecraft 

is also exerted through intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) such as multilateral development 

banks (MDBs); this is a form of collective financial statecraft—the “use of monetary or financial 

regulations, policies, or instruments to achieve foreign policy ends” (Roberts, Armijo, and Katada 

2018, 67) in coordination with allies. To influence other states, the US has used its hegemonic 

position and diplomatic ties with other advanced industrial democracies within the World Bank 

Group (WBG), particularly through the provision of loans by the International Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development (IBRD). 

Apart from being the major sponsor (Reich and Lebow 2014, 43) of the WBG, the US also 

exerts the same role (Babb 2009, 2) in four major regional development banks (RDBs) created 

and/or structured with the implicit purpose of attracting allies from outside the club of advanced 

industrial democracies (Ben-Artzi 2016, 2). The bank sponsors are states—usually developed 

nations—that donate resources to fund operations. The borrowing members1 are states in Africa, 

Asia (including Central Asia and the Pacific Islands), Eastern Europe, and Latin America. While 

borrowing members also contribute to funding the banks (often with smaller shares than developed 

states), they have access to loans provided by those institutions at lower interest rates than those 

                                                 

1 We also refer to the borrowing member states of the RDBs as “recipients” interchangeably. 



2 

 

 

offered by private capital markets. However, the political weight of the borrowing members within 

RDBs is expected to be higher than in the IBRD. This is because the membership of the RDBs is, 

in general, not as large as the IBRD’s. Therefore, we predict that, from the American perspective, 

RDBs will be less effective than the IBRD as a tool of financial statecraft. 

To use Trump’s argument, from the US perspective, the strongest RDB borrowing 

members therefore “took advantage” of American sponsorship of those institutions as, on average, 

developing states do not vote with the US in the UNGA. Echoing recent research that indicates 

that the US opposes most of the projects that both MDBs and RDBs approve (Strand and Zapille 

2015, 227), the findings suggest that RDBs are ineffective mechanisms in buying political support 

from developing states with high Composite Index of National Capabilities (CINC) scores. Thanks 

to their material capabilities, those states have a proactive stance and refrain from supporting the 

US despite borrowing RDB resources. They are pivot states—sovereign entities “that possess 

military, economic or ideational strategic assets that are coveted by great powers” (Sweijs et al. 

2014, 1) and may be eager to support the regional governance mechanisms that the developed 

states sponsor (Desai and Vreeland 2011, 119). Yet such support does not equal allegiance to the 

hegemon. By contrast, the weakest borrowing members have a reactive position according to the 

amount of loans received as they may want to align with a strongest state (in this case, the US) in 

the expectation of receiving more resources in the future (Vreeland 2011, 369). Regardless of a 

state’s material capabilities, however, RDB membership per se reduces the likelihood of alignment 

with the hegemon for the same reason: potential bank members please the US just until they enter 

those regional IGOs and have access to their loans and other services, like technical assistance.  

The US-sponsored RDBs are, therefore, a unique type of regional IGO. On the one hand, 

the US and its allies in Western Europe and the Asia-Pacific region created and/or joined those 

banks not only to provide development finance—then understood as resources for promoting 

economic growth and modernization—but also to open doors in the developing world for 

companies based in the industrialized countries. On the other, the provision of development 

finance through RDBs may grant developing states more power over the allocation of resources as 

compared to funding from other sources (Ben-Artzi 2016, 2–3). This research note, therefore, 

contributes not just to debates on economic statecraft, but also to the literature on regional IGOs 

and development, particularly in what concerns the role of the IBRD and RDBs in that process. 

The choice of US-sponsored RDBs as a key variable of our analysis also has policy 

implications. IGOs, in general, and development finance form a core component of the post-World 

War II order. While the literature on how the two major international financial institutions (IFIs)—

namely the WBG and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)—reflect the US interest in gathering 

international support (including in the UN deliberative bodies) is vast (e.g., Stone 2002 and 2004; 

Vreeland and Dreher 2014; Braaten 2014), the US-sponsored RDBs have received less attention 

from scholars. With a few exceptions (e.g., Babb 2009, Ben-Artzi 2016, and Krasner 1981), the 

interplay between RDBs and hegemonic power is often studied along with debates on the World 

Bank’s IBRD. In this case, RDBs are classified as MDBs, although each of them focuses on 

development within specific regions (Africa, Asia, Eastern Europe, and Latin America) outside 

the industrialized world. 

This note is organized as follows. We begin by reviewing the literature on development 

finance and voting similarity in the UNGA and other UN deliberative bodies. We then formulate 

hypotheses on the impact of received loans and membership on voting similarity with the US in 

the UNGA. The subsequent section describes the variables employed in the statistical models 
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presented and discussed thereafter. The conclusion outlines potential research avenues to enhance 

our understanding of the impact of RDBs on the US-sponsored global order. 

 

Financial Statecraft, International Financial Institutions,  

and Voting Alignment in the UNGA 

 

RDBs are IGOs with unique characteristics that deserve scrutiny by those interested in studying 

financial statecraft and regional international organizations. The family of the US-sponsored RDBs 

is heterogeneous, having emerged from the late 1950s onwards as an American response to 

geopolitical tensions during the Cold War (Babb 2009, 215). Three of main RDBs were created at 

the peak of the Cold War and the decolonization process: the Inter-American Development Bank 

(IADB) was established in 1959, followed by the African Development Bank (AFDB) in 1964, 

and the Asian Development Bank (ASDB) in 1966. All of them had the official goal of promoting 

development, understood as a stimulus to economic growth, in regions of the so-called Third 

World, comprising states in Asia, Africa, and Latin America.2 However, under American 

sponsorship they implicitly aimed to prevent states in those regions from aligning with the USSR-

led Communist bloc (Ben-Artzi 2016, 2). With the end of the Cold War, a fourth major RDB—

the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD)—emerged. The bank’s goal was 

to support the transition to democracy and the consolidation of market economy in those states 

(Ben-Artzi 2016, 6; Weber 1994, 1). In the same vein, after the fall of the Soviet bloc, the three 

oldest RDBs became a tool for US foreign policy as diffusers of ideas and policies associated with 

economic openness (Ben-Artzi 2016, 164). 

The relationship between financial statecraft and alignment in UNGA votes has already 

been explored. Yet RDBs have been overlooked by key works, which privileged either bilateral 

aid or IBRD funding as the main explanatory variable. Alesina and Dollar (2000) found that 

political and strategic considerations are paramount in determining the flows of bilateral aid. In 

commenting on the political motivations of aid in general, Dreher, Eichenauer, and Gehring (2016, 

5) write that “Cold War donors (…) may have wanted not only to curry favor with their client 

states, but also to help their allies succeed economically.” At first glance, the UNGA may be 

irrelevant or at best symbolic for indicating any effects of RDB membership upon a state’s 

international alignment. However, when the Reagan administration adopted the strategy of 

checking the behavior of developing countries in the UN by threatening to cut development 

finance, the US reassessed its engagement with IFIs (Hughes 1985, 33). Moreover, as Voeten 

(2000, 185–186) argues, the UNGA “is the only forum in which a large number of states meet and 

vote on a regular basis on issues concerning the international community.” 

Initial research on the effects of aid upon voting alignment with the US in the UNGA has 

found no relationship between transferred resources and political support (Rai 1972).  Only about 

three decades later, Lai and Morey (2006, 385) have discovered that, in contrast to democracies, 

autocracies respond to American foreign aid by voting with the US in the UNGA. Autocratic 

leaders cannot run the risk of losing aid flows and the ability to redirect them to elite groups crucial 

                                                 

2 The term “development” is never clearly defined in the agreements that established those banks 

or in their daily operations, as the findings of major studies on RDBs imply (Babb 2009, 3–5; Ben-

Artzi 2016, 11). 
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for the survival of non-democratic regimes. Their analysis, however, focuses only on the Cold War 

period and overlooks US potential influence through RDBs. By contrast, Dreher, Nunnenkamp, 

and Thiele (2008) cover a larger span (1973–2002) and identified that states that receive bilateral 

aid from the US lean toward American positions in the UNGA. More recent studies confirmed that 

behavior of autocracies is critically different from democracies in terms of motivations and 

strategies in searching for international alignment and membership in regional international 

organizations and even pointed out the emergence of a new actor of world politics – so-called 

“non-democratic regional organizations” and “authoritarian regionalism” in the post-Cold War 

period (Cooley 2015; Libman and Obydenkova 2013, 2018a; Obydenkova and Libman 2019). 

Debates on regional IGOs, MDBs, and their impact on their members’ international 

political loyalties also remain inconclusive. Strand and Zapille (2015, 225) analyze how the US 

votes on projects in MDBs—including RDBs—and found evidence of support for proposals 

aligned to Washington’s interests in trade and human rights.3 Yet they identified that American 

influence on the final decision of both MDBs and RDBs in granting loans and supporting projects 

is not strong: on average, about 64 percent of the submissions were approved against the US will 

between 2004 and 2011 (Strand and Zapille 2015, 227). In turn, Braaten (2014) explored whether 

MDBs and RDBs promote US political values. Yet, in contrast to our approach, he used voting 

alignment in the UNGA as an independent variable that covariates with US support for MDB 

projects in borrowing members.  

Ben-Artzi (2016, 153) employed UNGA voting similarity as an independent variable to 

explain RDBs loans and interestingly found that, in the AFDB, the impact of voting alignment is 

negative, while in the EBRD it does not matter at all. However, after the Cold War, IADB 

borrowing members aligned with the US were more likely to receive funds, and the same happened 

in the ASDB regarding Japan. In the same vein, Kilby (2006, 173) identified that donor-state 

interests are relatively more important in the ASDB than in the World Bank, with Japan and the 

US having systematic influence over the distribution of funds from that RDB. Yet, alignment with 

the US in the UNGA has no significant effects on ASDB disbursements. In exploring the 

interaction between regions and the global level, Lim and Vreeland (2013, 35) identified that Japan 

bought support at the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) through the ASDB by leveraging 

its privileged position as one of the largest shareholders of that RDB to influence elected Asian 

members of the UNSC.4  

Following the same logic, Dreher, Sturm, and Vreeland (2009) and Vreeland and Dreher 

(2014) unfolded the linkages between the provision of credit by multilateral IFIs—namely the 

World Bank and the IMF—and power allocation in the UNSC. On alignments in the UNGA 

specifically, Dreher and Jensen (2007, 113–118) identified that between 1997 and 2003 American 

allies received IMF loans with fewer conditions than states that had a lower degree of voting 

similarity with American positions. The opposite linkage, however, does not seem to hold: 

receiving IMF resources does not correlate with the US voting patterns in the assembly. Yet 

American diplomacy successfully buys support in the UNGA through WBG non-concessional 

loans, that is, resources that borrowing members must repay at competitive market rates (Dreher 

and Sturm 2012, 387). 

                                                 

3 In the same vein, Braaten (2017, 45) identified that, within the WBG, the US tends to avoid 

punishing states that violate human rights if they are also recipients of American military aid. 
4 See also Kuziemo and Werker (2006) for this case. 
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The findings summarized above indicate that IFIs reflect the strategic concerns of their 

sponsors (particularly the US) at the expense of recipient states. Whether borrowing members 

respond to sponsors remain inconclusive. Evidence on the relationship between RDB borrowing 

membership and developing states’ alignment with the US needs further academic scrutiny. 

Despite the existence of detailed studies on the impact of bilateral flows of development finance 

and how the World Bank and the IMF reflect hegemonic interests, another meaningful aspect of 

economic statecraft—namely, regional IGOs, such as RDBs, and their effect upon international 

support for the US—have yet to be assessed. This assessment, as the works summarized above 

suggest, may yield different conclusions depending on the IFIs and the timeframe under study—

both of which therefore must be considered when designing analysis collective financial statecraft. 

Hypotheses: 

RDBs and Voting Alignment with the United States 

 

We focus on the four RDBs listed above—AFDB, ASDB, EBRD, and IADB—because they 

depend on the sponsorship of the systemic hegemon (the US) and its developed allies, while also 

receiving contributions from borrowing members. Here we follow Reich and Lebow (2014, 44–

45) in defining sponsorship as the hegemonic strategy that “encompasses enforcement of rules, 

norms, agreements, and decision-making processes as well as the maintenance of security to 

enhance trade and finance.” Hence, RDBs constitute a critical case to test whether collective 

financial statecraft through IGOs works for the hegemon.  

As explained in the introduction, these banks comprise states that are either borrowing 

members or sponsors. The latter are only shareholders, taking responsibility for the funding and 

management of the banks. RDBs operate with a logic analogous to that of the IBRD at the 

multilateral level, providing only non-concessional loans, which need to be repaid, although the 

interest rates charged are lower than those charged by private banks. The AFDB and the ASDB, 

however, also offer concessional loans (aid grants) to their poorest borrowing members, through 

the African Development Fund and Asian Development Fund, respectively. These funds operate 

analogously to the WBG’s International Development Association, which focuses on the least 

developed countries. Yet in this analysis we work only with non-concessional loans for 

methodological reasons: the EBRD does not make grants per se5 and there is no data for IADB’s 

Fund for Special Operations, its concessional arm.6 

International civil servants run RDB operations. Yet, similarly to the governing structure 

of the WBG, RDBs have as their main supervisory bodies a Board of Governors and a Board of 

Executive Directors, both of which represent borrowing and non-borrowing member states 

(Braaten 2014, 516). In addition, following the logic of the IBRD, US-sponsored RDBs have a 

distribution of power among member-states based on their share in each bank’s capital. Kilby 

(2006) disagrees with this. In his view, the ASDB is unique in having two dominant members (US 

and Japan), while the US is dominant in the IADB, and the AFDB hinders the role of non-

borrowing members. Finally, as he argues, the EBRD gives equal weight to the US and Western 

European non-borrowing members, particularly France. Ben-Artzi’s (2016, 184) findings 

                                                 

5 The EBRD, however, combines loans with grants from the European Union (EBRD 2014). 
6 In the period 1994–2010, only five out of 26 IADB borrowing members were eligible for 

concessional loans: Bolivia, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, and Nicaragua (IADB 2012, 1). 
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corroborates his argument. In contrast to what happens in the IBRD, borrowing members rank 

among the top five shareholders of all US-sponsored RDBs, except the EBRD (Table 1). In the 

case of RDB borrowing states, usually those with higher material capabilities—including a larger 

population—tend to have a larger proportion of bank shares than smaller powers. Yet the US is 

the largest member among both borrowing and non-borrowing members in all RDBs except the 

AFDB, whose major shareholder is Nigeria, a developing state. This is a legacy from the period 

between 1964 and 1983 during which African countries refrained from giving full membership to 

states outside Africa due to fears of negative influence over their policies. 

 
 

Table 1. IBRD and US-Sponsored RDBs and Major Shareholders 

 

 

Bank IBRD AFDB ASDB EBRD IADB 

Year of 

Foundation 

1944 1964 (US is a 

full member 

since 1983) 

1966 1991 1959 

Top Five Shareholders (percentage of voting power in parentheses) 

1st US. (15.68) Nigeria (8.88) Japan (15.57) US. (10.10) US. (30.03) 

2nd Japan (7.89) US. (6.44) US. (15.57) France (8.61) Argentina 

(10.76) 

3rd China (4.37) Japan (5.49) China (6.43) Germany 

(8.61) 

Brazil (10.76) 

4th Germany 

(3.96) 

Egypt (5.14) India (6.32) Italy (8.61) Mexico (6.93) 

5th France (3.71) South Africa 

(4.56) 

Australia 

(5.77) 

Japan (8.61) Venezuela 

(5.76) 

 

Source: IBRD (2019) and data compiled by Ottenhoff (2011) on RDBs. 

 

 

Hence, the decision-making structure of RDBs gives significant weight not only to the US and its 

advanced industrial allies, but also to borrowing members with influence in their respective region. 

For instance, the US and Western European countries have half of the shares in the IADB. Hence, 

they jointly possess half of the votes in the IADB. Two of the largest countries in Latin America—

Brazil and Argentina—have just over 10 percent of the vote each. This structure, according to 

Krasner (1981), allows the systemic hegemon to put resources and influence at the disposal of 

relatively weaker states. Moreover, non-concessional loans are often cheaper to borrowing 

members than resources available in capital markets. Finally, it is worth noting that all of the RDBs 

projects are approved even when facing the US opposition (Strand and Zapille 2015, 225)—not to 

mention the fact that the US may still want to sponsor public goods targeting specific regions (Kaul 

2019, 262) to portray itself as a benevolent hegemon (e.g., Brooks 2012).  

All this makes RDBs attractive to developing states, notwithstanding possible 

conditionalities attached to loans—as was the case with the promotion of market reforms and 

structural adjustment in the 1980s and 1990s. These same states react to the incentives MDBs and 

RDBs offer in terms of supporting their major sponsor—the US—in international politics. Yet, 

Comentado [AO1]: It would be safer to mention ONLY RDBs in 
this line: as to me it seems unlikely to that ALL MDBs projects are 
approved. It might be the case with ONLY RDBs. Just to be SAFE… 
let’s delete MDBs here, OK? 
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considering that the power dynamic within all RDBs but the EBRD gives more weight to 

borrowing members than in the IBRD, we predict that: 

 

 Hypothesis 1: The higher the material capabilities of an RDB borrowing member, the more 

likely it is to oppose the US at the UNGA; 

 Hypothesis 2: The material capabilities of an IBRD borrowing member do not impact the 

likelihood of alignment with the US in the UNGA. 

 

Yet it is not material incentives alone that leads states to align with the hegemon. Socialization, 

broadly conceived as “the process by which states internalize norms originating elsewhere in the 

international system” (Alderson 2001, 417), also matters in explaining affinities in world politics. 

Somewhat similar to socialization studies, the diffusion literature and historical legacies studies 

also argue that exchange of values, principles, beliefs, practices, and norms of behavior stems from 

foreign trade, foreign aid, foreign direct investment, social interactions and communication 

(Kelley, 2006; Lankina et. al. 2016a; 2016b; Levitsky and Way 2005; Nazarov and Obydenkova 

2020; Obydenkova 2008; 2012). The later can cause a number of changes in national politics and 

international strategies, and can be associated, for example, with democracy promotion and 

autocracy diffusion (Obydenkova and Libman 2019). As Ikenberry and Kupchan (1990) claim, the 

hegemony gains legitimacy not only through the redistribution of material resources, but also by 

the manipulation of states’ substantive beliefs. Those beliefs, in turn, can be changed through 

membership of IGOs and through bilateral interactions taking place within and outside of IGOs. 

Nevertheless, in the case of RDBs, the influence of the borrowing member dilutes and hinders the 

power of states from the Global North—including the systemic hegemon—who are only bank 

sponsors. Hence, states only have incentives to side with the US until they become RDB borrowing 

members. Once they join an RDB, those states only align with the hegemon in the UNGA if they 

receive loans and do not have high material capabilities (the opposite prediction of Hypothesis 1). 

We then posit: 

 
 

 Hypothesis 3: RDB borrowing members oppose the US in the UNGA; 

 Hypothesis 4: IBRD borrowing members support the US in the UNGA. 
 

 

 

At first glance, testing for membership alone may just be another means of assessing the effects of 

loans as RDB and IBRD borrowing members could intuitively be expected to receive loans every 

single year after joining a given bank. Nevertheless, as Figure 1 makes evident, loan-taking among 

states in RDBs and IBRD per year never reaches 100 percent of the borrowing membership. 

Moreover, there are cases of relatively powerful states that were members of neither an RDB nor 

the IBRD. South Africa, for instance, joined the AFDB only after 1994, when Apartheid ended. 

Others, such as Iran and North Korea, have never joined the ASDB due to their enduring tensions 

with the US, which has not incorporated Gulf states like Saudi Arabia into the bank. These cases 

justify the assessment of the effects of membership regardless of other variables relevant for 

addressing our research goals. 
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Figure 1. US-Sponsored RDBs and IBRD Borrowing Membership and Loan-Taking  

RDB Borrowing Membership (Absolute Values) RDB Loan-Taking (Absolute Values) 

  

IBRD Borrowing Membership (Absolute Values) 

 

IBRD Loan-Taking (Absolute Values) 

 

Source: AidData (2016), Ben-Artzi (2016, 248-256). 

 

The hypotheses outlined above would suffice for this research note’s aim were it not for the end 

of the Cold War, which brought about three relevant changes that must be considered in a 

comparative study of RDBs. First, as explained, a fourth member emerged in the family of the US-

sponsored RDBs: the EBRD. Apart from not having borrowing members among the top 

shareholders, EBRD differs from other RDBs as it was created after the Cold War and focused on 

loans to private actors rather than to governments (Barria and Roper 2004). Governments receive 

40 percent of the loans, against 60 directed to private actors, which makes the EBRD more like 

the International Financial Corporation—the WBG division responsible for non-sovereign loans—

than the IBRD. Offering sovereign loans only (that is, targeting governments), the IBRD was the 

initial model for the US-sponsored RDBs created during the Cold War.  

Apart from the differences outlined above, first, the post-Cold War world also provided a 

distinct setting for RDB action because the ASDB and the AFDB in particular gained new 

members. Second, in military terms, the world became unequivocally unipolar with the fall of 

Berlin Wall in 1989 and the subsequent disintegration of the USSR in 1991, changing the 

conditions under which economic statecraft could be exerted. Security concerns, however, are still 

necessary to explain US development policy after the Cold War (Lai 2003, 118). Third, the 

economic multipolarity that had emerged by the end of the 1960s thanks to the recovery of the 

Japanese and West German economies became more marked. Indeed, with the end of the Cold 

War, “global economic issues came to the fore as part of the challenges to be solved by the new 

world order” (Casaburi et al. 2000, 499). New economic and political powerhouses with and 
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without regional dimension, such as the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa), 

Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, Eurasian Economic Union, or Shanghai Cooperation 

Organizations, among many others, emerged and gained not only economic power but also 

political weight in the international arena (Roberts, Armijo, and Katada 2018; Libman and 

Obydenkova 2018b; Vieira 2018).  

In sum, with the triumph of market economy models, there was no longer an East–West 

conflict (Kim and Russett 1996, 633) between two main economic paradigms (capitalist versus 

socialist). Yet different views on the world order remained and, consequently, states had different 

patterns of socialization vis-à-vis the liberal norms the hegemon claimed to espouse.7 With the end 

of the Cold War, a North–South division emerged in the UNGA. As Kim and Russett (1996, 636) 

summarize, “communist states of the geographic north usually vote with the North, and a few 

developing countries also have shifted somewhat to the North.” According to Dreher and Sturm 

(2012, 387–388), there is low coincidence between American votes and those from the Global 

South in the UNGA. Moreover, between 1970 and 2008, African, Middle Eastern, and South Asian 

positions prevailed in the assembly. By contrast, post-Communist Central European states became 

strong supporters of the US positions after the end of the Cold War (Dreher and Jensen 2013, 186). 

The transformation of Central European states is not surprising: throughout the 1990s, they were 

aspiring to enter the EU as a new member-states.8 In its turn, the membership in the EU was 

associated with membership in the NATO. The unconditional support to the US at the United 

Nations was perceived as intuitive part of the deal. From this, we infer: 

 
 

 Hypothesis 5: Only EBRD loans increase RDB borrowing members’ voting similarity with 

the US in the UNGA after the Cold War; 
 

 Hypothesis 6: Only EBRD borrowing membership expands the degree of voting similarity 

with the US in the UNGA after the Cold War. 

 

Research Design, Sources, and Data 

 

We work with three pooled samples. The first comprises starts in 1970, focusing on the effects of 

ASDB and IADB borrowing membership and loans. The second has data from 1983 onwards and 

considers the AFDB, given that before that year the US was not a full non-regional member of the 

AFDB. Both test Hypotheses 1 to 4. The third tests Hypotheses 5 and 6, applicable only to the 

period after the end of the Cold War, with observations between 1991 and 2009 otherwise noted, 

                                                 

7 An example is the variation among Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development 

countries of voting alignment with the US according to government ideology (Potrafke 2009). The 

effect is stronger whenever a Republican occupies the White House. 
8 The case of post-Communist European states is especially interesting in this context: recent 

studies indicate that Central-Eastern European states (new members of both the EU and NATO) 

exhibit high level of trust to international organizations and significantly lower trust to national 

institutions (Obydenkova and Arpino 2018). Extrapolating this attitude of admiration to distant 

Western powers and their respective institutions, it is not surprising why allegiance to the US at 

the United Nations was straightforward. 
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but comprising all the states in the developing and post-communist worlds. Following the 

framework outlined above, analyzing the post-Cold War period separately allows us to assess 

whether the patterns of international alignment with the US changed as this country consolidated 

its position as the single military-economic superpower with the dissolution of the USSR. By 

default, US developed allies—including Japan, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand—are 

excluded from all samples as they are only RDB sponsors and, therefore, non-borrowing members 

of those banks. In some models, the year for which the last observations are reported may be 2006 

due to the lack of availability of some control variables after that year. 

The dependent variable is continuous and was calculated based upon the index of 

agreement between a developing state and the US in UNGA votes (Voeten, Strezhnev, and Bailey 

2009). The original variable is also continuous and ranges between 0 and 1. Value 1 corresponds 

to the hypothetical case in which a state always agrees with the US; it is 0 if it always votes the 

other way. We follow Dreher and Sturm (2012, 372) and do not to run models only on the so-

called US “key votes” (Wang 1999), as classified by the Department of State, for two reasons. 

First, this classification began only in 1983 and our dataset starts in 1970. Second, the 

categorization reflects only an American perception, rendering it impossible to know whether each 

state in the sample attributed to the same set of votes a similar degree of relevance. Third and most 

important for the purposes of our research, the most up-to-date sample of these votes, compiled by 

Voeten, Strezhnev, and Bailey (2009), is not publicly available. Moreover, their codebook 

recommends careful use of any “key vote” data as there are not more than 12 votes of this type per 

year, making any statistical inference based on such data rather limited. 

As the dependent variable is continuous but with a specific range (from 0 to 1), we run 

tobit linear models. Unlike ordinary least-squares linear regression, tobit models allow for data 

censoring, making it possible to account for the minimum and maximum value of the dependent 

variable when reporting coefficients and standard errors. All models have fixed effects per state 

and year for all three pooled samples. We have refrained, however, from using fixed effects on 

continents and/or regions due to the lack of consensus in the literature on regionalism on how to 

define boundaries among them. Moreover, in the case of the AFDB and the IADB, almost all states 

in the target regions for those RDBs (Africa and Latin America, respectively) became members of 

those IGOs in the last years covered by each pooled sample. The same happened with the EBRD, 

whose membership covers the former Soviet bloc in Central Asia and Eastern Europe. We also run 

panel data linear regression analysis with the same fixed effects as a robustness check, as explained 

in the note’s supplementary material. Those results, which are available online, match the 

interpretation yielded by the tobit models reported in the next section. 

The independent variables correspond to measures that are lagged one year vis-à-vis the 

dependent variable, then referring to t-1 in each observation (where t is the year for which the 

dependent variable is reported). This is necessary as it seems implausible that RDB borrowing 

membership, loans, and states’ material capabilities have effects upon voting alignment in the same 

year. The variable “RDB Loans” tests Hypothesis 1 and was calculated based on the resources that 

members of each RDB received according to the Tierney et al. (2011) and AidData (2016) 3.0 

dataset. Also, for this variable, we did not include loans provided by the EBRD. As the bank was 

created only in 1991, we preferred to account for its resources in a separate variable (“EBRD 

Loans”) that tests Hypothesis 5 only in the pooled sample with cases after the Cold War. Both 

variables are in current USD billion. The variable “IBRD Loans” comes from the same datasets 

with data on RDBs and tests Hypothesis 2 and is also reported in current USD billion. 
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Whenever a state is a borrowing member of a US-sponsored bank created before the end 

of the Cold War, it scores 1 in the variable “RDB Borrowing Membership” to test Hypothesis 3. 

We opted to create a single membership variable for ASDB, AFDB, and IADB borrowing states 

to avoid collinearity between participation in a regional bank and a state’s continental localization. 

“IBRD Borrowing Membership” scores 1 for positive cases and 0 for non-members, and tests 

Hypothesis 4. Those variables were coded based on the most up-to-date version (2.3) of the 

International Organizations Dataset (Pevehouse, Nordstrom, and Warnke 2004) and on 

information provided on members and dates of ascension available at the institutions’ webpages. 

For states associated with the EBRD, we opted to code a separate dummy (“EBRD Borrowing 

Membership”). This strategy allows the testing of Hypothesis 6 as certain states in Asia and Africa 

are borrowing members of the EBRD as well as of the AFDB or the ASDB.  

To account for the potential influence of borrowing members inside RDBs according to 

their material power, we created interaction terms between each independent variable and a state’s 

CINC. This index ranges from 0 to 1 and is derived from data on population, urban population, 

iron and steel production, energy consumption, military personnel, and military expenditure, 

corresponding to its share among all sovereign states (Singer, Bremer, and Stuckey 1972). Given 

that RDB loans and borrowing membership may be endogenous to some of the CINC components 

as development finance can be applied in industrialization and infrastructure, the index is lagged 

one year in relation to the other independent variables. Hence, in relation to the dependent variable, 

CINC refers to t-2 in each observation. The CINC is a more appropriate proxy for measuring power 

inside the RDBs as there is no data on the variation of voting power for each bank. Moreover, 

voting power does not capture informal influence, which may instead depend on a state’s material 

capabilities vis-à-vis other bank sponsors—particularly developed states like the US. 

Appendix Table 1 (available in the supplemental online files) summarizes each of the 

variables detailed above and the four controls we employ in our regression models. Like all 

independent variables except for the CINC, the controls have a one-year lag in relation to the 

dependent variable. The most relevant control is “US FDI Stock”, the value in current US dollars 

of American assets in a given state (US. Bureau of Economic Analysis 2018). As FDI is a tool of 

financial statecraft which, like the goals of the loans the RDBs and the IBRD provides, directly 

impact development and modernization in recipient states, we expect that it correlates with vote 

alignment with the US in the UNGA. This control variable could be employed to analyze all pooled 

samples except the first, which starts in 1970. That is the case “US FDI Stock” is available for 

1983 onwards only. Two other controls may also correlate with a country’s propensity to align 

with US foreign policy views at the General Assembly as these are proxies for political and 

economic liberal views. The Freedom House Index (2016) combines the score of political rights 

and of civil liberties. To facilitate the calculation of the variation of the index, we use its reversed 

scale, in which 1 is the lowest value and 7 is the highest in each rating. “Trade Openness” is the 

proportion of exports and imports in relation to a country’s GDP (Singh and Way 2004). 

 Finally, to account for the potential effect of US military protection in buying support in 

the UNGA we consider whether a state is in “Military Alliance with the US”, as coded by Kroenig 

(2009). Value 1 indicates that the state is under the so-called American nuclear umbrella, which 

implies that the US will defend it from a third-party attack. The umbrella includes countries with 

which the US has bilateral security alliances, such as South Korea, and multilateral ones, such as 

the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance, which comprises mutual defense 

commitments with Latin American countries. 
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Results and Discussion 

 

Although all RDB and IBRD members did not necessarily receive loans for every single year 

covered in our dataset, we opted to run separate models to test hypotheses on the effects of loans 

(Hypotheses 1, 2, and 5) and those on membership effects (Hypotheses 3, 4, and 6). This strategy 

prevents potential collinearity between the variables for loans, on the one hand, and those on 

membership, on the other. The years when a significant proportion of RDB and IBRD borrowing 

members received resources from those banks may have distorted overall regression results if both 

loans and membership were considered simultaneously in the same models. Therefore, for each 

pooled sample we applied four models—a baseline and another fully specified to assess the effects 

of loans and of borrowing membership at once. Whenever we employ interaction terms, we also 

report the coefficients for the original variables that form them to avoid biased results and, hence, 

misinterpretations (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006, 66). 

 

Table 2 displays the results for ASDB and IADB loans and borrowing membership. In the 

sample, we consider only states classified by the UNSC (as reported by Voeten, Strezhnev, and 

Bailey 2009) as belonging to either Asia (including Pacific Islands) or Latin America (including 

the Caribbean) as those RDBs are focused on states in those continents respectively. Table 3, in 

turn, includes results that also consider African states (also following the UNSC regional division), 

but only from 1983 onwards.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



13 

 

 

 

Table 2. Asian and Latin American States Voting Similarity with the US in the UNGA 

Variable Model 1 

(Loans) 

(1970-2009) 

Model 2 

(Loans) 

(1970-2006) 

Model 3 

(Membership) 

(1970-2009) 

Model 4 

(Membership) 

(1970-2006) 

RDB Loans(t-1) 0.008 0.010**   

 (0.006) (0.005)   

IBRD Loans(t-1) 0.006 0.006*   

 (0.004) (0.003)   

RDB Borrowing 

Membership(t-1) 

  -0.014 -0.031*** 

  (0.009) (0.010) 

IBRD Borrowing Membership 

(t-1) 

  0.043*** 0.063**** 

  (0.013) (0.014) 

CINC(t-2) 1.461** 1.888*** -5.626 -0.262 

 (0.688) (0.696) (9.226) (8.120) 

RDB Loans(t-1)* 

CINC(t-2) 

-0.306* -0.398***   

(0.170) (0.151)   

IBRD Loans(t-1)* 

CINC(t-2) 

0.0465 0.0503   

(0.0842) (0.0711)   

RDB Borrowing 

Membership(t-1)*CINC(t-2) 

  0.190 0.281 

  (0.200) (0.171) 

IBRD Borrowing 

Membership(t-1)*CINC(t-2) 

  5.637 0.290 

  (9.253) (8.141) 

Freedom House Index(t-1)  0.002***  0.002*** 

  (0.001)  (0.001) 

Trade Openness(t-1)  0.000  0.000 

  (0.000)  (0.000) 

Military Alliance with the 

US(t-1) 

 0.016  0.027** 

 (0.012)  (0.012) 

Country Fixed-Effects YES YES YES YES 

Year Fixed-Effects YES YES YES YES 

Constant 0.405**** 0.291**** 0.371**** 0.248**** 

 (0.0131) (0.0190) (0.0170) (0.0219) 

Observations 2,829 2,024 2,564 2,024 

S.E. in parentheses ****p<0.001, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The results in Table 2 corroborate Hypothesis 3 as borrowing membership—not loans—in the 

ASDB and the IADB during the period 1970–2006 have a negative impact upon voting similarity 

with the US in the UNGA. By contrast, IBRD membership correlates with the dependent variable. 

The interaction term between loans and a state’s CINC, in turn, decreases the degree of voting 

similarity with the US, supporting Hypothesis 1. With the end of the Cold War, however, that 
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pattern changed (Table 4): loans of all RDBs have no significant effects, except for the EBRD that 

yields a positive correlation (Model 10), thus supporting Hypothesis 5.  
 

Table 3. African, Asian, and Latin American States Voting Similarity with the US in the UNGA 

 

Variable Model 5 

(Loans) 

(1983-2009) 

Model 6  

(Loans) 

(1983-2006) 

Model 7  

(Membership) 

(1983-2006) 

Model 8  

(Membership) 

(1983-2006) 

RDB Loans(t-1) 0.008 0.010**   

 (0.005) (0.005)   

IBRD Loans(t-1) 0.006 0.006*   

 (0.004) (0.003)   

RDB Borrowing 

Membership(t-1) 

  -0.025** -0.042*** 

  (0.010) (0.013) 

IBRD Borrowing 

Membership (t-1) 

  0.060**** 

(0.014) 

0.012 

  (0.044) 

CINC(t-2) 0.889 1.004 -2.669 18.79 

 (0.676) (0.696) (7.993) (24.43) 

RDB Loans(t-1)* 

CINC(t-2) 

-0.220 -0.285*   

(0.163) (0.147)   

IBRD Loans(t-1)* 

CINC(t-2) 

-0.126 -0.113   

(0.101) (0.0842)   

RDB Borrowing 

Membership(t-1)*CINC(t-2) 

  -0.296 -0.129 

  (0.359) (0.297) 

IBRD Borrowing 

Membership(t-1)*CINC(t-2) 

  3.155 -18.58 

  (8.019) (24.42) 

US FDI Stock(t-1)  0.000  0.000 

  (0.000)  (0.000) 

Freedom House Index(t-1)  0.001*  0.001* 

  (0.000)  (0.000) 

Trade Openness(t-1)  0.000****  0.000**** 

  (0.000)  (0.000) 

Military Alliance with the 

US(t-1) 

 -0.002  0.018 

 (0.000)  (0.018) 

Country Fixed-Effects YES YES YES YES 

Year Fixed-Effects YES YES YES YES 

Constant 0.160**** 0.121**** 0.123**** 0.133*** 

 (0.012) (0.022) (0.019) (0.049) 

Observations 3,262 1,661 2,838 1,661 

S.E. in parentheses ****p<0.001, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4. African, Asian, Eastern European, and Latin American States Voting Similarity with the 

US in the UNGA 

Variable Model 9  

(Loans) 

(1991-2009) 

Model 10  

(Loans) 

(1991-2006) 

Model 11  

(Membership) 

(1991-2006) 

Model 12  

(Membership) 

(1991-2006) 

RDB Loans(t-1) 0.002 0.004   

 (0.006) (0.006)   

EBRD Loans(t-1) 0.021 0.097***   

 (0.026) (0.037)   

IBRD Loans(t-1) 0.005 0.002   

 (0.005) (0.005)   

RDB Borrowing 

Membership(t-1) 

  -0.046**** -0.110**** 

  (0.014) (0.020) 

EBRD Borrowing 

Membership(t-1) 

  0.089*** 0.229**** 

  (0.028) (0.038) 

IBRD Borrowing 

Membership(t-1) 

  0.078*** -0.020 

  (0.028) (0.036) 

CINC(t-2) 1.473** 1.927*** -4.232 8.428 

 (0.637) (0.659) (10.60) (23.55) 

RDB Loans(t-1)*CINC(t-2) 0.015 -0.008   

 (0.197) (0.172)   

EBRD Loans(t-1)*CINC(t-2) -0.589 -1.720**   

 (0.705) (0.783)   

IBRD Loans(t-1)*CINC(t-2) -0.005 0.010   

 (0.116) (0.099)   

RDB Borrowing 

Membership(t-1)*CINC(t-2) 

  0.154 6.081 

  (4.401) (4.233) 

EBRD Borrowing 

Membership(t-1)*CINC(t-2) 

  0.325 6.576 

  (4.550) (4.355) 

IBRD Borrowing 

Membership(t-1)*CINC(t-2) 

  5.860 -12.93 

  (11.13) (23.09) 

US FDI Stock(t-1)  -0.000  -0.000 

  (0.000)  (0.000) 

Freedom House Index(t-1)  0.003**  0.003** 

  (0.001)  (0.001) 

Trade Openness(t-1)  0.000***  0.000*** 

  (0.000)  (0.000) 

Military Alliance with the 

US(t-1) 

 0.027  0.016 

 (0.022)  (0.021) 

Country Fixed-Effects YES YES YES YES 

Year Fixed-Effects YES YES YES YES 

Constant 0.201**** 0.093*** 0.171**** 0.041**** 

 (0.015) (0.033) (0.034) (0.001) 

Observations 2,546 1,135 2,074 1,135 

S.E. in parentheses ****p<0.001, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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The results then suggest that borrowing members of the AFDB, ASDB, and IADB tended to vote 

differently from the US in the UNGA (Model 4 in Table 2 and Model 8 in Table 3). Yet, in line 

with our expectations, the effect is not a consequence of mere membership (and hence of the lack 

of socialization through participation in an IGO) as the interaction between loans and the CINC 

correlate negatively with the dependent variable even if all controls are in place (Model 6 in Table 

3). The same happens even in the case of the EBRD (Table 4, Model 10), although we had not 

predicted such a relationship. Figure 2 demonstrates the intervening effects of CINC over RDB 

loans in Models 2 and 6 (that is, excluding EBRD data). The CINC upper limit we plot is 0.2 (in 

a 0-1 scale), corresponding to the maximum value for RDB borrowing members (in this case, 

China in the ASDB). Hypothesis 6 (Only EBRD borrowing membership expands the degree of 

voting similarity with the US. in the UNGA after the Cold War) has been corroborated, yet the 

amount of loans received (Hypothesis 5) has no significant effects (Model 10 in Table 4, with the 

full specification).  

 

Figure 2. Conditional Effects of CINC over RDB Loans (in USD billion) on Voting Alignment 

with the US in the UNGA 
Asia and Latin America (1970-2006) (Model 2) Africa, Asia, and Latin America (1983-2006) (Model 6) 

  

 

 

The lack of voting similarity with the US corroborates the argument that pivot states dilute US 

contributions and, hence, hinder the effects of the collective financial statecraft engineered by 

American diplomacy with the support of their postwar Western allies. Given that the EBRD was 

founded after the Cold War, the logic of receiving loans and internal power dynamics are different. 

The member states of the EBRD are eligible for loans insofar as they demonstrate progress in 

democratization and economic reforms. Hence, alignment with the US could be for EBRD 

borrowing members an additional incentive to demonstrate their allegiances in the world order that 

emerged as the Soviet empire collapsed, that is go in hand with existing studies of post-Communist 

European states’ attitude to Western powers and international institutions. As Arpino and 

Obydenkova (2020) argued, newly emerged Central European democracies exhibit higher political 

trust in Western-led and global international organizations (the EU and the UN) as compared to 

their respective national institutions. This explains unconditional support to the US at the 

UNGAThe results prompt us to ask whether RDB borrowing membership annihilates the effects 

that a similar status in the IBRD has over the likelihood of having voting similarity with the US in 

the UNGA. Results from Model 12 plotted in Figure 3 demonstrate that becoming a borrowing 
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member of any of the older RDBs (ASDB, AFDB, and IADB) has no effects on the impact of 

IBRD membership upon voting alignment with the US in the UNGA. This is the case as there is 

no difference between the predicted linear effects upon alignment for EBRD borrowing members 

that do not belong to the IBRD and for RDB borrowing members that nevertheless hold the same 

status in the IBRD. 

 

Figure 3. Conditional Effects of EBRD and All Other RDB Borrowing Membership Over IBRD 

Borrowing Membership on Voting Alignment with the US in the UNGA (1991-2006) 

 

 

0=Non-IBRD Borrowing Membership 

 

1=IBRD Borrowing Membership 

 

 

From the foregoing discussion, we conclude that the use of RDBs as a tool of collective financial 

statecraft has severe limitations if we assume that voting alignment with the US reflects the 

hegemon’s ability to gather support for its foreign policy views. The only exception is borrowing 

membership in the EBRD, which reflects its unique structure focused on private sector loans and, 

more importantly, the dominance of non-borrowing members among the top shareholders, as well 

as the specificity of Central European states’ attitude to and perception of Western-led 

organizations, in general, and the US, in particular. In contrast with the IBRD, the three oldest US-

sponsored RDBs—the ASDB, the AFDB, and the IADB—have developing states with relatively 

large material capabilities as top shareholders. This dilutes the American influence over borrowing 

members other than those pivot states.  

 

Conclusion 

 

In explaining the Reagan administration’s failure to trade aid for more voting alignment in the 

UNGA, Kegley and Hook (1991, 311) concluded that “[i]t is neither realistic nor consistent with 

realpolitik logic to expect others to conform to pressures by adopting policies that run counter to 

their national interests.” The same seems to apply to sponsorship strategies such as the creation 

and support for IGOs like the RDBs. This research note sought to contribute to the debates on 

financial statecraft by testing whether RDB loans and borrowing membership lead developing 
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states and transition economies to support US stances in foreign policy. We have found that states 

from Africa, Asia-Pacific, and Latin America with access to the capital of the American-led RDBs 

lack voting similarity with the US in the UNGA unless they receive loans. In this case, however, 

more powerful states still vote against US positions, calling into question whether RDBs are an 

effective tool of collective financial statecraft for American diplomacy. The only exception among 

major RDBs is the EBRD, as its members from Eastern Europe and Central Asia voted with the 

US in the UNGA as a signal of their commitment to American leadership after the Cold War. 

Sponsorship of RDBs, therefore, should be reconsidered as a strategy to attract allies for the US. 

Beyond economic and financial statecraft, the findings also indicate the need to scrutinize 

the systemic effects of the provision of public goods targeting the global level (as the WBG does) 

and specific regions (the focus of RDBs). As we have demonstrated, IBRD is more effective in 

attracting support for the US than all RDBs we analyzed apart from the EBRD. Yet support for the 

hegemon’s views does not necessarily imply more systemic stability, which may nevertheless be 

achieved through cooperation instead of hegemonic leadership (e.g., Snidal 1985). Our findings 

and previous works (Strand and Zapille 2015) suggest that the hegemon is far from being almighty 

within MDBs and RDBs, which prompts us to ask whether US-sponsored IGOs open the doors for 

other states to erode hegemony. 

Addressing those questions is crucial in both theoretical and empirical terms as the US 

retreats from sponsoring global governance. This process itself supports the argument that IGOs 

have limited effects over changing developing states’ interests and views on the international 

order. The limits of collective financial statecraft—and, perhaps, of economic statecraft in 

general—seem to be the national views and aspirations on world politics that stem from interests 

that no bribe or gift can alter. That is more crucial in states with higher material capabilities than 

average—the so-called pivot states, whose foreign policy stances may be key to defining whether 

hegemonic transitions happen, and at which speed they do. 
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