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Anotace 

Mezinárodní měnový fond se v roce 2010 dočkal dlouho očekáváné reformy, která měla za cíl 

posílit vliv rozvojových států a rozvíjejících se ekonomik. Má práce se zaměřuje na 

posouzení, do jaké míry byla tato ambice reformy naplněna a zda může existovat i 

efektivnější cesta k posílení vlivu rozvojových a rozvíjejících se států.  V první části se 

zaměřuji na posouzení změny vlivu států pomocí dlouhodobě velmi dobře etablované 

metodologie indexů politické moci s použitím Banzhafova indexu. Index však nepoužívám 

pouze izolovaně, ale v kontextu dalších indikátorů jako je ekonomická síla státu. Současně 

doplňuji analýzu dopadů reformy o dlouhodobější pohled, který zahrnuje období 20 let. Práci 

zakončuji alternativním návrhem reformy, který vychází z organizační struktury 

Mezinárodního měnového formu. Členské státy jsou reprezentované ve Sboru guvernérů a ve 

Výkonném sboru, který je i hlavním výkonným orgánem. Ve Výkonném výboru jsou státy 

zastoupeny nepřímo výkonnými řediteli. Část států své výkonné ředitele dosazuje a část je 

volí ve skupinách. Formování těchto skupin je nepravidelné a často odráží mocenské ambice 

větších států. Můj návrh je postaven na přeskupení těchto skupin, aby odrážely již existující 

regionální integrační bloky. Státy tak mohou využít institucionální kapacitu těchto bloků 

k lepšímu dosažení dohody. Současně předpokládám, že existující integrační bloky budou 

vykazovat vyšší míru koherence preferencí a tak opět umožnit lépe zaznít i názor menších 

států ve Výkonném výboru. Druhý předpoklad je empiricky testován. Výhodou tohoto 

přístupu k reformě je, že nevyžaduje změnu Články dohody a jeho schvalovací procedura není 

tak náročná. Zřejmou nevýhodou je nutnost koordinace téměř všech států. 
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Annotation 

Recently implemented reform of the IMF was motivated by empowering smaller 

developing and emerging countries. My work has an ambition to assess the countries 

were empowered and whether there would be a more efficient way for IMF reform. I 

analyse of role and power of countries using well-established methodology of Voting 

Power Indices. Apart from the immediate change a longer perspective covering last 20 

years would be implemented. My aim is not only assess the power of countries as 

isolated variables but also to assess them in context of other indicators such as economic 

development. Lastly, I would suggest a new way of reform proposal for the IMF. 

Currently countries are represented in the locus of executive power through 

constituencies. Constituencies are formed arbitrary often reflecting power-seeking 

behaviour of developed countries. The result is composition of constituencies that often 

further marginalize the developing countries. My proposal is to restructure these 

constituencies in line with regional international organizations, which can enhance the 

position of developing countries in two ways. By providing institutional capacity of 

already existing organizations the consensus within the constituency would be better 

facilitated. By formation constituencies in line with regional international organizations 

I would assume that the restructured constituencies would have higher consistency of 

preferences. The later assumption would be empirically tested. The advantage of my 

proposal is that it does not necessitate change of the Articles of Agreement. On the other 

hand, it requires a significant coordination effort of almost all the member states.  
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1. Introduction 

 

We are approaching the 70
th

 anniversary of United Nations Monetary and Financial 

Conference, commonly known as Bretton Woods Conference. In July 1994 representatives 

from forty four nations laid down foundations of the modern international monetary system 

and designed one of the crucial institutions for international economic stability. The seven 

decades of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) shaped the original design and role, which 

were defined by giants of economic history such as John Maynard Keynes, in the global 

economy significantly. But many times announced death or obsolescent of the IMF have been 

significantly exaggerated and as even the most recent economic crisis showed the IMF 

preserves a pivotal role in the global economy. Understanding how an institution of such 

importance operates is of crucial importance as the decisions taken by the IMF directly or 

indirectly effect billions of people. Being a financial institution the IMF is struggling to 

reconcile the representation of creditors and debtors as well as efficiency with universal 

participation. The facts that the IMF is in many perspectives not accountable to those who are 

affected most create a constant discussion on the optimum arrangement of governance of the 

IMF. As Robert Skidelsky pointed out: ”A reform always seems to be urgent but it never 

really happens except when there is a terrible crises.“ (Skidelski 2013) The crisis in 90s 

launched an irreversible need for reform of the IMF and after ten years of often heated 

discussion the major reform was finally instituted in 2010 as a part of 14
th

 General Review of 

Quotas. My thesis is examining the governance in terms of representation of developing 

countries with a major attention on the impact of the recent reform in a long-term perspective. 

Using Voting Power Indices I analyse not just the plainly visible distribution of votes in the 

IMF decision-making bodies but I go beyond “the veil of ignorance” and assess properties of 

power distribution within the system. Finally, I introduce a new hypothetical way how the 

IMF might be reformed to achieve better representation and accountability to developing 

countries. Inspired by regionalism in the international relations I propose to realign 

constituencies in the Executive Board with regional organization. The expected outcome 

would be more efficient supervision of competencies by transferring supervision of 

competencies to already existing institutional capacity of regional organizations and more 

coherent preferences among member states of restructured constituencies. Benefits of this 

proposal are empirically tested.   
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The thesis is organized into three major sections. In the first section I focus on historical and 

theoretical issues pertaining the IMF. The first section is structured into a historical overview, 

presentation of major characteristics of the IMF and how the reform of the IMF reform took 

shape. As any international institution also the IMF is in a way path-dependent, understanding 

why and how it was created might shed more light on the current issues. The IMF was 

established in the aftermath of Great Depression and the Second World War and one of the 

major goals behind the foundation of the institution was to prevent “beggar-thy-neighbour” 

policy. The Bretton Woods institutions have has a unique structure with a major role of the 

Executive Board ostensibly resembling commercial enterprise with stakeholders. The 

members of the Executive Boars are mostly elected from constituencies, which are unevenly 

and unequally formed by member states and contain a large amount of instances of clear 

power-driven behaviour. The last part of the first section is dedicated to the reform of the 

IMF. The IMF faced a tremendous wave of criticism as a reaction to the controversial policies 

in 90s. Some argued that instead of prevention “beggar-thy-neighbour” policy the IMF 

instituted actually “beggar-thy-self” policy (Stiglitz 2003). Rather than on execution of the 

programs I focus on the fields of accountability and representation reflected in criticism. I 

present some proposed theoretical concepts for the reform and conclude the first section with 

the description of the implemented reform.  

Second section is introduced by the theoretical context of my thesis. I present general 

background behind the approach to the international organization and in detail elaborate the 

methodology of Voting Power Analysis. Reasoning behind the selection of Banzhaf Penrose 

index is in line with argumentation of Dennis Leech (2002) and Machover&Felsenthal (2000). 

After the theoretical introduction I present a hypothesis on the benefits of the recent reform as 

well as a hypothesis how to achieve more efficient representation. In the second section I 

would examine the actual effects of the reform analyse the differences between pre-reform 

and post-reform power of different member states. Consequently, I test the relative changes in 

five-year periods in order to find out how much the recent reform was significant.  

In the last section, I introduce an my own proposal for reform of the IMF through 

restructuring the constituencies in line with already existing regional organizations. The 

restructured Executive Board are expected to have two positive implications for 

representation of members of the IMF. First hypothesized implication is that restructured 

constituencies can use it’s the institutional capacity of already existing regional organizations 
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in order to deliver a better chance for more efficient coordination of the countries and a better 

opportunity for control of conduct of Executive Directors. Second implication would be that 

restructured constituencies would be more coherent and therefore more effectively achieve 

consensus to be voiced by an Executive Directors. The former would be tested against the 

current Executive Board.  

 

During the work on the thesis I changed the original proposal of content. On grounds of 

consistency and size of the work I replaced assessment of possible impacts of the reform on 

lending policy with extension of options for reform of governance of the IMF. Attesting the 

impact would use a completely different methodology and would necessitate a significant 

space to develop the theoretical background for IMF lending policy. The effects on lending 

policy is, tough, a future extension of my work.    
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2. Concise history of IMF 

The history of the IMF is going back to more than 65 years and it is not a goal of my work to 

provide meaningful history of the institution. However I decided to pay slightly more 

attention than it is usual to the events that determined the structure and principal rules of the 

IMF. After a meticulous beginning I would provide only a very short overview of milestones 

that are more or less connected to the topic of my work. Last 20 years of the institution are 

explained in the next chapters as they are inseparably connected to topics of my work. For 

further interest I can gladly recommend great and highly detailed works on the IMF by De 

Vries and Boughton (De Vries 1986a, De Vries 1985b, De Vries 1987, Boughton 2001).  

2.1. Dream of a better world 

When representatives of 44 countries convened at a lofty luxurious hotel in New Hampshire 

to negotiate future rules of functioning of international economic system the principle of the 

IMF was already drafted long before. The need to design an institution seemed to be one of 

prerogatives how to prevent, at that time hopefully successful war, from repeating as it was 

acknowledged that the disturbances of international economic system critically contributed to 

the outbreak of the war (Young 1944).  The states resorted to competitive currency 

depreciation and they put obstacles on economic cooperation such as import quotas, exchange 

restrictions etc. Similarly the experience of uncontrolled and unpaid liabilities of many 

countries made people to contemplate how to create a platform for international economic 

cooperation. Therefore already in the middle of the war before the armies of Germany and 

Japan were datively defeated in their first battles economists in Washington and London 

started to reckon how to stabilize the international monetary system. Harry White from U.S. 

Treasury Department prepared a plan for international stabilization fund and investment bank 

already in 1942 (Young 1944). There is a rumour about how the first idea of such an 

organization was given to Mr. White. Henry Morgenthau dreamt about an international 

currency on night of December 13
th

 1941 and called Mr. White, one of his direct subordinates, 

next morning to ask him to prepare a way how to achieve this (Mikesell 1994). Two weeks 

later White brought the proposal, which was partially inspired by the operations of U.S. 

Exchange Stabilization Fund’s Tripartite Agreement with France and the UK (Mikesell 1994).  

White prepared a memorandum named ˮDraft Proposal for a United and Associated Nations 
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Stabilization Fund and a Bank for Reconstruction and Development of the United and 

Associated Nationsˮ and presented it to Morgenthau (Mikesell 1994).  

The British did not join the Americans in their initial effort but rather tried to carve out their 

own idea how to stabilize international system. Motivated by Walter Funk’s proposal for 

Germany-dominated financial regime Keynes started preparing his view on the future 

international financial settlement in early 1942. In London he presented a proposal for an 

International Clearing Union and the proposal was taken over as a confidential document by 

British Government (Young 1944). These two independent proposals were to be reconciled 

via a prolonged series of negotiations. The former became known as White Plan and later as 

Keynes Plan. After governmental discussions these two proposals were communicated to the 

United Nations in early 1943. Later that year the U.S. administration published them under 

the name of ˮPreliminary Draft Outline of Proposal for a United and Associated Nations 

Stabilization Fundˮ and ˮProposals for an International Clearing Unionˮ as expert ideas yet 

without any political commitment to bring them alive. The U.S government established an 

expert committee consisting of governmental officials to negotiate the proposal with other 

countries. The technical part of the commission was led by White. In the fall of 1943 British 

and U.S. expert delegations met in Washington and were discussing specifically currency-

stabilization proposals without touching that much proposals on a bank. Based on further 

communication US and British experts prepared joint statement of principles reflecting the 

fact that their positions were large in accordance with each other.  Concurrently a number of 

informal discussions were held in Washington with representatives from the United Nations 

some of them bringing their own proposals.  

Already from the beginning conditionality was one of the sensitive issues. Keynes as a 

leading economist of the British delegation contended that any international stabilization Fund 

was to lend money up to a certain level not a source of conditional credit (Mikesell 1994). 

White, on the other hand, pushed for preservation of the conditionality power to the new 

institution as an instrument how to control usage of resources by countries that contribute 

most to the budget for lending. Most of the issues were settled in favour of rather the U.S. 

position, Canadians often acting as mediators between British and Americans (Mikesell 

1994). Representatives of USSR jointed the negotiations in early 1944 and concluded them 

with hopes that even the position of the US and USSR can be reconcilable. Based on all these 

negotiations  was created Joint Statement of Experts on International Monetary Fund, which 
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expressed  the  common  grounds among the nations, it was simultaneously published in many 

countries.  

However the commission reconciling countries’ position were still rather technical bodies and 

therefore a major intergovernmental conference was to be held in order to formally conclude 

the creation of the IMF and World Bank. In May, Roosevelt sent invitation to 44 nations for a 

conference to be held in Bretton Woods. At the conference and preparatory meetings were the 

major economists of that time such as John Parke Young, E.M. Bernstein, J.M. Keynes, 

Dennis Robertson etc. (Mikesell 1994). In order to prepare a draft and sort out some of many 

details for the proposal of the Fund 16 nations met for preliminary draft in Atlantic City, 

which was then delivered directly by the delegations from Atlantic City to the conference site 

in New Hampshire. Some critics pointed out that the outcomes of the conference did not 

reflect the talent of the present economists. The reason might be found in a complex web 

international diplomacy interests and pressure as well as in the conflict between immediate 

needs for post-war reconstruction and long-term purpose of the institution (Mikesell 1994).  

2.2. Practical issues for the launch of the IMF 

Right at the beginning it was settled that every member would contribute to resources of the 

Fund. The contribution is related to the relative size of member’s foreign trade and other 

transactions and to fluctuations therein (Young 1994). Already in 1943 a number of 

economist discussed how the quota would be determined, some suggesting that the quota 

would be determined based on e.g. population, trade, gold reserve, national income etc. Based 

on some of these suggestions U.S. might have even much larger stake of voting power such as 

61 per cent (Mikesell 1994).  

The distribution of quota was actually designed by one of economists in the White’s 

department, Raymond Mikesell. Mikesell says that he was not given any specific order how 

the quota should be computed (as he was given this assignment by White). He was about to 

generate quote that would secure to the US twice as much as the UK, followed by Soviet 

Union just under the UK’s. China having a little bit less. White expressed its concern that 

allies should be given convenient amount of power (Young 1944). Therefore the hint of 

rationalism in IR is here clearly given.  Originally France was somehow omitted by White and 

after some objections France was to be given approximately about the same size of power as 

China (Mirakhor and Zaidi 2006). Mikesell admits that he tried multiple combinations to fit 
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the White’s agenda and finally had to use a certain non-linearity of the calculation (Mikesell 

1994). At the conference the personnel of White’s preparation committee did their best to 

conceal the logic behind the quota with protracted seminars and explanations (Mirakhor and 

Zaidi 2006). To summarize it, the logic behind quota was therefore purely political concise 

satisfying the political agenda in a form of economic statistics of national exports etc. And as 

such it cannot provide us with a clear economic explanation. The final formula established for 

calculation of countries’ quota that is currently known as Bretton Woods formula and it 

contained five variables. National income, official reserves, imports, export variability and 

ratio of exports to national income. Each member of Board of Directors has a vote amounting 

to the 250 votes plus a number of votes assigned by the size of member’s quota (Young 

1994).  The US had at disposal 28 per cent of votes.  

The structure of power within the IMF was partially reminding that of the UN. Similar to the 

structuring of the United Nations where all members are to be represented but originally four 

major war allies of the U.S. were to dominate the executive power. In case of the UN trough 

permanent representation in the Security Council In case of the IMF with the right to appoint 

directly their executive director (Mikesell 1994).  Although some practical areas of creating 

an the IMF such as the location of the headquarters were decided after the second world war 

at conference in Savannah in March 1946 the cornerstones were already set and the crucial 

position of the IMF in the international system was agreed (Mikesell 1994).  

2.3. Selected milestones of IMF’s development 

The IMF gradually evolved forged by a number of external events to its current arrangement. 

The major role of the IMF during almost three decades after its creation was to safeguard so 

called Bretton Wood system of exchange rates. The members agreed to keep their exchange 

rates pegged. Only fundamental disequilibrium in the value of payments justified change in 

the exchange rates and it was conditioned by the permission of the IMF.  This system 

followed the logic of prevention opportunistic behaviour of state and using depreciation as a 

way how to unilaterally stabilize international trade. The cornerstone of the system was the 

U.S. dollar. From my perspective, two aspects of the period predating the collapse of Bretton 

Woods system were important. Rapid decolonization and subsequent massive intake of new 

member states challenged the role and governance of the IMF. As at the beginning the IMF 

was created by more coherent countries mostly from Europe and Americas the decolonization 
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opened the door a wave of relatively poor and economically weak countries majorly from 

Asia and Africa. This created a tension of how to reflect the expanding membership in the 

governance, which was solved only gradually and with a lot of repercussions for the future. 

Similarly the role of the IMF became to show changes as a consequence of Suez crisis. Before 

1956 the IMF provided lending agreements rarely. However the dramatic consequences of the 

Crisis opened a new and highly significant role for the future of the IMF. First and at the time 

relatively surprising step of the IMF was that the IMF provided financial assistance to all four 

countries entangled in the conflict. Even more importantly the systematic speculative attack 

on the pound sterling occurred, during which the IMF helped to repulse it. This prefigured the 

role of the IMF in the future crisis such in 80s and 90s (Boughton 2001). Lastly as it was 

already noted the IMF implemented features that are currently inevitably connected the IMF. 

The conditionality was introduced to the practice by the Executive Board in 1952 and finally 

added even much later as a part of the First Amendment of the Article of Agreement in 1969 

(Buira 2002). At the end of 60s the IMF created special drawing rights were created as a 

foreign exchange reserve asset. Even though at their launch SDRs were exchanged for gold of 

dollars with the upcoming events they were later redefined by a basket of four major 

currencies.  

At the beginning of 70s the Bretton Woods System had to be aborted as the raising expenses 

on the Vietnam war and significant inflation no longer allowed the US to be a guard the 

System. Richard Nixon in what is now known as Nixon Shock dumped the convertibility of 

dollar for gold and profoundly changed the international financial system as well as the 

position of the IMF. Members of the IMF were free to choose regime of exchange rate for 

their currencies. Oil shocks in 70s and due period of the international loans led a series of debt 

crisis in 80s. The IMF coordinated the international responses by not only providing its own 

resources but also by pooling resources of the subjects. This role was further reflected in the 

lending facilities and increases of SDRs.  

Crucial importance for the role of countries in the IMF has IMF quota, which influences 

relative power of a country in the IMF, determines its borrowing options and share of SDRs. 

Quota is calculated from a number of components roughly corresponding to the size of 

country’s economy. The calculation formula has been a subject to a number of changes. In the 

early 60s Bretton Woods formula prepared by Mikesell was supplemented with four more 

formulas that used two separate datasets a number of components (Mirakhor and Zaidi 2006). 
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The overcomplicated multi-variable approach was simplified in the early 80s. The 

components were eliminated to only five basic and one dataset was used. Nominal income 

was replaced with GDP, the notion of reserves were broadened and were calculated in 12-

month average. The new formula reduced also coefficient of variability of four derivative 

formulas as an impact of vulnerability of commodities in 70s. Especially the last measurement 

was to provide an advantage for developing countries due to their generally higher 

vulnerability for fluctuation of commodities.   
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3. Formal structure of the IMF 
In this chapter I would provide a short overview of assignment of votes, the major organs of 

the IMF and in much closer detail I would focus on the Executive Board. The reason is that 

the structure and importance of the Executive Board is relatively unique comparing to other 

international organizations and a significant part of my work has as an object of research the 

Executive Board.   Useful visualization of the IMF is provided by Martinez-Diaz in Figure 1: 

Governance of the IMF (Martinez-Diaz 2008). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 1: Governance of the IMF (Martinez-Diaz 2008) 
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3.1. Votes in the IMF 

A number of votes of an individual country is determined by a fixed component called “basic 

votes” and by a variable component that is determined proportional representation of quota
1
. 

Articles of Agreement stipulate that the quota is to be review every 5 years. Countries observe 

anxiously any unilateral increase of quota as any increase of power might negatively affect 

the rest of the Board. Therefore most of the changes of the board have been done 

equiproportionally with only 30 per cent of changes were unilateral (von Houtven 2002). For 

the development of representation of especially smaller states in the IMF a concept of basic 

votes is of pivotal importance. As basic votes are distributed flatly to every member state they 

create potentially lowest possible amount of assigned votes, to which actual distribution of 

votes asymptotically approach (seen on example of distribution from 2010 in Figure 2: Basic 

votes and log of actual votes in 2010). 

 

Figure 2: Basic votes and log of actual votes in 2010 

 

The share of basic votes as a fraction of the total number of votes is an important indicators as 

it largely influences how much power the smaller countries have. In 1944, the fraction of total 

votes was set at 11.3 per cent. As at the beginning countries were relatively reluctant to 

                                                 

1
 Quota is, in turn, determined by a set of variable that are roughly corresponding to the size 

of country’s economy. 
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increase the number of quota. With a number of countries joining as a result of first waves of 

decolonization, the percentage of basic votes actually rose to 15.6 per cent till 1958 (Bryant 

2008). The percentage of basic votes was steadily decreasing since 70s with growing number 

of developing countries joining the IMF and with successive general increases in quota. 

Houtven documents this: “Until the mid-1970s, basic votes as a percentage of total votes 

remained above 10 per cent; since then (…) the share of basic votes [dropped] to barely 2 per 

cent in 2002“ (Houtven 2002). With adjustments in quota the share of basic votes decreased 

to about 5.5 per cent in 80s. Other changes followed but with the penultimate change made in 

1983 the basic vote remained fixed at 250 votes with one vote per every SDR 100 000 of 

quota (Houtven 2002). Rare changes in basic votes naturally increased the inequality in quota 

distribution and open discussion that I will introduce later. The overview of develop of 

fraction of basic votes in Figure 3: Decrease in fraction of basic votes (Bryant 2008). 

 

Figure 3: Decrease in fraction of basic votes (Bryant 2008) 
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3.3. Short of overview of the governance 

3.3.1. Board of Governors and quota overview 

The Board of Governors is the highest decision-making body of the IMF. A representation of 

a country usually consists of minister of finance or governor of central bank and they meet 

annually.  The decisions reserved to Board of Governors are decision of the paramount 

importance for long-term development of the IMF such as quota increases and amendments to 

the Articles of Agreements. The voting rarely takes place in the Board of Governors and the 

negotiation aims to be in line with cooperative culture of the IMF.  The aim is to achieve 

consensus by consultation and by searching for consensus. Although some disagreements 

occurred such as in 1994 when the developing countries blocked proposal of major developed 

countries to increase the rate of charge for the use of the IMF (Houtven 2002).   

The voting within the Board of Governors is absolute majority and two levels of special 

majority. At 70 per cent and at 85 per cent in order to retain veto power for the US over 

selected area. Most of the decision require only simple majority with exception of decisions 

concerning admission of new members, increase in quota, amendments of Article of 

Agreement changes in obligatory periods for repurchase, sale of gold and allocation of SDRs 

require a supermajority of 85 per cent. Decisions related to the determination of the rate of 

charge or remuneration and the determination of the rate of interest on SDRs require a 70 per 

cent of the votes cast (Houtven 2002, Woods 2006). Quota play paramount role in three areas.  

The quota determines the amount a member could borrow, a deposit into liquidity of the 

Funds and most importantly for my analysis the votes in the Executive Boards and the Board 

of Governor.  Any change in quota would face a serious opposition from the member states. 

As an increase in quota would influence the relative share of power of all other members, a 

former Executive Director noted: “...the IMF falls from its normally very high analytical 

standards...when the case is made for higher quotas. (Momani 2008). Giving up a relative 

power is apparently highly controversial and countries struggle to avoid it. The size of the 

Board of Governors limits with which it can convene and efficiently debate, decide and 

implement decision. This role is given to the Executive Board.  

3.3.2. Executive Board  

Most of the day-to-day powers are conducted by the Executive Board. Currently it consists of 

24 Executive Directors who represent the members of the Board of Directors, set strategic 
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goals of the IMF and supervise the activities of the IMF. The Executive Board is for most 

practical decision the locus of executive power in the IMF. The supervision of the Executive 

Directors is a long-term issue and for the developed countries it was partially addressed by 

creation of the Interim Committee of the Board of Governors on the International Monetary 

System (Interim Committee) in 1974 later transformed into International Monetary and 

Financial Committee (IMFC).  

More detailed information on the Executive Board hereafter.  

3.3.3. Other organs of the IMF 

As my study is almost exclusively focused on the Board of Governors and the Executive 

Board the rest of the organs of the IMF I pay only short attention. Managing director is both a 

chair of the Executive Board and the chief executive officer (CEO) of the IMF. Managing 

director is important in articulating the future of the IMF and the IMF is to carry forward its 

mandate (Houtven 2002). Setting agenda or discouraging blocks of countries in pursuing their 

vision of the IMF is the major contributions of the Managing Director to the long-term 

development of the IMF.  Though he does not have voting right he can set a course to be 

followed in discussion among countries. Houtven names a number of examples, in which the 

Managing Director played decisive role (Houtven 2002). Apart from this principal role 

Managing Directors have a number of prescribed responsibilities as the CEO. Composition of 

the staff might be also an important indicator of proportional voice of various voices in the 

IMF as the staff is source of studies, white papers most importantly of reviews that directly 

impacts member countries. Houtven (2002) points out that the rigid and hierarchical structure 

is set to iron out the differences within the staff as for the review. But it often creates a sort of 

internal dissent. Among other noteworthy organs is the Independent Evaluation Office (IEO), 

which was introduces in 2000 and has taken an independent control of the conduct of the 

IMF.  
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3.4. Detail view of the Executive Board 

While at the first meeting of the Executive Board there were only 12 members as a result of 

decolonization and rapidly expanding membership in the Board of Directors the Executive 

Board expanded to 20 members in 1964. In 1978 Saudi Arabia separated from its former 

constituency and creating its own and in similar pattern was followed by China increasing the 

number to 22 in 1980. Finally the dissolution of the Soviet Union framed the number of 

directors to 24 at the beginning of 90s (Houtven 2002). Currently the Board consists of 24 

directors, five of them directly appointed and the rest elected from constituencies. The number 

of directly appointed director is constant from the beginning but the composition might 

change. The privilege is given to five largest members of the Board of Governors and is 

reviewed every five years
2
 (Momani 2008). Even though the rest of directors are elected, 

three of them are practically equal to the appointed Directors as the constituencies are each 

composed of only one country. The terms of the five appointed directors are scheduled at 

pleasure by their home countries while the elected directors have two-year terms. Any 

changes in quota are highly sensitive as they might influence the position and seats in the 

Executive Board. Each major country had to negotiate its position; recently seats added for 

Swiss constituency and Russia.  

The Executive Board has a pivotal role in policy formulation and day-to-day decision-making 

process in the IMF (Houtven 2002). As Houtven notes the Executive Board exercised all the 

powers that were not specifically reserved for the Board of Governors.  The Executive Board 

is in “continuous” session and it meets whenever the business requires it. The agenda of the 

Executive Board is truly wide and it covers vital areas such as use of the IMF resources as 

well as their reviews. The composition would be in more detail described latter as a part of the 

analysis. Five of the Directors are directly appointed and the rest is elected from so called 

constituencies. The constituencies are highly heterogeneous and some of them have only one 

member; giving its sole member effectively the power to appoint its director as well.  

Directors aggregate the votes of members of their constituencies.  

The important question is how the directors are connected to the countries they represent. 

While the US is traditional proponent of the concept of Executive Directors as a group of 

                                                 

2
 Only with change in composition as Germany unseated China in 1960 and India was in 1964 replaced by Japan  

(Hourven 2002). 
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experts directly at the IMF, for example the UK see them as a sort of political connection to 

the national governments. Moreover as an institution that should transfer the will of the 

represented to the IMF and, in return, represent of the decision taken by the IMF (Houtven 

2002). The issue of status and representation is one of the major areas I would pay attention in 

the proposals for revision. Institutional capacity and a direct access to an Executive Director 

gives a significant advantage to large developed countries. Practical agenda of the Executive 

Board is majorly focused on surveillance and policy issues. Less on administrative and 

budgetary matters (Houtven 2002) 

An important part of decision-making procedures is culture of consensus that is in fact 

embedded in Rule C-10 of the Rules and Regulations stipulating that ”the chairman shall 

ordinarily ascertain the sense of meeting, in lieu of the formal vote.” (IMF website 2012) In 

practice the decision-making bodies aim to establish common grounds among members in 

pursuit of achieving consensus rather than submitting a bill to the vote without securing the 

results of the vote. More colloquially “nothing will be decided until everything is agreed.“ 

(von Houtven 2002 pp 24) Cooperative character of the decision-making bodies was seen as a 

safeguard for continuation of legitimacy of the organization (Houtven 2002).  In this line the 

votes of negative outcomes are relatively rarer than votes with onymous or large majority 

approvals (von Houtven 2002). In the cooperative environment the assets that can influence 

negotiation power is even more efficient. Apparent asset that can help Directors to influence 

the outcome of consensus-building is expertise and experience. Therefore the culture of 

consensus building would favour longer-serving Directors. It is noteworthy that even the 

consensus-building culture does not diminish the importance of weighted vote. The 

distribution of votes is still the basic property of the system, based on which the consensus 

building is conducted. Consensus is achieved once the majority of the weights is reached 

(Leech 2012, Woods 2001). 

 

The advantage of constituency system was outlined e.g. by Martin and Woods (2005) as 

constituencies can increase effectiveness of an international organization. The group of 24 

representatives is expected to be far more efficient than a full plenary session of the whole 

185 current member states of the IMF. On the other hand, the constituency system accentuates 

question of representation and voting power of some member states within multi-country 

constituencies. The multi-country constituencies as constituencies with very specific 

properties are further described in the next section.   
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3.4.1. Multi-country constituencies 

The structure of multi-country constituencies is relatively unique among the international 

organizations and I would pay in the theoretical part slightly more attention to it (Woods and 

Lombardi 2006).  There is no single rule or procedure how the constituencies are created. The 

Articles of Agreement leave a lot of space for countries to choose their way how to select a 

director as well as his or her alternatives. The creation is essentially for a political decision of 

various countries that are free to form constituencies at will within given boundaries (Martin 

Woods 2005). Formally, a director is elected when at least 4 per cent of the total number of 

votes that can be cast (eligible votes) shall be considered elected. (Articles of Agreement)  

The director casts all the votes for a constituency by which the director is elected. The votes 

cannot be divided and the director has to cast all the votes together regardless potential 

discord within the constituency. If some of the countries within the constituency disagree with 

the other the director can reflect this disagreement by abstaining from the vote.  

The original Articles (IMF 1944) permitted that each director held at least 19 per cent of the 

votes but less than 20 per cent leaving relatively limited options for constitutions of 

constituencies. With widening the minimal and maximum votes wielding by a single 

Executive Director the options for constitution of a constituency have been increasing. 

Therefore it permits theoretically for more coherent constituencies. On the other hand as it 

was pointed out by joseph Gold in 1972 less is the emphasis on the relative equality of the 

voting strength of the executive directors elected under the provision’ (Gold 1972, pp. 60). 

Currently even the minimal votes wielded by an Executive Director has lapsed and currently 

some countries wield slightly more than 1,5 per cent comparing to more than 17 per cent 

wielded by the US. The protection of equality is therefore constitutionally limited. The 

outcome is that the size, structure and coherence of constituencies are highly diverse. Some 

are formed in line with regional logic (Indian constituency or Nordic/Baltic group) others in 

line with similar cultural heritage (Spanish constituency). Many other groups are however 

highly heterogeneous.  

 

Pursuit of influence 

Constituencies are often constituted in a line with power-seeking behaviour. Countries often 

switched sides in pursuit of better position and better access to the Executive Board. Indonesia 

was originally part of a constituency headed by Italy. Latter followed the suit of some other 
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Muslim countries and it comprised of Malaysia ad some Muslim country in northern Africa.  

In 1972 Indonesia joined Korea, the Philippines and Vietnam. Australia joined the IMF in 

1947 and created a new constituency with South Africa. The group was later joined by some 

South African countries such as Lesotho or Swaziland and some Pacific states. However with 

more and more African countries joining the IMF the South African countries left the 

constituency for newly created African constituency. Finally the constituency was joined by 

Korea and the Philippines and currently it contains countries from the whole Pacific region 

(Woods 2006). Spain was originally part of Mediterranean constituency together with Italy 

and Greece. Poland also took part in this constituency. In 1978 Spain switched for Central 

American constituency switching geographical proximity for a more secured access to power 

position. Currently Spain fluctuates in the position in the Executive Board with Venezuela 

and Mexico. Greece was another country from the Mediterranean constituency that followed 

power-seeking behaviour. It moved from Italy-dominated constituency to Iran-led 

constituency to take up a position of Alternate Executive Director. But after Spain left Greece 

returned and took up position of Alternative Director in this constituency.  

Formation of constituencies is also matter of power-seeking behaviour. Both new 

constituencies established in 90s are good examples. Two major countries joining the IMF 

wanted to maximize their influence. The Executive Board decided in favour of increasing the 

Board by two seats after protracted discussion whether Switzerland could be placed into other 

constituency or whether it would have been better to create a new one. At the end, a broad 

consensus among the member secured a new seat
3
. Switzerland formed one of the 

constituencies with geographically highly irregular composition that included Poland and 

former Soviet Union countries.
4
 As a result the Swiss constituency assures to Switzerland a 

seat in the Board. Russia found itself in even more complicated position. Russia needed to be 

admitted to the IMF before the long postponed Ninth General Review of Quota as it would 

                                                 

3
 Although the US preferred rather an option without creation a new seat for Switzerland the opposition of 

African constituencies as well as opposition of Belgium constituency asserted the new seat. The named 

constituencies were worried about being either unseated by Swiss admission into their constituency (Belgians) 

or about larger restructuring of the Executive Board (Momani 2008). 

4
 The former countries of Soviet Union actually blocked to become satellites of Russia in the IMF after being so 

long under the Russian “yoke”. Netherlands as well as Belgium were also aggressively trying to recruit former 

soviet countries (Momani 2008).   
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enable Russia to access more favourable option for lending than after the Ninth General 

Review of Quota. Thanks to the wide consensus of G7.
5
 Russia was permitted to enter the 

IMF at the last possible time before the Ninth General Review (Mopani 2008).  The final 

decision for assigning a sole country constituency and therefore also a seat in the Executive 

Board was again a result of pragmatic choice of the major countries (Momani 2008). Both 

cases are actually giving also another lesson about the Executive Board. Both countries was 

could exploit international situation in their favour. As Mopani comments Switzerland could 

strengthen its case by threat that if Switzerland would not form a constituency with ex-soviet 

countries they might join and strengthen Iranian constituency. Russia used an argument that if 

China was to have a seat Russia should be also granted one. Both arguments played well for 

G7 countries and secured among other arguments the acceptance (Momani 2008).   

In the power game around the election of executive director also their alternative are 

important. As Alternates are entitled “to attend a meeting of the Council when the Councillor 

is not present, and shall have full power to act for the Councillor.“ as well as represent the 

director in other fields when the director is not present (Articles of Agreement). Poland finally 

formed the constituency with Switzerland, in which it has assured the permanent position of 

Alternate Director.  

3.4.2. Irregularities within current multinational organization 

The current structure of constituencies can be in many cases hardly justified by economic, 

geographical or political reasoning. A number of countries are members of constituencies 

consist of countries they have very little in common. I would call countries that have weak 

ties to the rest of the group outliers. There can be found some constituencies with low level of 

internal homogeneity since the group integrates either geographically very distant members or 

countries that are economically or politically very different. I would call heterogeneous 

constituencies. These heterogeneous constituencies are often product of opportunistic 

behaviour of both economically medium as well as powerful that search for better position 

                                                 

5
 The major industrial countries acknowledged seriousness of situation in which Russia was and realized that 

they cannot sell Russia down the river for potentially severe consequences a destabilized Russia could have 

brought. As Momani notes it relieved major industrialized states of the burden of bilateral help for Russia 

(Mamoni 2008).   
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within the constituencies’ structure. To find them a general logic was applied however using 

some statistical data analysis might be appropriate such as Cluster analysis.  

To note some of the most apparent examples of outliers: 

- Uzbekistan is in the constituency with Pacific states and Korea dominated by Australia 

and Korea. Its affiliation is hardly justifiable by any aspect of international policy.  

- Timor-Leste became member of Brazilian constituency (Brazil is a dictator of the 

constituency) after its independence. The constituency is composed of Latin America. 

Another example in this constituency is Cape Verde as a geographical outlier. 

- Ghana is included into a constituency headed by Iranian executive director. 

Constituency consists of variety of Islamic countries stretching from Pakistan to 

Morocco and Ghana is the only Sub-Saharan country.  

Examples of heterogeneous constituencies: 

- Canadian constituency cover a wide range of countries from Ireland to the Caribbean 

and the fragmentation of the constituency secures a dictatorial position for Canada.  

- The motivation behind formation of Swiss constituency seems relatively clear as it 

secured a dictator position for the Alpine country.  Switzerland negotiated the 

constituency out of the debris and an enlargement wave after the fall of the USSR and 

bound together countries from Central Asia with Poland. 

- Both Sub-Saharan constituencies are large enough to consider them as heterogeneous 

however the relatively negligible power of almost each of Sub-Saharan member states 

does not give much choice how to group or organize into smaller and more 

homogeneous constituencies. 
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4. Reform of the IMF 
At the beginning the role of the IMF was to monitor the pegged exchange rate system. It was 

a largely technical discipline requiring expertise, which was fulfilled by representation of 

either governors of national banks or high officials of ministry of finance in the Board of 

Governors. The prerequisite was anchored in the Articles of Agreement that necessitates that 

“each member shall deal with the Fund only through its Treasury, central bank, stabilization 

fund, or other similar fiscal agency, and the Fund shall deal only with or through the same 

agencies.” (Articles of Agreement Article V (1)) With the collapse the role of the IMF 

dramatically changed. The IMF redirected the core of its activities to conditional loans and 

began to operate as a lender of the last resort and arbiter whether international capital will or 

will be not be available to a country (Fischer 1999).  

4.1. Criticism of the IMF 

As external conditions quickly changed so the perception of utility and role of the IMF in the 

international system were evolving. Some saw the role of the IMF as a universal institution 

promoting stability of international financial system through surveillance and overseeing the 

bigger world picture (IMF 2013), some as a lender of last resort (Fischer 1999) or as a trusted 

advisor (IEO 2013). The turbulent last decade of 20
th

 century with a number of regional crises 

toppled with gradual changes in distribution of economic power in the world provoked a large 

amount of criticism of the IMF concentrated on the properties of the IMF decision-making 

(inter alia Stiglitz 2003, Truman 2006). Hereafter I provide a concise overview of major 

streams of criticism: 

A. The IMF is not following Westphalian principles in a sense that one country is not 

represented by one vote. As Stiglitz plainly put it countries are represented based on 

“one-dollar-one-vote” grounds resembling a commercial enterprise (Stiglitz 2003). 

Countries are roughly represented by relative contribution to the resources of the IMF, 

which gives a clear and strong dominance to larger especially developed countries in 

the Board of the Governors. The deficit is majorly mentioned in relation to the 

negligible power of developing countries. As already noted even in the relative 

perspective the role of wide democratic participation of states diminished. With the 

decreasing portion of basic votes on the all votes the smaller countries were slowly 

marginalized (Woodward 2007). The basic votes accounted for 11 per cent in 1944 
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while in 2000s it went down to 2 per cent and the clear consequence that “the voice of 

smaller countries in discussions has been substantially weakened and participation in 

decision-making made negligible” (Buira 2003). The result might be illustrated by 

Woodward (2007) who concludes the soaring inequality of voting system with noting 

that Luxembourg population of 500 000 has twice as many votes of Ethiopian 

population of 70 mil.  

B. The internal processes of selection of Managing Director and Executive Directors 

make position of developing countries even more difficult. Importance of the 

Executive Board is well-founded in the IMF system. An Executive Director could cast 

aggregated votes of all members of the respective constituency but cannot split the 

votes in case of disagreement within the respective constituency. So what decides 

about the position of an Executive Director on a particular topic? As it was noted by 

Buira (2003): ”The Director’s position will normally reflect that of his country or the 

majority of the votes in the constituency“. Apart from the fact that five large 

developed countries are endowed with directly appointed Directors, a number of other 

large developed countries dominate their constituencies further expanding their 

relative role (Rustomjee 2005).  

C. The properties of weighted system in the Board of Governors and in Executive Board 

bolster the position of large developed countries even further in the perspective of 

Voting Power Analysis. Based on the analysis of Leech and Leech (2003) the US is 

even further overrepresented by decisiveness of its role on the decision position. The 

relative power of the US increases to 20.4 in the Board of Governors and to 21.5 in the 

Executive Board comparing to 17.1 per cent of its nominal votes (Leech and Leech 

2003). 

D. Voting properties of the decision-making organs further accentuate the dominance of 

the large developed countries as the major decisions are to be decided using not simple 

majority but special majority
6
. Effectively giving not just to the US but also to group 

of developed countries veto over crucial proposals that might not suit them 

(Woodward 2008). 

                                                 

6
 Such as decisions on size of the IMF, SDRs allocation etc. 
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E. There is a very limited formal requirement for accountability procedures within the 

constituencies. As notes already by Gold (1974) a member whose Executive Director 

is elected or a member that helps “…to elect an executive director has no right to 

terminate his service”. Once an Executive Director is elected it is relatively difficult to 

control his conduct especially by smaller countries (Woods and Llombardi 2006). 

Constituencies that represent developing countries are often quite large making it 

difficult to coordinate the countries and practically further marginalizing their position 

(Woodward 2007). 

F. Informal power of Group of Seven is based on their converging interests and large 

aggregated power within the IMF. Their ambition often goes beyond the limits of the 

IMF structure and their sessions are used for negotiation and planning of 

implementation activities within the IMF. This fact creates a secondary self-appointed 

steering “Board” undermining the legitimacy of IMF structure for countries out of the 

Group of Seven (Houtven 2007) 

The lack of accountability and representation undermine the legitimacy of policies of the IMF 

and provoke criticism aiming maybe most importantly at the practicalities of IMF lending 

arrangement (Broome 2010). As the conditionality and the detailed analysis of financial tools 

of the IMF is not in the focus of this study I would touched them here only briefly. The actual 

conditions, under which practical policies are conducted, are supervised by the Executive 

Board. As the conditionality became a cornerstone of criticism of IMF especially in the late 

90s any discrepancy in the access to decision-making and supervision procedures further 

strengthen the criticism. The criticism of conditionality was attacking especially intrusive 

character as well as political infeasibility for borrowers (Stiglitz 2002). In the perspective of 

institutions dominated by large developed countries the intrusiveness and irrelevance of the 

IMF programs seem for the critics as a natural effect of misrepresentation of smaller 

developing countries in the Board of Governors and in the Executive Board (e.g. Seabrooke 

2006).  

4.2. Importance of voice of developing countries 

 

The industrialized countries advocate usually their position in the IMF by the fact that the 

IMF is in fact still a financial institution, whose operations depend on the access to financial 
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resources. As developed countries provide most of the financial resources they have right to 

exert also political power over the institution that manage these significant resources. As the 

former Managing Director Horst Köhler said: “I would also like to underline that still we are a 

financial institution, and a financial institution means you need also to have someone who 

provides capital and I think there is a healthy element in the fact that the provision of capital 

and voting rights is, in a way, combined, because this is also an element of efficiency, of 

accountability.” (Paloni and Zanardi 2012). Some properties of the system already favour 

developing countries. At least from the points of view of financial institution rights where 

would prevail an approach simplified by ”Votes reflects the contribution to the budget of the 

organization“. For the arrangements in 2002,  Houtven assessed that “actual quotas” of the 

developing countries equalled about 60 per cent of their “calculated quotas,” while the 

aggregate “actual quotas” of the industrial countries were only about 32.5 per cent of their 

“calculated quotas.” (Houtven 2005) 

The principle problem of discrepancy between developing and developed countries rests on 

the fact that the developed countries ceased using the IMF resources and therefore 

undermined a notion of the IMF as a universal “credit union” (Houtven 2000). Therefore 

probability that a country might at a certain time find itself to be a creditor and at another time 

find itself to be debtor diminished over the time. It renders a situation, in which a group of 

countries belong almost constantly to debtors and has rather small decision-making power 

while another group of countries belong to creditors and largely dominate the policy. Of 

course a recent development of the Eurozone partially disrupted this logic but in general it is 

valid.  

The low profile of representation of developing countries in the MF causes a certain 

alienation of the developing countries and lack of ownership of the IMF (Rustomjee 2005, 

Buira 2002, Birdsall 2003 etc.). The examples of the negative impact of the lack of ownership 

are given on various levels of IMF agenda. On the operational level IMF lending programs 

might be more efficient with larger ownership. Often criticized conditionality (Stiglitz 2002, 

Vreeland 2002) used for lending programs might be better accepted by the debtors if its 

establishment and reviews would be observed more directly by other developing countries  

themselves (Birdsall 2003). Intrusiveness and tendency on universal recipes are the cores of 

criticism of application of conditionality in the late 90s (Stiglitz 2002, Woods and Narlikar 

2001). With higher representation of developing countries the argument of irrelevancy of the 
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conditions might be eased. Directly, so that the developing countries would influence the 

programs and would change the implementation procedures. Not once but regularly keeping 

the programs more relevant all the time. Indirectly, so that the improved ownership would 

have an effect on the informal discipline of the developing countries to follow the conditions 

that were agreed by their peer in the IMF. On the other hand, conditionality does not make 

much sense if there is expected some sort of conflict of interest (Drazen 2003). So by 

improvement of representation of developing countries can hardly solve fully the performance 

of conditionality agreements of the IMF. The example from the lower structure is given by 

Rustomjee (2005). The potential lack of ownership is most visible when it comes to lowest 

income developing countries. They are eligible for Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility but 

their combined voting power is less than 6 per cent (Rustomjee 2005). After its launch of 

PRGF in 1999. The countries were criticizing the reliance on institutional capacity of the 

country and short timeframe for implementation. Rustomjee summed it up with the fact that 

only part of a number of objections were implemented while the majority was overridden by 

far larger voting power of other members of the Board. Or they were implemented with 3-

year delay in 2002. It damaged the institution both in the eyes of eligible countries as well as 

in the eyes of experts on poverty reduction (Rustomjee 2005).  

Furthermore, Buira (2002) identifies the stalemate among the member states on the increasing 

the resources of the IMF as a product of limited representation of developing countries. A 

number of emerging countries had for many years a significantly lower quota than their 

relative share of global GDP. For instance, Korea and Brazil had at the beginning of 2000s 

lower share of vote in the IMF than Denmark and Belgium (Birdsall 2003). The last argument 

for the benefits of the larger representation of developing countries rests on the fact that the 

IMF became during large part of 2000s a target of criticism of civil society and NGOs. The 

perception of the IMF as an instrument of wealthy countries how to marginalize and dominate 

developing countries might be harmful for the consent of its policies and implementation 

efficiency. So it is in fact an interest to be perceived as helpful and desired institution and not 

to become a scapegoat for economic problems in debtor countries. The actual question of 

image is not just limited to general perception but it might be connected to practical policies. 

As lending IMF agreement might trigger confidence the positive or negative perception of the 

IMF involvement is highly important. 
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The lack ownership might have tangible outcomes. Apart from the fact that the compliance 

with outstanding loans is expected to be higher during the low points of the trust in IMF some 

countries started curbing their cooperation with the IMF. The discontent with the IMF was in 

the mid of 2000s quite high and some of borrowers in order to limit the involvement in an 

institution, where they have only limited voice. Under Chiang Mai Initiative some Asian 

countries coordinated effort to accumulate foreign reserve in order to avoid approaching the 

IMF in case of financial need. Other countries struggled to pay back their liabilities in order to 

curb further encroachment from the IMF (Weiss 2008). Even in case of enhancing ownership 

it is important to note that the listed arguments why to increase representation of the 

borrowing countries assume that it would be reflected in perception or in ownership. This is 

far from being clear. In many cases it could happen that the representation might not be 

transferred into ownership.   
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4.3. Options for reform 

Once it was established that there is something wrong with the IMF it is important to 

understand what the options for the change are. In other words, how to change representation 

or governance in order to match the call for reforms. I list a number of options that would to a 

certain extent do what is expected from the reform. It is worth mentioning that some 

proposals I intentionally omit as they might have zero chance for access. For instance, the 

shift that would deliver system of one-country-one-vote is highly unlikely. Even many 

developing countries would be most likely against as it is hardly acceptable for countries such 

as Indonesia or Iran to have same amount of votes as for instance Djibouti or Bhutan (2003 

Birdsall).  The reality of the financial institution is in more realistic distribution of power.  

The options go in more directions. Apart from quite obvious change of number of votes and 

powers of representatives, the question of representation is also connected to supervision and 

control of especially Executive Directors. Currently the accountability of members of 

Executive board is in theory distinctly different for representatives of many developed 

countries in comparison to the representatives of largest developing countries (Woods and 

Llombardi 2006). The representatives of large countries are called for instance for public or 

close hearings in parliaments or for consultations to the minister or to the management of 

national banks. They might be grilled questioned and grilled directly or through the grilling 

and questions of their superiors from ministries of finance or national banks. The far largest 

role is exerted by American legislature that has a highly developed procedure for supervision 

and influencing the conduct of the Executive Director. In case of developing countries the 

accountability of Executive Directors is highly limited as the representation in the Executive 

Board hold at maximum indirect responsibility to the organs from the countries themselves. 

It is also important to say what ultimate goals for representation of different groups of 

countries are. Houtven argues that it would be reasonable to keep developed countries or more 

precisely creditors to have majority in the IMF (Houtven 2005). Therefore the debtor 

countries would have optimum share asymptotically approaching 50 per cent of votes. So 

what would be the options for the change and how likely they are to be implemented.  

Realignment of actual and calculated quota 

One of peculiar political aspect of the organization is the fact that even though the quota is 

regularly recalculating the actual distribution is rather a result of these recalculations a 

product of political negotiation. As already noted any relative increase in share votes would 
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necessarily affect negatively others. The pragmatism of countries led to distortion of actually 

assigned changes in quota and therefore the actual quota differ often by a significant 

proportion. The problem of an ad hoc realignment is that the reality of distribution of current 

quota would mean that after the realignment small developing would be on average negatively 

influenced by the change (Weiss 2008). The benefits for the emerging countries would be, on 

the other hand, greatly positive (Weiss 2008).  

Change of formula for calculation of quota 

Quota and voting power recalculation are the primary ways, around which the debate of 

reform revolves (Martinez-Diaz 2008). As one of the outcomes of criticism of policies of the 

IMF a group of experts was created in 1999 with the aim to suggest how the quota can be 

recalculated in order to channel more political power to developing countries. The Quota 

Formula Review Group suggested either to change formula or to increase basic votes or 

combination of both (Houtven 2002). The problem of diminishing portion of basic votes in 

the overall set of votes was already mentioned and it is relatively clear idea.  One of the 

recalculation proposals draws its reasoning from the fact that long-used formula has 

disproportionally high weigh assigned to openness, which favoured especially smaller 

European countries such as Belgium and Netherlands.  The overhaul of weigh from openness 

to GDP would empower especially the emerging countries. This option was on multiple 

occasions supported by the US. (Weiss 2008) Other option would be to apply GDP PPP-

based, which would again bring more power to developing countries. As a way how to 

address disproportional marginalization of developing countries in the Board of Director it 

was also proposed to introduce dual formula. Separate formula for developing countries 

would include some variables that would be beneficial for the developing countries (Houtven 

2002).  Houtven mentions for instance adding population component or poverty index. 

Another example might consolidation of coherent international bodies into one entity even 

within the Board of Governors.  

Restructuring the Executive Board 

As already mentioned most of the powers of the IMF are concentrated on the Executive 

Board, which also serve as a principal forum for interaction of representatives of member 

states with the staff and the Managing Director as well as principal platform for interaction 

among the representatives themselves (Martinez-Diaz 2008). The current Board is often 
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criticised to have over-representation of especially the European countries (Weiss 2008). 

Restructuring the constituencies might deliver the decisive change in power setting even 

without any change of quota but necessitates a degree of coordination. Further theoretical 

proposal was to replace members that are already strongly integrated by a single 

representation; specifically the EU. The option was examined by Leech and Leech (2005) 

with interesting results. They assessed the results for two options; only for Eurozone and for 

the whole EU. Using the power approach it was found that all countries apart from the US 

would gain more power after the change. The change significantly overhauls the power to the 

member states from developing countries (Leech and Leech 2005). This is just one of possible 

example another being potential restructuring within the Executive Board with an aim to 

render more balanced representation.   

Organs of representation and supervision on national level  

Countries are currently represented by either representative of ministries of finance or by 

representatives of central banks
7
. Both institutions were selected on technical grounds and the 

representatives are accountable rather through long chain bureaucracy. The selection on 

technical grounds is criticised e.g. by Joseph Stiglitz (2003). As he points out: “Macroissues 

are far from merely matters; they involve trade-offs requiring political judgement.” (Stiglitz 

2003 pp. 120). In his the agenda should be mover from technical grounds to more direct 

political accountability. Eggers, Florini and Woods (2005) suggest empowering role of 

parliaments as natural channels for improving legitimacy, accountability and control over the 

IMF as a flag bearer of the parliamentary control over the Executive Directors. The magnitude 

of both contribution and power of the US is far larger than of any other entity in the IMF and 

the Congress developed an elaborate process of control and review. Apart from regular 

reports that are review by the Congress and its Commissions Congress directly influences the 

policy pursued by the Executive Directors through issuing legislative mandates. The mandates 

dictate practicalities of policies that Executive Directors of the US have to follow. In other 

creditor countries changes of quota have to be approved by national legislatives usually 

through amending the bill under which a country joined the IMF (Eggers, Florini and Woods 

2005 pp. 13). But the national parliaments do not necessarily come into play only in matter of 

quota amendments. One of examples of recent influence from the  national parliament over 

                                                 

7
 Usually ministers and central-bank governors.  
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the policies pursued by its Executive Director can be found in Italy. The Italian Senate 

accepted the replenishment of Poverty Reduction Growth Facility under condition of issuing 

detailed prescriptions for a number of policy fields. This sort of policy activism is so far rare 

in the developing countries. The national parliaments are active rather in terms of affecting 

the nature and conditions of agreements between the IMF and national governments. The 

conditions listed as prerequisite for larger role of national parliaments is based on larger 

transparency of the IMF in general. The discretion of information to the national parliaments 

can be the fastest way how to empower the legitimacy of the IMF toward the electorates of 

the member states. Separate question is connected to the area whether national parliaments 

would be interested in more power over the control of the IMF. Even though Eggers, Florini 

and Woods (2005) give some credit to the role of NGOs they argue that strengthened role of 

NGOs pertains problems with legitimacy as NGOs are not elected organs of governance and 

might raise voice only of a very selective group of influencers. There they do not selected 

channel of NGOs as a right way for increasing voice.  
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4.4. Reform coming to the reality 

The recognition was built gradually and it was hugely influenced by the criticism at the end of 

90s and the beginning of 2000s. In 1999, IMF established Quota Formula Review Group at 

urging of developing countries that was chaired by Harvard professor Richard Cooper. The 

expert group was to propose a radical reform of calculation of quotas that would better reflect 

changing role of especially emerging countries in global economy. They proposed a simple 

formula based on two variables. GDP as a measure to contribute resources to the IMF and 

variability of current receipt and net long-term capital flows as a measure of vulnerability. 

GDP was supposed to have a higher weight in calculation. The practical problem of this 

formula was that it even exacerbated one of major critical perspectives of the IMF. It would 

increase the relative power of developed and larger countries at the expense of the smaller 

developing countries (Mirakhor, A. Zaidi I. 2006). Although this early initiative failed the 

need for reform was shortly reassured and was recognized by wide forums at international 

conferences at Monterey and Doha in 2002 and 2008, respectively. The resulting so called 

Monterey and Doha Consensuses both articulated a general interest in reform of International 

Financial Institutions. The Monterey Consensus appealed to the International Monetary Fund 

for continuing “to enhance participation of all developing countries and countries with 

economies in transition in their decision-making, and thereby to strengthen the international 

dialogue and the work of those institutions as they address the development needs and 

concerns of these countries.“ (Monterey Consensus 2002) The Doha Conference reassures the 

goals articulated in Monterey (Doha Consensus 2008). In 2005, the incumbent Managing 

Director Rodrigo de Rato acknowledged importance for a reform: “fair weight and voice are 

crucial to the legitimacy of a universal institution. The current allocation puts this legitimacy 

at risk in many regions, for example, in Africa, where the Fund is heavily engaged, and in 

Asia, whose place in the world economy has grown far more than its role in the Fund” (IMF 

2006). In 2006, Rato called for concrete steps for the reform to be articulated and Strauss-

Kahn endorsed it after his inauguration in 2007 as well (Weiss 2008). The practical reform 

was divided into two stages. During the first one selected emerging countries would obtain ad 

increase in quota. The second phase brought significant increase in both all votes and most 

importantly increase in basic votes. The former Managing Director notes that "Difficult 

compromise was necessary by all Fund members to reach this point." but the outcome "will 

allow [member states] to have a more legitimate Fund." (Press Release IMF 2008). The major 
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adjustment in quota was after a lengthy negotiation approved finally in 2010. Strauss-Kahn 

commented on the step forward: “This historic agreement is the most fundamental governance 

overhaul in the Fund’s 65-year history and the biggest ever shift of influence in favour of 

emerging market and developing countries to recognize their growing role in the global 

economy,” (Press Release 2010). In order to address also overrepresentation of some region in 

the Executive Board the aim was to decrease the number seats occupied by European 

countries and to achieve more democratic rotation of their representatives in the Board. In 

2002 two constituencies restructure, which brought together into one constituency 

Netherlands and Belgium, both holding until then separate seats in the Board. The change also 

affected the Czech Republic as it left Belgium constituency and together with Austria and 

Turkey formed new constituency with a prospect of having for the first time representation in 

the Executive Board. "Central and Eastern Europe are hereby back on the map in the IMF," 

Austrian Finance Minister Maria Fekter concluded after signing the agreement about 

establishing a new Central European constituency (Press Release - Xinhuanet 2012). 
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5. Theoretical grounds for the analysis 
 

I am building my framework for analysis on two theoretical grounds. Both are of state-centric 

nature and explain the practicalities of the IMF as a product of interaction of member 

countries. The first theoretical grounds concentrate on understanding the power distribution 

within the IMF using the power indices and the aspects of power-seeking behaviour. The 

second approach concentrates on the relationship between countries and their representatives 

using organization theory of Principal-Agent framework. Both are rather complementary and 

I would use them as parts of the integrated analysis.   

5.1. Power-seeking behaviour and Power indices  

The arbitrarity of establishment of constituencies as well as nature of weight system might 

create opportunities how to implement within the properties of voting system of the IMF. As 

illustrated in the Section of 3-3-1 a number of examples bears evidence or at least indication 

of power-seeking behaviour. Apart from the ever decreasing magnitude of dominance of the 

USA a number of constituencies seems to be products of such actions. The useful tool 

revealing the real magnitude of misbalance are Voting Power Indices, which I will use as a 

cornerstone of my analysis. Hereafter a short introduction is given to the methodology of 

Voting Power Indices and to the pertaining discussion around the methodology with the aim 

to present both their benefits and limits. Different types of power indices are presented as 

well. In a nutshell, a priori voting theory is based on an assumption that voters cast their votes 

under a given electoral system without any references to the past and without any assumptions 

to the expected voting patterns in any particular elections (2004 Gelman). The voters vote, in 

fact, randomly and are equally likely to vote for as against certain decision.  

5.1.1. Types of power indices 

The power indices had quite interesting development. The first sketch of the approach was 

actually published already in 1946 by Lionel Penrose who by far predated other authors, both 

Banzhaf and Shapley&Shubik. A model proposed by Penrose had purely probabilistic 

foundations, while Shapley&Shubik who were at that time already acclaimed game theorists 

contributed in 1954 by proposing a model based on game theory. We can distinguish these 

two distinct approaches to voting power. I would follow the terminology set by Felsenthal and 

Machover (2000). First approach considers a probability, with which a voter can influence the 
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outcome of the vote (I-Power). The second follows game-theoretical approach focusing on 

coalition bargaining and on prize the coalition can claim as an outcome of bargaining. The 

former referred as P-Power. The assumption of both P-Power and I-Power indices holds as it 

necessitates random voting model, which as it was already noted means that a voter is equally 

likely to choose any of the alternatives.  

I-power indices 

The voting power is measured by probability, with which it can change what would otherwise 

be losing vote to a winning vote (Leech 2012). Originally the index was invented by British 

professor Lionel Penrose in his paper The Elementary Statistics of Majority Voting (Penrose 

1946). However it went largely unnoticed until it was rediscovered by an American legal 

activist John F. Banzhaf. It is peculiar that both men were not mathematicians but experts 

primarily from other fields of science. Banzhaf demonstrated that the weighted voting has 

certain inherent features that are, in his view, unfair. On the Nassau County board, he showed 

that about 16 per cent of the votes of electorate are given zero chance to influence the decision 

(Banzhaf 1965). Again the approach did not achieve wider response and did not become a 

part the mainstream literature. So it was finally introduced into the major canon of science 

after all by Coleman in 1971 (Coleman 1971). 

The approach of Penrose and Banzhaf is purely probabilistic and assumes that decision of a 

voter is motivated purely by policy seeking. It means that a coalition is merely random set of 

voters happened to choose a same decision. Therefore even the term coalition might be 

slightly misleading as the approach expects no active coordination between the voters 

(Machover and Felsenthal 2000). Payoffs of individual voters are not included into modeling 

of decisions in Banzhaf-Penrose index as in the view of P-Power they are highly individual, 

differing from a voter to a voter and from a bill to a bill.   

If a voter under specific constellation of coalition has power by switching to the other 

coalition to changes the outcome of the vote, the vote is called under this a swing. Probability 

is counted so that in the numerator is a number of vote constellations, in which a specific 

voter is has swing. In denominator is the number of all swings of all voters. The Banzhaf 

index is the result of the division.  In order to demonstrate the approach we can take the 

voting game from Straffin’s Game Theory and Strategy (Straffin 1982). We have 4 voters A, 

B, C and D each having assigned a different number of votes. A [4], B[3], C[2] and D[1]. The 

minimal winning coalition has to reach at least 6 votes (quota). The potential winning 
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coalitions are AB, AC, ABC, ACD, BCD, ABCD with the swings underlined. In denominator 

we use the total number of swing votes, which is in this case 12. Therefore the Banzhaf-

Penrose index is 5/12 for voter A, 3/12 for voter B. 3/12 for voter C and finally 1/12 for D.  

P-power indices 

The second model was devised by two professors, Lloyd Shaplay and Martin Shubik. 

Especially Shaplay is highly esteemed for his contribution to many fields of game theory. The 

P-Power is purely defined by game-theoretical notion and reflects payoff-seeking behavior of 

the voters. The payoff is available only to the winners of the votes. The Shaplay-Shubik index 

is therefore essentially connected to collaborative games and creation of coalitions. As 

Machover and Felsethal mention it even makes no sense to use Shaplay-Shubik index where 

voting is secret since it would rule out bargaining behaviour and establishment of agreements 

(Shapley and Shubik 1954).   

Using the same example as before, we consider four voters A, B, C and D each having 

assigned following votes A [4], B[3], C[2] and D[1], respectively. The voters establish a 

number of coalitions that can achieve threshold (quota). The number of such coalitions 

amounts to permutation of the voters. The voters join the coalition one-by-one. In each 

coalition is found a pivotal voter, with which the coalition achieves the necessary quota for 

passing of the bill. The index is a result of division of the number of coalitions in which a 

voter is pivotal divided by the number of permutations. For Straffin’s game power of votes A 

is defined as division of 12/24, voters B, C, D have power of 1/6 (Straffin 1982). 

5.1.2. Discussion around power indices 

This property is in many ways counter-intuitive since voters cast votes with no regards of 

other voters. Real voting bodies act usually differently and coalitions are often formed around 

individual interests and voters stand on the same side or against others with less than equal 

probability. Leech mentions the limits that are connected to the disregard “…of the 

sociological or political superstructure that almost invariably exists in a legislature or policy 

board” (Leech). They were not intended to be a representation of present day “reality”. As the 

Shapley and Shubik summarize: “It would be foolish to expect to be able to catch all the 

subtle shades and nuances of custom and procedure that are to be found in most real decision-

making bodies.“ (Shapley and Shubik 1954 p. 46). Similarly Banzhaf argues that ”The (….) 

technique (….) does not reflect the actual ability that any given individual voter has in a 
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particular election to affect the outcome. The latter would depend to some extent on factors, 

which are not inherent in the system such as the relative power of the political parties in 

different geographical areas, and conditions, which may be peculiar to [individual decisions 

of] the voter himself (e.g. whether as a sign of protest he decides to vote for a minority party 

candidate who has no chance of winning).“ (Banzhaf 1968, p. 308). Finally Coleman also 

points out that: “This is appropriate for the analysis of formal power as given by a 

constitution, that is, for an analysis of organizational rules. It does not, however, provide any 

basis for behavioural prediction of the collectivity’s action, when further information exists 

about the members“ (Coleman 1971). All three authors who contributed most to the theory 

already clearly saw the potential problems and commented how to avoid them.  

The critics usually see the major disadvantage that power indices do not take into account the 

structure of preferences of the voters, regardless of their mutual affinities and disaffinities 

(Garrett and Tsebelis 1999). This is seen as a major problem as the method does not capture 

actual behaviour of voters. Albert (2003) vehemently criticizes power indices as unfit for 

political science as they unsatisfactorily use empirical reality and misuse word measurement. 

In his view, in case of power indices there is little to measure as they are disconnected from 

the reality and derive the result from mathematical assumptions.  Christian List (2003) 

contradicts the argument of Albert and equals the power indices to inequality measure. 

Inequality indices as well as power indices describe certain properties of the system with 

ignoring a large deal of actual behaviour of the members of the system. The criticism of 

Albert that power indices are disconnected from positive research can be redressed by the 

same assumption as for inequality, which was used as a part of positive research many times. 

The formal structure of the system might be one of determinants of actual behaviour of 

members of the system but, of course, not the only one.  

  

The authors advocating (e.g. Lane and Berg 1999, Leech 2003, Felsenthal and Machover 

2000 etc.) the utility of power indices stress the fact that the purpose of the power indices is 

simply not to capture complexities of structure of preferences of the voters but to describe 

distribution of power under a given voting procedures. Lane and Berg (1999) as well as 

Holler and Widgrén (1999) argue that a priori voting analysis corresponds in principle with 

Rawls’ veil of ignorance (Rawls 1999).  Under the veil of ignorance a social system is 

designed in a way that designers do not know what burdens or benefits of the system would 
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befall upon them. Therefore they do not know, in which position they might find themselves. 

This is exactly a position that disregards individual preferences and stress the properties of a 

system itself. The analysis therefore equips authors with an instrument that can reveal how the 

properties of a voting system are arranged behind the “veil“. As Leech argues that a priori 

indices serve for analysing “properties of voting system in constitutional terms and therefore 

is in a sense a tool of applied political philosophy that can tell us about things like equity.“ 

(Leech 2003 p.9). Ergo we can analyses the general properties of the system and how the 

changes can be reflected in the distribution of power within the voting body. The utility of 

power indices rests actually on the relative simplification of the voting system to its a priori 

properties while ignoring the complexities of preferences and coalitions of the voters. 

Although a unified method would bridge the aposteriorioristic and aprioristic approaches and 

offer a way for full comparison (Felsenthal and Machover 2000) I will not use. The 

assumption for usage of the unified method is an ability to fully model the references of the 

voters. As outcomes and real articulated preferences of voters during proceedings is not 

known and might be relatively complex it is not used in my work.   

Taking a closer look, the discussion is also considering separately I-Power and P-Power as it 

is pointed out by both proponents and opponents of voting power approach. The notions 

underlying I-Power and P-Power are fundamentally different (Machover and Felsenthal 

2003). The former assumes no cooperation and completely independent choice of the positive 

or negative choice on a given bill with no regard to other voters. The later assumes strictly 

cooperative behavior with other voters (Machover and Felsenthal 1999). On the other hand, 

Garret and Tsebelis (2001) argue that it is misleading to label the models as fundamentally 

different since the results of both indices are usually almost the same, essentially differing 

only in third decimal number (Nurmi and Meskanen 1999) and as a result they might be often 

used interchangeably (Garrett and Tsebelis 2001).  

In general, the I-Power seems to be more relevant as it does not count on any sort of 

cooperation. P-Power is more controversial as it inherently relies on cooperation of members 

in an ordered way since they form coalitions as a permutation function. The cooperation in a 

priori is however not systematic because P-Power indices take into account only a certain 

theoretical concept of cooperation but ignoring the real cooperation.  

The practical utility of the approach is demonstrated by Leech (2003). Focusing on 

decisiveness of a voter for potential outcomes of the vote is showed on an example of 
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European Economic Community. Between 1959 and 1972 six members of EEC used a system 

of qualified majority voting that was specified that a proposal is passed after reaching at least 

12 votes. In case of non-commission proposals the proposal had to have support of at least 4 

member states. The distribution of votes within the EEC reflect more political pragmatism as 

well as rough population logic; largest states having 4 votes, middle 2 and the smallest 

country 1 vote. At first sight, smaller countries are overrepresented in the share of their votes. 

Luxembourg had about 5.8 per cent of votes while having less than 0.2 per cent of population. 

Similarly the Netherlands and Belgium are in the view of population parity overrepresented. 

Both having about 5-7 per cent of population of the EEC and wielding 11.76 per cent of votes 

each. The power indices reveal a quite different picture of the power distribution in the EEC. 

Using the Banzhaf Penrose index, Luxembourg has no power to influence whether the 

decision would be passed or not, under condition that the proposal is from the Commission. 

The sanction requiring that when a proposal is from a member states at least and member 

states had to vote in favour gave Luxembourg at least some power over the decision in terms 

of power indices. At least in one case the decision of Luxembourg can turn a losing coalition 

into a winning one.  (Leech 2002) This example demonstrates potentially serious revelations 

by power indices methodology. Seemingly rather overrepresented countries might have in fact 

no or only marginal power to influence the decision. The fact was pointed out for the first 

time by Brams and Affuso in 1985 (Brams and Affuso 1985) and it might have a wide 

consequences as it renders some voters within weighted voting systems, in fact, 

disenfranchised (Machover and Fensenthal 2003).  

5.1.3. Conclusion 

The discussion is not about whether power indices have their place in political science but 

how they are used. For description of constitutional properties they are highly efficient 

instrument. For description of actual behaviour and outcomes they are much more 

problematic.  Power indices serve as a way how to pursuit a normative analysis of a system. 

The major benefit of power voting indices is that it simplifies otherwise often very complex 

structure of voting bodies. The indices help to shed light and reveal some of the voting 

characteristics that might be otherwise unnoticed due to weight distribution and the voting 

rules. In my study, voting indices would be used for description of how the basic properties of 

the IMF might have involved and whether the recent changes took into account also the 

hidden consequences of chances of voting weights. As the I-Power seem to be less 
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controversial and simply more appropriate for measuring a priori power or in this case 

influence I would use Banzhaf Penrose index in its normalized form (denoted as NPBI).  

For the calculations I would use algorithm developed by Denis Leech and Robert Leech 

ipmmle (Leech and Leech 2003). 
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5.2. Principle-agent framework for analysis 

The principle-agent framework is originally derived from microeconomic theory and 

describes relations between those who delegate power and those who receive the power as an 

outcome of delegation. The approach can principally shed light on some of the issues that 

cannot be fully explained or described by Voting Power Methodology (Angin 2012, Caporaso 

and Madeira 2012). Woods and Martin proposed a useful conceptualization of Principle-

Agent problem for multi-country constituencies we would find a multiple levels and obstacles 

that a member would have to solve in order to influence decisions of the IMF (Woods Martin 

2005).  

5.2.1. Accountability within constituencies 

While the appointed executive directors or directors elected from constituencies with only one 

member-state face relatively much simples accountability problem the directors from multi-

country constituencies are part of far more complex set of accountability and delegation 

issues. The application of principal-agent framework as a way of understanding delegation of 

power is well developed in many aspects of economic and political life (Epstein and 

O’Halloran 1999; Huber and Shipan 2002).  Martin and Woods list five dimensions, in which 

it is possible to analyse the constituencies. The consistence of interests between agents and 

principals, decision-making procedures within the constituency body, monitoring capabilities 

of directors, competence of the agent and finally structure of incentives for directors (Martin 

2005).  

 

A. The Executive Director’s ability to assert his own interests depends largely on the 

composition of the constituency. In constituencies dominated by one member the most 

probable outcome is that the Director aligns his actions with the dominating country, 

even ignoring the other countries in the constituency as his re-election depends on the 

largest member. In constituencies with fragmented membership the Executive Director 

might extract more autonomy depending how much the interests of the member states 

converge (Martin and Woods 2006).  

B. A number of decision-making procedures can be developed within the constituencies. 

Some by simple majority voting using weighted voting scheme, one-state one vote 

system. But a constituency can also use consensual procedure in selection its 
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representative and regular rotations. Or their combination. It is intuitive, which 

procedure would preferable by large states. Much more interesting would be to look at 

constituencies with relate parity of votes. Such as Nordic, or other two African 

constituencies. The procedures might be relatively durable or negotiated only ad hoc 

cutting the cake based on negations or one-time coalitions.  

C. Monitoring capabilities of the directors are relatively limited. As Woods (2006) 

commented that it is quite surprising that there is no standard evaluation process of 

performance of executive directors. With exception of Section 14 of the Bylaws there 

has been no direct effort to set a standard way for scrutinizing actions of executive 

directors. The section stipulates that “It shall be the duty of an Executive Director and 

his Alternate to devote all the time and attention to the business of the Fund that its 

interests require, and, between them, to be continuously available at the principle 

office of the Fund...” (Woods 2006). Nordic-Baltic constituency has the most rigid 

way how oversee their representatives in the Board. The constituency uses the Nordic-

Baltic Monetary and Financial Committee for consultation and solicitation of strategic 

issues (Woods 2006). This constituency has also done most to make the MF more 

transparent as it publishes its report since 2004 on the website.  

D. The operation of the IMF highly technical and it necessitates expertise. The longer an 

Executive Directors keeps his office the longer time he has to obtain more expertise. 

Some Directors hold their position for a very long time, which is further strengthening 

their position on the hand we can see that many countries rotate their Directors 

regularly even though they are merely elected.  

E. Code of Conduct for Executive Directors, Alternates and Advisers was established by 

Board of Directors in 2000. The Ethics Committee comprising of five Executive 

Directors was established to provide supervision of following the code of conduct. 

Executive Directors are usually held accountable most importantly to the national 

authorities such as Ministry of Finance or Central Bank. Moreover through a moral 

suasion the Board and as a part of collective responsibility to the Board of Governors. 

Interesting difference is between the chances for removal of directors from their 

office. While in case of directly appointed directors the directors could be removed 

from the office at will, the elected directors can stay in their office during the whole 
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time of their two-year term. The accountability of elected directors is therefore limited 

and at least in theory holds their allegiance rather to the institution.  
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6. Hypothesis and variables 

The chapter is organized into two parts. In the first one, I summarize the hypotheses for my analysis. 

In the second I describe used variable and the reasoning behind them. A far larger space is given to 

explanation of power indices as it is a distinctive method for some of my analysis.  

 

1. How much is the current structure of disadvantageous for developing countries and 

what the effects were for positions of countries in decision-making bodies in 

comparison to pre-review state? 

A. My ambition is rather technical in this question as it is very difficult to 

determine what is the fair distribution of power within the Board of 

Governors and the Executive Board. From the perspective that IMF is a 

financial institution the representation based relative contribution to the 

sources of the IMF is reasonable. On the other hand, the IMF is a universal 

international organization and some may argue that the representation in 

decision-making bodies should be following rather Westphalian principle.  

 

B. How much is a country’s share of votes and power within the IMF 

corresponding to the economic power. This factor reflects the nature of 

weighted voting, which might conceal the real distribution of power and 

therefore potentially render the system fairer or less fair at first sight than it 

really is.  

 

C. Based on relative indicators I would study how much the reform changed 

the arrangement between the years of 2010 and 2013. 

 

2. Long-term perspective of analysis 

 

A. Based on five-year snapshots of development of the countries and their 

representation in the IMF I would determine how much the change in 

significant in the historical point of view.  
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3. Is it possible to influence restructuring of constituencies in order to achieve more 

power for developing countries? 

A. One of the options how to influence the representation of countries is to 

restructure the Executive Board in order to create constituencies based on 

already existing regional organization. In short the reasons are that the 

existing regional organization would have institutional capacity to 

facilitate discussions and safeguard transfer of options of their members to 

Executive Directors. The regional organizations are already functional 

platform for countries and might be expected to integrate countries with 

more coherent preferences. As the first argument is rather theoretical I 

would empirically test whether the countries might have more coherent 

preferences. The simple advantage of this approach is that it preserves the 

unbalanced representation based on the financial contribution but might 

remove some of the inefficiency of representation generated by arbitrary 

structure of constituencies.  
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6.1. Groups of countries as a perspective of analysis 

As one of the dimension of analysis that can simplify the whole membership into groups with 

more coherent preferences I would use existing division of countries used by international 

organizations or groups of countries that represents certain interests within the international 

system. Hereafter I provide a short overview of the groups in Table 1: Overview of groups of 

countries. 

 

Table 1: Overview of groups of countries 

Group Abbreviation 
Number 

of 
members 

Source  Notes 

All members 
 

Unbalanced 
sample - in 
2013 185 

active 
countries 

IMF Executive 
Directors and Voting 

Power 2013 and 
Annual Reports of 

the IMF 

The historical perspective 
is based on the current 
membership (former 
members excluded) 

Developed countries 
 

Unbalanced 
sample - in 

2013 33 
countries 

World Economic 
Outlook 2012 

Based on classification in 
2012 

Developing countries 
 

Unbalanced 
sample - in 
2013 152 
countries 

World Economic 
Outlook 2012 

Based on classification in 
2012 

Emerging countries 
 

Unbalanced 
sample - in 

2013 24 
countries 

World Economic 
Outlook 2012 

Based on classification in 
2012 

Least developed countries LDC 

Unbalanced 
sample - in 

2013 38 
countries 

UNOHRLLS 
Based on classification in 

2012 

Group of Seven G7 7 Profile of G8, BBC 
For the purpose of my 
study I excluded Russia 

Group of Twenty G20-7 12 G20 official website 

For the purpose of my 
study I excluded Group of 
Seven and the European 

Union 

Group of Brazil, Russia, 
India, China and South 
Africa 

BRICS 5 
G7, Executive 

summary, New Delhi 
Summit 2012 

 

Group of Twenty Four G24 24 G24 
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6.2.  Variables 

I provide an overview of used variables with sources of the data in Table 2: Overview of 

variables. 

Table 2: Overview of variables 

Variables Description Source 

Votes in the Board of Governors 
 

IMF 

Share of votes 
 

Calculated based on data 
from IMF 

Votes in the Executive Board 
 

IMF 

Share of votes in the Executive Board 
 

Calculated based on data 
from IMF 

GDP in current prices 
 

IMF 

Share of GDP in current prices 
In my study I would dubbed 

it as (relative) economic 
power 

Calculated based on data 
from IMF 

GDP per capita PPP 
 

IMF 

NBPI 50 
Normalized Banzhaf Penrose 

Index for quota 50 
Calculated based on 

votes in the IMF 

NBPI 70 
Normalized Banzhaf Penrose 

Index for quota 70 
Calculated based on 

votes in the IMF 

NBPI 85 
Normalized Banzhaf Penrose 

Index for quota 85 
Calculated based on 

votes in the IMF 

GDP PPP share 
 

IMF 

Population  
 

IMF 

Share of population 
 

Calculated based on data 
from IMF 

GINI  
Various own calculations 

for each variable 

External debt stocks (% of exports of 
goods, services and primary income) 
MA 2008-2011 

Moving average for 2008-
2011 

World Bank 

Use of IMF credit (DOD, current US$) 
MA 2008-2011 

Moving average for 2008-
2011 

World Bank 
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7. Analysis of power distribution  

The analysis is seeking answer for the first research questions, how much underrepresented 

the selected countries are and how much change the recent review brought. First I would 

focus on pre-review and post-review of quota for preselected groups of countries. Latter I 

would focus more on position of individual states. I would also pay attention to Executive 

Board even though in more detail it would be analysed in the next chapter.  

7.1. The Board of Directors 

The current Board of Directors has in total 185 members (basic descriptive statistics in  

Table in the Appendix 1: Descriptive statistics for the Board of Directors). The largest and 

smallest members of the Board have very different number of votes. The largest member, the 

USA, have about 16.7 per cent of votes while the smallest, Tuvalu, have only 0.03 per cent of 

votes. In fact, Tuvalu having actually only slightly more votes than the basic votes
8
.   

Splitting the countries into predefined groups, it is possible to better understand the 

distribution of votes within the IMF between blocks of countries with potential more coherent 

preferences. Proxy variables indicating economic power and development were added as well 

as the share of global population indicating number of people the countries represent. Share of 

votes and Normalized Banzhaf Penrose Power Index calculated for quota 50 per cent (NPBI 

50) were selected to indicate the position of groups of countries within the IMF. The degree of 

prevalence of large developed countries is clearly visible in   

                                                 

8
 Tuvalu has 755 votes while basic vote being currently 677. 
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Table 3: Overview of countries in Board of Governers. The Group of Seven, which represents 

only about 10 per cent of population, holds almost 40 per cent of votes. The power indicated 

by NBPI 50 is even larger at 44 per cent. Five major emerging countries that composed 

BRICS have a share of population at about 44 per cent while share of votes at about 11 per 

cent and NBPI even lower. Least developed countries that are most likely to be borrowers of 

the IMF have a share of voice only one third of their share of population. On the other hand, 

the share of global GDP is even much lower and overrepresentation can be found for share of 

global GDP PPP. The NBPI for the LDCs is almost same as their NBPI.  
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Table 3: Overview of countries in Board of Governers 

2013 
Number of 

countries 

Share of 

members 

Share of 

global GDP 

current 

prices 

Share of  

GDP PPP  
Share of votes 

NPBI  

50 % 
% Population 

Developing 151 82.07% 32.88% 49.83% 38.96% 35.80% 85.44% 

Developed 33 17.93% 67.10% 48.54% 60.92% 64.26% 14.56% 

Emerging 24 13.04% 25.69% 39.25% 21.45% 19.77% 58.79% 

LDC 38 20.65% 0.74% 1.36% 2.83% 2.60% 9.66% 

G7 7 3.80% 48.31% 34.94% 38.86% 44.11% 9.93% 

G20-7 12 6.52% 25.51% 37.30% 20.34% 18.57% 51.87% 

G24 24 13.04% 12.11% 18.48% 13.54% 12.39% 38.92% 

BRICS 5 2.72% 16.74% 27.47% 11.04% 10.07% 43.65% 

Total 184  

      

If we compare the setting in 2013 with the setting in 2010 before the 14
th

 review of quota that 

was to significantly overhaul the power in favour of emerging and small developing countries 

we can find some interesting results. Even though the difference might not be visible at first 

sight there are some significant changes (more in  the fact that the overhaul resulted in quite 

significant decrease of power for LDC (all three indices) from 4 to almost 6 per cent. This fact 

largely contradicts one of the aims of the reform, which was to empower smaller developing 

countries.   

Table 5: Differences between shares in 2013 and 2010). The calculation of changes also 

Normalized Banzhaf Penrose Index for quota 70 and 85 per cent were calculated (denoted by 

NBPI 70 and NBPI 85, respectively).  

 

Table 4: Overview of countries in Board of Governors 2010 

 
Number of 

countries 

Share of 

members 

Share of 

global GDP 

current 

prices 

Share of  

GDP PPP  

Share of 

votes 

NPBI  

50 % 
% Population 

Developing 151 83.43% 22.21% 46.45% 37.07% 37.30% 85.37% 

Developed 33 18.23% 77.55% 51.76% 62.47% 62.62% 14.63% 

Emerging 24 13.26% 17.08% 36.21% 20.37% 16.97% 58.34% 

LDC 37 20.44% 0.49% 1.28% 2.25% 6.97% 10.11% 

G7 7 3.87% 57.40% 37.24% 39.79% 44.80% 10.00% 

G20-7 12 6.63% 17.83% 34.17% 19.65% 11.81% 51.47% 

G24 24 13.26% 8.75% 17.80% 13.30% 12.46% 37.92% 

BRICS 5 2.76% 10.04% 24.59% 9.75% 8.93% 43.15% 

Total 184  

      

Share of votes of developing countries increased by 2 per cent points (reducing by the same 

amount the share of developed countries). The power of developing countries under the NBPI 
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70 per cent would increase by almost 10 per cent in NPBI. Positive results of significant 

change in power sharing came out for NPBI 70 per cent and NPBI 85 per cent for LDCs. The 

share of votes for emerging, BRICS and G24 was increased only marginally but as both 

groups of countries strengthened economically it renders the changes in share and power as 

rather not sufficient. Quite alarming is the fact that the overhaul resulted in quite significant 

decrease of power for LDC (all three indices) from 4 to almost 6 per cent. This fact largely 

contradicts one of the aims of the reform, which was to empower smaller developing 

countries.   

Table 5: Differences between shares in 2013 and 2010 

 

Difference 

in % 

Population 

Difference 

in share of 

global 

GDP 

current 

prices 

Difference 

in share of  

GDP PPP  

Difference 

in share of 

votes 

Difference 

in NBI 50 

% 

Difference 

in NBI 70 

% 

Difference 

in NBI 85 

% 

Developing 0,09% 10,70% 3,49% 2,00% -1,56% 9,37% -8,30% 

Developed -0,09% -10,46% -3,22% -1,55% 1,64% -9,27% 8,44% 

Emerging 0,36% 8,61% 3,05% 1,12% 2,67% 3,39% 1,82% 

LDC -0,47% 0,25% 0,07% 0,58% -4,38% -5,34% -5,93% 

G7 -0,07% -9,09% -2,30% -0,93% -0,69% -1,38% 3,93% 

G20-7 0,41% 7,69% 3,13% 0,68% 6,76% 8,41% 8,25% 

G24 0,99% 3,36% 0,68% 0,24% -0,07% -3,07% -7,69% 

BRICS 0,50% 6,70% 2,88% 1,30% 1,14% 4,49% 6,41% 

 

7.2. Individual member states 

The individual member states’ perspective gives an opportunity to study the effects of the 

reform and the influence it had on a relative position within the Board of Governors. Relative 

change of share of votes indicates relatively steady trend. The smaller the share of votes in 

2010 is the larger the bonus is. In the Figure 4: Comparison of relative changes in the 

distribution of share of votes between 2010 and 2013 and log of share of votes in 2010, I 

plotted the shares of votes as well as relative change in share of votes in 2010 and 2013. For 

share of votes log was used as it resembles logarithmical distribution. The logarithmic 

regression was added with the coefficient of determination showing a basic trend. The notable 

outliers are Kosovo and Togo losing share of votes rather due to overestimation after the 

admission and for economic purposes, respectively. The negative impact on share of votes is 

otherwise distributed constantly among larger countries mainly from G7 but also some 

emerging or large developing countries such as Saudi Arabia, Argentina and Nigeria with -
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11.69 per cent, -10.3 per cent and 9.89 per cent, respectively. The largest relative payoffs 

were distributed among small especially developing countries such as Palau or Granada. 

Almost 20 small countries increased their share of power by more than 100 per cent. The 

complete survey is available in Table in the Appendix 2: Overview of changes in share of 

power between 2010 and 2013. 

 
Figure 4: Comparison of relative changes in the distribution of share of votes between 2010 and 2013 and log of share of 

votes in 2010 

 
 

The relative changes in the power indices were also plotted, with even the vertical axix 

logarithmically transformed. It does not follow a clear logic as the change in share of votes 

being rather clustered around some partial trends. More in Figure in the Appendix 1: 

Comparison of relative NPBI 50 % in the distribution of votes between 2010 and 2013, Figure 

in the Appendix 2: Comparison of relative NPBI 70 % in the distribution of votes between 

2010 and 2013 and Figure in the Appendix 3: Comparison of relative NPBI 85 % in the 

distribution of votes between 2010 and 2013. The coefficient of determination is very low for 

all three power indices indicating that there is not obvious trend. (R² = 0,0595,  R² = 0,0614 

and R² = 0,0669 for NPBI 50 %, NPBI 70 % and NPBI 85 %, respectively). 
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7.3. Economic versus political power within the Board of Directors 

Even though the formulae of quota changed on multiple times and it takes into account much 

more than simple Gross Domestic Product I would consider for the analysis GDP as the major 

proxy for economic importance and power in the world. It was used the same way by many 

other authors (Houtven 2002, Leech 2003 etc.).  

In order to understand how the current relative size of an economy and IMF votes are 

currently correlated I would use a series of comparisons between the relative economic power 

expressed in share of global GDP in current prices and share of votes and power in the IMF. I 

would use log for both variables for the purposes of better visualisation. In Figure 5: Relative 

economic power and share of votes in IMF in 2013  a linear trend is revealed with very high 

coefficient of determination (0,942). The line is rising relatively gently indicating that the 

value on the axis y would be lower than those on axis x (regression formula y = 0.7117x + 

0.0016). 

Figure 5: Relative economic power and share of votes in IMF in 2013 
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Figure 6: Relative economic power and share of votes in IMF in 2010 

 

Similar results are generated in Figure 6: Relative economic power and share of votes in IMF 

in 2010 but with slightly steeper trends, which might refer to the change of what was part of 

the 14
th

 Review of Quota. As the difference between share of global GDP and share of votes 

is stable outcome of the properties of the IMF system I would call the relative difference 

“bonus”.  

 

In order to find whether the relative change of share of votes is determined by on the relative 

economic position represented by share of global economy the simple regression was 

calculated (More in Figure 7: Relative change in quota between 2010 and 2013 and log of 

shares of GDP 2010 in current prices). As the differences in the share of global GDP are 

relatively large I would employ log of share of global GDP.  

                                                                             

The results  generally suggest that the larger the share of global GDP a country has the 

smaller the relative increase of share of votes between 2010 and 2013 was. Often even 

negative. It is quite a conclusive evidence that the 14
th

 Review strengthened the smaller 

countries.  
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Figure 7: Relative change in quota between 2010 and 2013 and log of shares of GDP 2010 in current prices 

 

 

 

 

Similar logic I followed in case of GDP PPP per capita, checking whether countries with 

poorer population benefited more than those with richer population.  

                                                   

However there was not found a strong determination of GDP PPP per capita (Figure 7: 

Relative change in quota between 2010 and 2013 and log of shares of GDP 2010 in current 

prices). 
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Figure 8: Relative change in quota between 2010 and 2013 and log of shares of GDP PPP per capita in 2010 

 

I calculated linear regression in order to better understand the actual determination of relative 

change between 2010 and 2013 (Figure 8: Relative change in quota between 2010 and 2013 

and log of shares of GDP PPP per capita in 2010 and Figure 9: Linear regression of relative 

change between 2010 and 2013). The determination is relatively strong for dependence of 

relative change both of power indices as well as for share of votes. On the other hand, the 

GDP per capita is not a determinant of either variable.  
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Figure 9: Linear regression of relative change between 2010 and 2013 

  
a b R 

  
Share of votes 

GDP in current prices 0,25 -2,09 0,02 

 
SE 0,03 1,12 

 
     log of GDP in current prices -0,59 -0,11 0,44 

 
SE 0,07 0,01 

 
     
  

NBPI 50 
log of GDP in current prices -0,58 -0,10 0,361 

 
SE 0,09 0,01 

 
     
  

NBPI 70 
log of GDP in current prices -0,59 -0,10 0,364 

 
SE 0,09 0,01 

 
     
  

NBPI 85 
log of GDP in current prices -0,53 -0,08 0,283 

 
SE 0,08 0,01 

 
     
  

a B R 

  
Share of votes 

GDP PPP per capita 0,303103 -4E-06 0,02 

 
SE 0,037918 1,85E-06 

 
     log of GDP PPP per capita 0,568728 -0,03606 0,01 

 
SE 0,203602 0,022615 

 
     
  

NBPI 50 
log of GDP PPP per capita 0,595017 -0,03825 0,014 

 
SE 0,216343 0,02403 

 
     
  

NBPI 70 
log of GDP PPP per capita 0,612238 -0,03906 0,015 

 
SE 0,219393 0,024369 

 The linear OLS regression was used. 
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7.4. Conclusion 

The results of the analysis of outcomes of 14
th

 Review of Quota were in many cases 

ambiguous. The distribution of votes and power in the current Board of Directors is still quite 

apparent. Large developed countries holding significantly larger share of for instance votes 

than their share of population. On the other hand, the share of votes of developed countries is 

already larger by significant proportion than their share of the global GDP.  

The recent overhaul of quota brought some positive results for the developing countries. I 

showed that larger economies weakened while the smaller were relatively empowered by the 

recent change. Quite naturally the same results were achieved when comparing relative 

change in votes and power with share of votes before the reform. Again countries larger 

amount of votes weakened and countries with smaller share of votes tended to strengthened.  

The results would be consistent with the expectation that the reform empowers smaller states. 

On the other hand, the reform cannot be considered to aim at empowering of the poor and 

weakening developed countries. Conversely to the expectation the trend does not confirm that 

countries with lower GDP PPP per capita would be universally empowered. The results both 

for shares of votes as well as for power indices indicate that the statement that the change 

would empower essentially developing countries is at least partially right. At least for the 

small member states.  

The following findings were showed by the analysis: 

Share of power and economic power 

- The share of votes as well as power indices roughly corresponds to the current 

GDP in current prices 

 

Relative difference between 2010 and 2013 

- Relative increase for developing countries in share of votes and NBPI 70 

- Relative increase for developing countries in share of votes and NBPI 70 

- Relative increase of all power indices for G20-7 

- Relative increase in NBPI 70 and NBPI 85 for BRICS 

- With some exceptions the review strengthened the smaller countries both in terms 

of number of votes as well as in terms of GDP in current prices 
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8. Long-term development of power of countries within the IMF 

The basic idea behind the long-term analysis is to show whether the changes delivered mostly 

by the 14
th

 Review are really substantial or whether the changes in power distribution are 

comparable to the changes that happened as a consequence of accession of new members and 

that are a natural part of the IMF representation. The aim is to analyse the Board of Governors 

and the Executive Board over a constant period of time, in my case five-year period, and 

evaluate how the power was allocated within the decision-making bodies of the IMF from 

1990 till 2013. The analysis was conducted on an unbalanced sample of all countries with an 

active membership at a given year with an exception of countries that ceased their 

membership permanently. 

8.1. Board of Directors 

During the period of 90s and 2000s, the Board of Governors significantly increased its size 

from 142 to 185, which majorly resulted from the dissolution of Soviet Union and the 

accession of its former republics as well as accession of countries of the former Eastern 

Block. Between 1990 and 2010 the share of basic votes was steadily decreasing since during 

this period there was no adjustment of the basic votes. Consequently many smaller countries 

were facing gradual marginalization as only larger members enjoyed unilateral quota reviews. 

While in 1990 the ratio between the smallest and the largest members was at 0.15 per cent, by 

2010 and it gradually dwindled to mere 0.08 per cent. The inequality in the Board was 

between 1990 and 2010 also steadily increasing although it did not increase by a large 

portion. Detailed information in Table in the Appendix 1: Descriptive statistics for the Board 

of Directors. For the normalized values of the relative variable as well as Median and Mean 

are. Selected descriptive statistics are normalized. 
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Table 6: Overview of descriptive statistics for Board of Governors from 1990 till 2013 

 

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 

 

Votes Votes Votes Votes Votes Votes 

Total 933235 1474591 2140761 2175345 2206427 2515719 

Count 149 175 178 181 183 185 

Basic vote share 3,99% 2,97% 2,08% 2,08% 2,07% 4,98% 

Median 1260 1589 2081 2107 2107 2576 

Mean 6263 8426 12027 12018 12057 13598 

Coefficient of variation 2,75 2,86 2,85 2,84 2,82 2,80 

Maximum 179433 265518 371743 371743 371743 421961 

Minimum 270 275 275 281 281 755 

Min/Max 0,15% 0,10% 0,07% 0,08% 0,08% 0,18% 

GINI 0,75 0,77 0,78 0,78 0,78 0,76 

 

Figure 10: Selected descriptive statistics normalized 

 

The Normalized Banzhaf Penrose indices for 50 per cent quota were computed for each of the 

years. In order to explore how much the weighted system might have been advantageous for 

individual countries I expressed the power of individual countries as a fraction between NBPI 

50 and share of votes and the means of these fractions was calculated. From the Table in the 

Appendix 11: Relative difference between NPBI 50 and  share of votes Table in the Appendix 

11 it is possible to identify countries that benefit from the properties of the system most and 

countries that lose most. The median of the means of is at -10 per cent. Quite interestingly 

apart from the US, only few other countries in the observed period benefited from the 
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properties of NBPI 50
9
. The fraction between NBPI 50 and share of votes fluctuated in some 

cases quite significantly. Often by about 20 per cent points
10

.   

8.2. Groups of countries as indicators of changes. 

The predetermined groups of countries can serve as a good simplification for understanding 

the distribution of power within the IMF. In a series of tables (Table in the Appendix 3-Table 

in the Appendix 10) the calculation for the groups of countries shows how the share of votes 

developed over the years. The sample is unbalanced therefore the results for “all the 

countries” mean in fact countries that were present in year of analysis period samples. The 

share of developing and especially least developed countries dwindled in 90s. The developing 

countries lost on average 12 per cent and 9 per cent to developed countries between 1990 and 

1995 and between 1995 and 2000, respectively. For least developed countries the loss was 

even larger, losing on average 21 per cent and 16 per cent. The power indices tell similar 

story. For both developing and least developed the recent change rendered positive outcomes. 

Developing countries gained about 30 per cent for both share as well as power indices except 

NBPI 85 where developing countries gained only about 15 per cent of relative share. The G7 

in between observed years was around zero but it lost slightly more as a result of the last 

Review. Again with exception of NBPI 85 where G7 gained strengthening its blocking 

position for the most important decisions.   

8.2.1. Did economic power go hand-in-hand with political power? 

As it was already noted the ratio of share of votes and share of global GDP is usually 

favourable to smaller countries. It stems from the properties of quota calculation, which starts 

with a flat basic quota and increments representing the size of economies. The expansion of 

membership as well as relatively fast development of emerging countries meant majorly for 

the smaller developing countries even further marginalization. The size of that “bonus“ 

decreased for the LDC from 1727 per cent to only about 874 per cent. More detailed 

information is provided in Table 7: Relative differences between shares of votes and shares of 

global GDP as an average within the groups Relative difference between share of votes and 

share of global GDP as an average within the groups.  

                                                 

9
 Only very small countries such Monaco, Samoa or Solomon Islands. 

10
 Again mostly smaller countries such as Granada or St. Lucia.   
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Table 7: Relative differences between shares of votes and shares of global GDP as an average within the groups 

 
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Mean 

All 731% 634% 470% 432% 433% 929% 605% 

Developed 47% 71% 64% 62% 42% 55% 57% 

Developing 875% 761% 557% 511% 515% 1105% 721% 

LDC 1727% 1205% 895% 874% 934% 2854% 1415% 

Emerging 80% 168% 125% 123% 78% 39% 102% 

G7 -28% -21% -12% -14% -16% -10% -17% 

G20-7 87% 73% 71% 72% 51% 12% 61% 

BRICS 13% 61% 64% 65% 22% -9% 36% 

G24 303% 238% 175% 234% 205% 135% 215% 

 

In a more detailed analysis I projected ratios for the observed years into figures. Separately 

for share of votes and power indices. While between 1990 and 2010 the relative “bonus” in 

votes for developing countries and least developed countries dropped by 37 per cent and 43 

per cent, respectively. The results for power indices are largely similar indicating decrease by 

31 per cent and 40 per cent, respectively (the actual differences for power indices are very low 

ranging from 30 per cent to 32 per cent for developing countries and around 40 for least 

developed countries). The 14
th

 Review of quota reversed the trend with significant bonus to 

small developing and least developed countries. However, BRICS, emerging countries and 

some other groups even lost part of their bonus to the share of GDP (The bonus for BRICS 

went actually even bellow the zero). The complete overview in Table in the Appendix 13: 

Share of votes  to share of global GDP clearly shows that the largest relative bonus is given to 

the smallest countries such as Pacific Islands, smaller African nations or Caribbean states. At 

the other end of the table, there are some far more interesting outcomes as it points out that 

often not the most developed countries but also emerging countries or large developing 

countries have the most disadvantageous relative difference between share of votes and share 

of global GDP. The largest negative bonus has Japan followed by Turkey and Korea. 

Emerging powers such as Brazil and Mexico closely followed.  The results for global GDP 

PPP are even less beneficial for emerging and large developing countries. The largest 

negative “bonus” is held by China. Out of 21 countries that have negative “bonus”, only four 

are developed while the rest is occupied by developing countries.  
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8.2.2. Development of Inequality in the Board of Governors 

In order to understand whether the inequality was high or low I placed it in the context of 

population and share of GDP. The results indicate that quota calculation mitigates the 

inequality of shares of GDP on average by 15 per cent. While inequality of votes was slightly 

increasing from 1990 until the Review of Quota the rest of the indicators did not show any 

significant movement in any direction (More in Table 8: Inequalities in the Board of 

Governors).  

 

Table 8: Inequalities in the Board of Governors 

 

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 

 

GINI GINI GINI GINI GINI GINI 

Votes 0,754 0,769 0,778 0,777 0,777 0,757 

NPBI 50 0,780 0,793 0,796 0,796 0,794 0,778 

NPBI 70 0,718 0,736 0,749 0,747 0,746 0,723 

NPBI 85 0,636 0,651 0,665 0,659 0,663 0,675 

Population 0,813 0,809 0,811 0,807 0,804 0,806 

GDP current prices 0,887 0,895 0,893 0,892 0,884 0,864 

GDP per cap. PPP 0,567 0,568 0,568 0,564 0,540 0,530 

   

As visible from the results of relative changes in inequality they were not significantly 

influenced by the recent recalculation of quota. High inequality is present both before and 

after the change.  

 

Table 9: Relative change in inequalities 

 

Δ1995/1990 Δ2000/1995 Δ2005/2000 Δ2010/2005 Δ2013/2010 

 

GINI GINI GINI GINI GINI 

Votes 1,91% 1,17% -0,13% 0,04% -2,54% 

NPBI 50 1,60% 0,43% -0,07% -0,25% -2,03% 

NPBI 70 2,57% 1,70% -0,27% -0,13% -2,97% 

NPBI 85 2,34% 2,20% -0,90% 0,55% 1,86% 
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8.3. Changes of relative power within constituencies 

 The Executive Board represents an actual vehicle for execution of day-to-day power of the 

IMF, “locus of decision-making and oversight of the institution” (Martinez-Diaz 2008) as it is 

instituted by the Articles of Agreements.  As such the relative power within constituencies 

and an ability to elect own Executive Director are important issues if a country wanted to 

wield power over the operational conduct as well as over a number of other areas such as a 

long-term definition of strategic perspective of IMF.  

8.3.1. Classification of constituencies 

Constituency can be classified based on a number of parameters. Probably the most obvious 

approach would be to look how dominant or prevailing the power of a single country or a 

group of countries within a constituency is. In other words how much the power is 

concentrated and whether the constituency is dominated by a limited number of countries or 

whether the members more egalitarian distribution of votes. Based on the relative number of 

votes wielded by members of constituencies they are divided into 6 groups. Direct 

representation and Single-State constituencies have same formal characteristic as the 

constituency has only one member state and wields the right to solely select representation 

and define the voice of the constituency. From the formal point of view, the appointed 

Directors derive their origin from the Agreement while the Single-state constituencies are 

products of negotiation in the Board of Governors. Constituencies with a country that has 

more than 50 votes are called Constituencies with Dictator as the dominating country has 

usually free hand to select the Executive Director. But the country share the power as other 

members hold the position of the Alternate Director. Furthermore I find useful to create two 

categories not usually used in analysis of IMF constituencies. Near dictatorial power reflects 

constituencies with one country having more than 40 per cent of votes. Oligopolistic 

constituencies correspond with constituencies having a small group of countries (usually 3) 

with more than 70 per cent of votes. Balanced power describes constituencies with dispersed 

power.  
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Table 10: Classification of constituencies 

 

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 

Direct representation 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Single-state constituencies 2 3 3 3 3 3 

Dictator 7 5 5 5 5 5 

Near dictatorial power 1 4 4 4 3 1 

Oligopolistic constituencies 4 4 4 4 5 7 

Balanced power 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Total 22 24 24 24 24 24 

 

The five-year analysis (apart from the 2013 that was added as the latest year already reflecting 

the most recent Review of quota) reveals the fact that in 90s most constituencies are either 

dominated or almost dominated by a single country. However we can see a significant trend 

toward more oligopolistic constituencies and less Dictatorial constituencies.    

Dictator constituencies 

The group of constituencies where one country wields more than 50 per cent of votes shows 

some of the outstanding properties of constituency system. Even though the total number of 

such constituencies decreased the five current dictatorial constituencies still hold a large 

proportion of power. In strategic analysis they can be considered as products of the most 

obvious power-driven behaviour of countries within the IMF.  

We can describe the strategic game of creation and maintaining a dictator constituency from 

the perspective of the dominating country relatively easy. An already strong country within 

the IMF  can exempt an effort to further increase the wielded power by founding and 

organizing a constituency, in which the country would have at least 50 per cent + 1 vote. By 

the definition of voting rules of the Executive Board a Director holds votes of all the members 

of the constituency and cannot split the votes even if there is any disagreement within the 

constituencies.  As dictator holds the position of the Executive Director, the dictator can draw 

the votes based on his preference.   
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Table 11: Bonuses distributed to dictators 

  

1990 1995 2000 

  

Votes 

in 

const. 

Votes of  

(Near) 

Dictator 

Bonus 

Votes 

in 

const. 

Votes of  

(Near) 

Dictator 

Bonus 

Votes 

in 

const. 

Votes of  

(Near) 

Dictator 

Bonus 

Single-state 

constituencies 

 

Russia    43381   59704   

China 24159   34102   47122   

Saudi Arabia 32274   51556   70105   

Dictator 

Belgium 40178 21054 90,83% 
      

Netherlands 40425 22898 76,54% 
      

Italy 45357 29341 54,59% 59987 46157 29,96% 90636 70805 28,01% 

Canada 38709 29660 30,51% 55500 43453 27,72% 80636 63942 26,11% 

Brazil 27582 14863 85,57% 39270 21958 78,84% 53422 30611 74,52% 

India 28208 22327 26,34% 38561 30805 25,18% 52112 41832 24,57% 

Argentina 20373 11380 79,02% 
      

Switzerland    
41229 24954 65,22% 56900 34835 63,34% 

Near dictatorial 

power 

Belgium    
75983 31273 142,97% 111696 46302 141,23% 

Netherlands    
72814 34692 109,89% 105412 51874 103,21% 

Australia 33254 16442 102,25% 49182 23582 108,56% 72413 32614 122,03% 

Argentina    
31985 15621 104,76% 43395 21421 102,58% 

  
         

  

2005 2010 2013 

  

Votes 

in 

const. 

Votes of  

(Near) 

Dictator 

Bonus 

Votes 

in 

const. 

Votes of  

(Near) 

Dictator 

Bonus 

Votes 

in 

const. 

Votes of  

(Near) 

Dictator 

Bonus 

Single-state 

constituencies 

Russia    43381    59704  

China 24159   34102    47122  

Saudi Arabia 32274   51556    70105  

Dictator 

Belgium 
   

 
     

Netherlands 
   

 
     

Italy 90968 70805 28,48% 80636 63942 26,11% 106404 79560 33,74% 

Canada 80636 63942 26,11% 90968 70805 28,48% 90672 64429 40,73% 

Brazil 53634 30611 75,21% 53634 30611 75,21% 65844 43242 52,27% 

India 52112 41832 24,57% 52112 41832 24,57% 70693 58952 19,92% 

Argentina          

Switzerland 61827 34835 77,49% 61827 34835 77,49% 69818 35322 97,66% 

Near dictatorial 
power 

Belgium 111696 46302 141,23% 113969 46302 146,14% 
   

Netherlands 105412 51874 103,21% 105937 51874 104,22% 
   

Australia 72423 32614 122,06% 
      

Argentina 43395 21421 102,58% 43395 21421 102,58% 46317 21908 111,42% 
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The aggregation of votes of dominated countries in Dictatorial constituency is a bonus or 

mark-up to the dictator’s own votes. In practice this bonus highly varies and the mark-up can 

be as small as only 20 per cent in case of the Indian constituency, where India wielded in 

2013 about 83 per cent and the mark-up was about 17 per cent. Among the Dictators the 

largest power bonus is gained by Switzerland (ranging from 60 per cent to 98 per cent) while 

India gaining relatively smallest bonus (more information in Figure 11: Overview of bonuses 

for dictators). 

 The similar bonus can be identified also in case of Near-dominated constituencies as a 

member wielding more than 40 per cent still might extract enough power to practically 

dominate the constituency and represent it continuously in the Executive Board. Although 

Belgium and the Netherlands had less votes than 50 per cent they occupied the positions of 

Executive Director continuously. Similarly, even Australia with steadily diminishing power 

held the position of executive director until last recalculation in 2012 when the seat was 

passed for a time being to Korea.  Among the Near-dictators Belgium profited the most but as 

it was already noted the power among the Near-dictators is expected to be less stable and they 

can be forced to more concessions.  

Dictators seem to largely profit from their solution as the power bonus can increase their share 

of power within Executive directors in comparison to Single-state constituencies. For 

instance, the average percentage of constituency of total number of votes in the observed 

years (1990, 1995, 2000, 2013) was highest for Single-state constituency of Saudi Arabia 

followed by China and Russia. After adding the bonus, all the dictators with exception of 

Brazil and India have higher relative share of votes than the Single-state constituencies. In 

fact in case of Near-dictatorial constituency of Belgium, raising to even stronger position than 

directly appointed members of the Executive Board such as the UK or France.  
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Figure 11: Overview of bonuses for dictators 

 

On the other hand, the dictator endeavours to preserve its dominance through a selective 

pressure on enlargement of the constituency and through watchful tracking of potential 

displacing the dictatorial position for the benefit of the existing members.  Both examples are 

known from the recent years. Originally, the domination of Belgium within the constituency 

was diluted by accession of new members in 1992 (as a number of Eastern European 

countries jointed the IMF). Before regrouping of the constituencies in 2012 the share of 

Belgium dropped to less than 40 per cent.  Australian dominance was gradually eroded by 

raising power of Korea. Even though Korea was a member state of constituency formerly 

dominated by Australia for a long time, the booming economy of Korea was, with some lag, 

finally reflected in the IMF in 90s and beginning of 2000s.  

Much more difficult it is to explain the participation of other states in Dictatorial 

constituencies. The dictator in order to incentivize them to become of members is expected to 

offer them something in return corresponding with relative contribution of potential members 

to the dominated constituency. The traditional trade-off is an option to place a candidate to 

one of the other positions representing the constituency in the IMF, namely Alternative 

Executive Director and Adviser(s) to the Executive Director. The similar deal was achieved 

for the second most powerful country in Swiss constituency, giving the seat of Alternate 

Executive Director permanently to Poland since the formation of constituency.  

As for development dictators or single-member constituencies out of the 8 in 1990 only 5 

dictators endured and one new member achieved position of a sole-member of its 
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constituency (Russian Federation). The former dictators are Argentina, Netherlands and 

Belgium. Argentina and Belgium lost their exclusive position to changes right after the 

dissolution of the Soviet Union and massive intake of a number of new members and 

recalculation of quota. Belgium constituency swelled from 5 to 9 members. The Netherlands 

kept its dominance by a negligible margin by 1995 (e.g. in 1994 Netherlands hold 50.1 per 

cent of the constituency) to be finally subdued by enlargement of constituency membership in 

1995 when Macedonia and Croatia jointed the IMF.   

This model generally holds but we can find some irregularities. E.g. Iranian constituency does 

not rotate not only its Executive Director even though Iran does not dominate the constituency 

(having less than 30 per cent and only 5 per cent points more than Algeria). Also Alternate 

Executive Director being permanently occupied by Morocco (Morocco holds about 11 per 

cent of votes within the constituency less than Algeria). 

Oligopolistic constituencies 

Currently most frequent type of constituencies is oligopolistic type, in which a small number 

of countries have at least 70 per cent of votes. Usually this portion is held by 3 countries. It is 

to be noted that some of constituencies had small number of members at the beginning of 90s 

such as Nordic constituency, which had in 1990 only 5 members. Therefore the oligopolistic 

notion is only formally valid. Pure example of an oligopolistic constituency is Spanish 

constituency, which is dominated by only three countries (Venezuela, Spain and Mexico). 

They `wield on average about 88 per cent of votes. Using normalized Banzhaf-Penrose Index 

they wield in fact 100 per cent rendering the rest of members formally powerless. The Nordic-

Baltic constituency is currently also oligopolistic but its internal rules permit even smaller 

members to participate in power and take up some of the formal positions. The fact that 

analysing formal properties the Nordic-Baltic constituency was assorted as oligopolistic well-

illustrates that the reality might be different from the formal analysis. Countries might design 

such modus operandi that it would partially ignore the distribution of votes and set the rule 

toward much more egalitarian point of view.  
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8.3.2. Executive directors 

The direct access to the Executive Board opens doors for much easier control and influence 

over the decision and strategy in the IMF. Therefore it is both expected that holding a position 

of Executive Director is both desired by member states as well as by the Executive Director 

himself (Woods Lombardi 2006). The analysis of executive directors and alternate executive 

directors renders uneven results of representation in the Executive Board. While all of 

countries in the Group of Seven have at least once representation in the Executive Board the 

same privilege had only 33 per cent of developing countries. Only 18 per cent of least 

developed countries had during the period an Executive Director. High access to the Board is 

found for BRICS countries as well as Group 20 with members of G7 excluded. 

 

Table 12: Countries with no representation in the Executive Board 1990-2013 

Countries with neither 

Director nor Alternate 

during the whole period 

% of 

countries 

with neither 

Director nor 

Alternate 

% of 

countries with 

no Director  

% of 

countries with 

no Alternate  

N 

All members 60% 70% 66% 185 

Developed 27% 39% 39% 33 

Developing 67% 77% 72% 152 

LDC 82% 84% 84% 38 

Emerging 33% 46% 42% 24 

G7 0% 0% 33% 6 

G11 64% 91% 64% 11 

G20-7 8% 8% 25% 12 

BRICS 0% 0% 40% 5 

G24 25% 46% 46% 24 

 

In the Table 12: Countries with no representation in the Executive Board 1990-2013t                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

he member states of Board of Governors are sorted by the number of representatives they 

have sent to the Executive Board. I also calculated how many votes were necessary to receive 

either any representative in the Executive Board (either Executive Director or Alternate 

Executive Director) or the Executive Director. It shows some relatively large countries that 

during 90s and 2000s did not have any representation while other far smaller countries did 

obtain the positions in the Executive Board on multiple occasions. For instance, neither 

Algeria nor Turkey did not sent any representative to the Executive Board. Despite having 
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less than one third of votes of the aforementioned countries, Cape Verde and Angola sent 

either an Executive Director or Alternate Executive Director 5 times and 9 times, respectively. 

The Figure in the Appendix 4 shows how the countries are plotted based on the relation 

between log of share of votes and the number of positions occupied between 1990 and 2013 

in the Executive Board. Although a general assumption that the number of representatives is 

related to the share of votes with relatively is valid a relatively high degree of unfitness is also 

present. Apart from clusters of countries that either appoint or are single-member state 

constituencies (axis y roughly corresponding to 43) and a cluster with countries permanently 

occupying one of the positions in multi-country constituencies (axis y roughly corresponding 

to 22) a number of countries are spread roughly between 0.03 per cent and 1.43 per cent. 

These countries do not hold permanent domination of their constituencies but also compose at 

least during part of the time represent their constituencies. The Figure in the Appendix 5: 

Dependence of representation in Executive Board on share of votes  - subset of countries from 

multi-state constituencies relatively irregular distribution that might be rather than by share of 

votes justified by other factors, such as diplomatic skills to build consensus within a 

constituency for election. 

I also conducted a basic analysis of Executive Directors themselves. As the work of Executive 

Directors is often highly technical and with increasing experience the actual power of a 

Director increase as he gains ground within the negotiation of the Executive Board.  As 

Woods remarks the long-serving director gives not just an advantage to his home country but 

also to the whole constituency as he can more efficiently influence the Board due to his deep 

institutional knowledge and seniority (Woods 2006 also Martinez-Diaz 2008). I shortly 

examine also for how long countries delegate an Executive Director and potentially build the 

expertise and informal power of the Directors within the Board. The countries that had their 

Executive Director retained the position on average for 5 years. On the other hand, Relatively 

surprising can be that the appointed Directors on average hold their office only for about 3,3 

years while countries dominating their constituencies keep their Executive Directors for much 

longer. The multi-country constituencies that do not have a dominant member state have 

much shorter period in office on average. Dropping from 5 years on average to about 2 years 

of service. This potentially further removes some of the informal power from representation 

of rotating members as they do not have enough time to learn all the technical expertise 

necessary for mastering the power within the IMF.  
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8.3.3. Relative power within constituencies 

To measure power within constituencies seems to be highly important as the distribution of 

power within constituencies determines which countries would represent the constituency in 

the Executive Board. The power analysis of constituencies is relatively restrictive approach as 

it can be applied only to multi-country constituencies. Moreover there is little utility to apply 

it to Dictatorial constituencies as in the Dictatorial constituencies the power is in hand of a 

dictator and the access to the other position is usually determined by internal agreement that 

might largely depend on the dictator and his preferences. Such arrangement is in state of e.g. 

Swiss constituency with Poland as a continual Alternate Director or Italy with Greece as a 

continual Alternate Director. Therefore I would apply the analysis only to the constituencies 

that were not Dictatorial at least part of the observed period. I would use Normalized Banzhaf 

Penrose Index, which might be controversial. In the constituencies there is not unified way the 

constituencies operate. On the other hand, I would use the NBPI for 50 per cent quota as 

resembles the modus of operandi of the IMF so it might be reasonable to assume that some of 

constituencies might operate this way. NBPI can also effectively show the cases where 

countries rule the constituencies in e.g. oligopolistic manner (such as Spanish constituency). 

I compare members of multi-country based on means of relative differences in five-year 

periods and based the differences between 1990 and 2013 computed both for NBPI 50 and 

share of votes within the constituency. The results show winners and losers of the 

development multi-country system. All the three former dictators would be logical countries 

for the largest relative change of NBPI 50 as well as possibly share of votes. However it is not 

truly right as they were surpassed by crumbling position of Ethiopia. Ethiopia lost significant 

part of GDP and therefore it was also affected harshly its position in the IMF. From leading 

country within one of African constituencies Ethiopia turned into an average member of the 

constituency with a similar number of votes as countries such as Namibia or Sierra Leone. 

Other peculiar results were found for Indonesia or Argentina, despite being emerging 

countries with significant economic growth. The overview of results for individual countries 

is available in Table in the Appendix 16: Changes of power within constituencies. I plotted 

the relative differences between 1990 and 2013 for NBPI 50 and share of votes in 

constituencies and test the dependence on change in GDP in current prices. Neither seem to 

be significant both with very high coefficient of determination.  
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Table 13: Dependence of relative change in share of votes within constituency on change in GDP between 1990 and 2013 

 

 

 

  

Table 14: Dependence of relative change in NBPI 50 within constituency between 1990 and 2013 
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8.3.4. Southeast Asia-Pacific constituency as an example of dramatic 

change in power distribution 

In 1990 Australia had more than 3 times more votes within the constituency than Korea. Even 

though Korea had GDP only about 20 per cent lower than Australia. Australia had almost a 

position of a dictator with 49.5 per cent of weights. Expressed in normalized Banzhaf-Penrose 

index Australia had power of 96.6 per cent (considering 50 per cent majority).  Over the years 

as the quota formula changed and the composition of the constituency expanded Australia lost 

its dominance and in 2013 even lost the position of the most powerful country in the 

constituency to Korea. (in the Figure 12: Relative changes of power in South-East Asia-

Pacific constituency) The relative difference between NBPI and share of votes has been 

constantly decreasing (both negative 16 per cent for Korea and 19 per cent for Australia). As a 

part of the process the constituency was enlarged by five other countries including relatively 

strong Uzbekistan.  

 

Figure 12: Relative changes of power in South-East Asia-Pacific constituency 
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8.3.5. Conclusion 

Analysis of groups of countries showed lost about 10 per cent of votes to developed countries 

with the least developed countries losing even more. The recent reform delivered to the 

developing countries more power than the relative loss in 90s and 2000s. During the last 20 

years almost all countries have lower power than share. The only exception is the US and 

some smaller countries. The trend is constant not being changed even by the recent reform.  

The increase of basic votes generated a change that add even one third of the “bonus” in 

comparison to the arrangement in 1990. This is valid for majority of least developed countries 

and developing countries. As for the subsets such as emerging countries or BRICKS their 

bonus to economic power was negative. In case of BRICKS being almost as negative as 

bonus of G7.  I also explored the relative bonus between share of global GDP PPP and share 

of votes. It renders the tis conclusion even more ostensibly (the worse off is China followed 

by Turkey and Brazil). The change in inequality did not show highly significant results. 

Neither between 1990 and 2010 nor as a result of the result or reform. 

The analysis of constituencies showed how much dictatorial or near-dictatorial countries can 

gain from aggregation of votes of the other members of their constituencies. Belgium or 

Netherlands gained significant influence, wielding in the Executive Board 140 per cent and 

105 per cent more votes than their own votes, respectively
11

. In the group of the Dictators the 

most effective seems to be Switzerland, which gains by aggregation of the others’ almost 180 

per cent of original allocation. On the other hand, the table with countries with no 

representation demonstrates how unbalanced the access to the Executive Board is. While only 

27 per cent of developed countries have never had Executive Directors while for developing 

countries the number is at almost 70 per cent.  

The effort to explain the development of relative power within constituencies using economic 

indicators were not highly successful as they did not generated persuasive trend (e.g. whether 

position within constituency depends on the change in GDP). As an example of highly 

turbulent changes within constituencies the case of South-East Asia constituencies is given, in 

which Korea outpaced Australia and reversed power distribution originally strongly favouring 

Australia.  

                                                 

11
 Both are actually near-dictators but they held the offices continuously till the 14

th
 Review.  
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The major outcomes of the long term perspective 

- The long-term perspective showed that as an outcome of the recent reform developing 

countries especially those least developed have recovered relative position that was 

lost over the last 20 years. On the other hand, emerging countries did not relatively 

strength or even lose their position. The distribution of bonus votes as a difference 

between the share of GDP and share of votes are positively skewed to smaller 

countries. Both large developed and emerging countries are similarly disadvantaged.  

Major results for analysis of constituencies 

- Dictatorial and Near-dictatorial countries can strongly bolster their power by selection 

the size and composition of the respective constituency and by controlling the 

accession. 

- The access to the Executive Board was relatively restrictive about 60 per cent of the 

Board of Governors have never held position of either Director or Alternate. 

- The economic indicators do not have strong explanatory power when describing the 

changes in power distribution within constituencies.  
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9. Alternative compositions of constituencies 

The constituencies have been in some ways a product of opportunistic behaviour. Countries 

constitute constituencies as a way how to achieve larger power within the IMF. This pattern 

can be found for instance in case of Swiss constituency or previously in case of constituencies 

of Belgium and the Netherlands. Even though there have been recent restructuring of 

constituencies such as the case of the Belgium constituency, the constituency structure 

maintains a number of irregularities.  

Several scholars proposed reform of the IMF that includes certain restructuration of the 

current composition of constituencies. Significant is proposal on single representation of the 

EU or of the EMU by Leech and Leech (2005). At the heart of the analysis of Leech brothers 

the assumption of changing not only constituencies but to change the whole representation of 

current member states of the EU (Leech and Leech 2005). Therefore they ether unify the 

representation of only 12 EMU members or they unify all EU countries into a single 

representation. Much like the representation of the US the unified representation of the EU 

would be of a similar size. Using Voting Power Analysis they found that the unified European 

representation would benefit all the member states apart from the US and the EU member 

states.  In any case the US in the restructured system loses. The effect on the EU’s countries 

depends on the voting procedure within the unified seat. 

My proposal is however not completely unifying the representation in the Board of Governors 

but merely restructure the composition of the Executive Board into new set of constituencies. 

The procedure is similar to the arrangement that stipulated as a part of the recent reform 

package to remove two of the seats permanently occupied by the EU members and 

redistribute them to the developing countries (Nelson and Weiss 2013). The informal process 

resulted in merge of Belgium and Netherland into one constituency and pledge of countries 

holding dominating role to share it with wired members of the constituencies such as 

Switzerland rotating with Poland or Austria rotating with Turkey and the Czech Republic. My 

proposal is hugely expanding the logic of the informal changes within the Executive Board 

based on voluntary redistribution of seats. I would build on this but necessitates larger 

coordination as it reconstitutes almost all constituencies. .  
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9.1. Restructuring in line with existing regional organization 

Trade blocks and regional organization as an alternative for restructuring of the constituencies 

might be beneficial. They reflect already functioning platforms of international cooperation 

and might result in higher internal coherence. It is important to note that not all the regional 

organizations are comparable, both qualitatively as well as quantitatively. From the qualitative 

perspective the most integrated international organization of current day is the EU. Its level of 

integration as well as the relative coherence of its members that is assured by highly 

conditional accession policy can be hardly comparable to the inner coherence of Arab League. 

Similarly the degree of integration and cooperation is totally different between the EU and 

IGAD. And lastly the comparison between institutional properties of the EU’s huge 

bureaucratic apparatus and Central American Integration System’s subtle headquarters staff is 

rather weak. Despite these differences there are general reasons why consider regional 

organization as a more appropriate base for pattern behind constituencies within IMF.  

9.1.1. General benefits of restructuring 

There are two major areas how restructured constituencies alongside existing regional 

organizations might be beneficial for the members of new constituencies. First argument 

reflects positive effects that might stem from already institutionalized platform for 

cooperation and from institutional capacities of existing organizations to organize such 

discussion. Second argument is rooted in the principles of economic cooperation on regional 

bases. It assumes that higher internal coherence within constituencies would bring higher 

tendency for better cooperation.  

Already established platforms for interaction and negotiation 

This argument is quite in line with approach of the institutionalists and stresses the benefits of 

institutions as a way that can generally facilitate coordination and cooperation. As it was 

already mentioned the problem of multi-country constituencies is closely connected to 

principle-agent problem. The greater the number of countries within constituencies the more 

difficult the coordination and negotiation of consensus is. Especially in case of larger 

constituencies the collection of opinions of different member states might be highly difficult. 

Similarly the control of representation and conduct of the executive director might be 

difficult. The institutional facilities can facilitate the negotiation within the constituency and 

improve the efficiency of transferring the member states’ opinions to the director.   
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Regardless of the degree of integration and institutional capacity the regional organizations 

can use their current institutional capacity for the purposes of coordination of member states 

of a constituency and for internal communication within the constituency. The staff 

headquarter of existing organization can serve as a platform for discussion and the current 

staff can organize the discussion. The capacity of the institution can take up also the 

administrative role and work on higher transparency of the constituencies’ procedures and 

dealings. Most of the regional organization organizes annual summits. The agenda of the 

summits can embrace also strategic issues concerning the operation within the constituency 

and serve as an additional platform where to serve.  

 

Coherence of interests  

The more incoherent the individual preferences of member states of multi-country 

constituencies are the more difficult it would be to reconcile them for the purpose of 

establishing consensus that can be transferred to executive director. Therefore more coherent 

preferences would be a prerequisite for decreasing the option that preferences of smaller 

member states would be overruled by large ones. The question is whether the restructuring 

alongside the existing regional organization would deliver the expected higher consistency in 

preferences.  

Theory suggests that member states forming regional organizations on the bases of economic 

cooperation might share common features. Formation of trading blocks can be associates with 

certain similarities between their members. The gravity model suggests that “countries 

geographically close trade more” (Sanoussi 2001). Moreover the trade blocks usually favour 

states at similar level of economic development, which can generate intra-industry trade. The 

regionalization is among others also justified by cultural and historical similarities  and it can 

be expected that similarities such as common language can mitigate coordination problems as 

well as they have positive impact on establishing trade ties (Kohl, Tristan & Brouwer, Aleid 

E. 2011).   

The reasons that serve as prerogative for formation of trade blocks might be also a good 

prerogative for better cooperation within constituencies. As proxies for more coherent 

preferences I chose the following parameters: 
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Relative development of countries 

General categorization of development is a basic division of countries done by a number of 

organizations. The current distribution of countries in constituencies often mix together 

developed and developing countries. As developed countries are represented by higher 

number of votes they could outvote developing countries. The developed countries are more 

likely to have inherently different preferences for negotiations in the IMF. If the restructured 

constituencies were more likely composed solely of either developed or developing countries 

they would have more coherent preferences.  

GDP per capita PPP 

The relative wealth of a country is another proxy for predicting similar preferences in the 

IMF. The higher the difference between standard of living of member states the more likely is 

that the member states would not have similar preferences. Measured by inequality the lower 

Gini index would signalize that more consistency by restructuring was achieved.  

Variance of votes distribution 

It is relatively straightforward argument but the composition of constituencies with more 

equal distribution of power would mean that the smaller countries cannot be outvoted by large 

countries. The equality is again expressed by Gini index.   

External debt stocks 

External debt stocks expressed as a percentage of exports of goods, services and primary 

income is considered as one of most reliable measurement of seriousness of indebtness of a 

country. It is expected the countries would have more coherent opinion if their level of 

indebtness would be similar. Again the Gini index was use to establish how equal or unequal 

the distribution of indebtness is within the proposed constituencies.  Due to high fluctuation of 

exports of developing countries moving average between 2008 and 2011 was considered. 

Use of IMF credit 

The chance to influence the conditions of lending instruments would be one of the most 

important issues that can be achieved by debtors. It is expected that the countries  would have 

more coherent position toward this issue if their usage of IMF credit would be similar. Gini 

index is used to estimate equality or inequality and therefore expected coherent or 

incoherence of their preferences. Due to high fluctuation of exports of developing countries 

moving average between 2008 and 2011 was considered.  
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Some other potential outcomes 

There are currently five dictators dominating 36 other countries. As already noted it does not 

necessarily mean that dominated countries are out completely marginalizes. Common practice 

is that based on constituency arrangements the dictator share the power in various ways with 

other countries such as rotating Alternates Directors or conversely keeping one Alternate 

Director in position such as in case of Poland and Switzerland. All in all, our assumption is 

that the dictatorial position is disadvantageous for the dominated countries. Therefore the 

structure generating less dictators and less dominated countries would be desirable.   

A balanced character of distribution of relative change of relative power within constituencies 

would be an important indicator of feasibility of such a change. For instance if only countries 

that have higher number of votes or only wealthy countries would loose power it might be 

less feasible than if the change would affect most of countries and would approximating even 

spreading.  
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9.1.2. Practicalities of restructuring 

For the purposes of the analysis the states are to be sorted out into the constituencies 

corresponding with already existing regional organizations. Where there is a disputable 

allegiance to proposed constituencies either geographical proximity or international relation 

affiliation aspects were reflected. The reallocation was restricted only to multi-country 

constituencies. Therefore 5 countries with appointed executive director and 3 countries in 

single-country constituency were not included on the basis that their reallocation would be 

politically hardly feasible and would create often a problem of too large constituencies.  

The size of many regional organizations would be too small for being the only component of 

IMF constituencies. In that case the small regional organizations were grouped based on 

regional proximity principles. In some cases respecting the larger political organizations (such 

as in case of African integration). In other cases the regional organizations were grouped in 

the line with cultural similarities. Some exception omitted these principles as the constituency 

created would be too large. Namely Andean Community was grouped with Central American 

Integration System and with CARICOM as combining Andean Community with 

MERCOSUR would create a relatively very large body and conversely CARICOM together 

only with SICA would be potentially too small.  

Some states are not included in any regional organization at all such as Chile, Ukraine, Timor, 

Korea, New Guinea, Mongolia or Georgia. These leftovers were assigned to constituencies 

again based on regional principle.  

- Chile was assigned to MERCOSUR as it has a close cultural, commercial and political 

ties to the region 

- Ukraine, Mongolia and Georgia to CIS.  

- Timor to ASEAN as Timor already submitted a letter of application to ASEAN 

- Korea and New Guinea to Pacific Island Forum following the current suit of IMF 

constituencies  

As the regional organizations have some overlapping members that are present in more 

organizations at the same time. It is therefore to be decided to which of the proposed 

constituencies the country to be added. The major example is the case of Afghanistan and 

Pakistan, which are both members of SAARC and ECO. As most of SAARC already belong 

to the existing constituency and as Pakistan and India have consistently problematic relations 
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Pakistan and Afghanistan would be assigned to the ECO-based constituency.  It is noteworthy 

that some proposed restructured constituencies have limited justification and it is problematic 

to establish reasoning for allocation the way it was done so. The major problem is with EFTA 

and CEFTA as CEFTA is majorly a transition phase in a way to the EU membership and 

EFTA is geographically dispersed around the EU. 

There is still a certain arbitrarity in the decision and therefore there can be more combinations 

of restructuring. The problem majorly pertains to the decision which regional organizations to 

combine together, how to deal with leftovers and overlapping members of more than one 

existing regional organization. The  

 

Relative 
difference 

between share 
of votes in 

constituency in 
1990 and 2013 

Average 
moving relative 

change of 
share of votes 

in constituency 
in 5 year 

periods from 
1990 and 2013 

Relative 
difference 

between NBPI 
50 in 

constituency in 
1990 and 2013 

Mean relative 
change of NBPI 

50 in 
constituency in 
5 year periods 
from 1990 and 

2013 

Mean of 
relative 

difference 
between NBPI 

50 and share of 
votes in 

constituency  
in 5 year 

periods from 
1990 and 2013 

Singapore 245,33% 168,65% 195,20% 137,99% 17,14% 

Korea 156,86% 115,42% 8240,60% 1148,98% -81,27% 

United Arab Emirates 79,21% 70,83% 141,50% 115,90% -26,88% 

Oman 74,11% 64,76% 77,94% 68,53% -1,96% 

Lebanon 61,91% 58,39% 74,09% 68,34% -6,51% 

Maldives 53,04% 88,19% 75,98% 103,66% -13,43% 

Botswana 46,08% 51,93% 42,32% 52,27% 2,90% 

Equatorial Guinea 40,74% 54,48% 42,49% 57,61% -1,19% 

Bahrain 39,61% 37,43% 42,79% 46,45% -1,97% 

Comoros 35,74% 60,31% 36,78% 62,71% -0,73% 

Sao Tome and Principe 35,57% 62,92% 36,68% 65,47% -0,78% 

Pakistan 34,24% 35,10% 40,31% 40,31% -4,78% 

Qatar 32,79% 33,19% 41,05% 41,55% -5,34% 

Djibouti 31,63% 48,11% 32,75% 50,41% -0,82% 

Congo Republic of 23,18% 26,67% 24,56% 28,99% -1,07% 

Chad 22,33% 28,23% 23,59% 30,53% -0,98% 

Jordan 21,90% 23,13% 25,57% 28,75% -2,61% 

Iraq 17,78% 56,66% 14,18% 65,42% 3,25% 

Benin 16,76% 21,21% 17,94% 23,38% -0,97% 

Italy 15,59% 16,19% 0,00% 0,00% 20,85% 

Lesotho 15,38% 30,70% 14,30% 33,77% 1,04% 
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Niger 15,21% 19,52% 16,34% 21,67% -0,94% 

Burkina Faso 14,69% 19,22% 15,85% 21,37% -0,97% 

Mauritania 13,66% 18,04% 14,77% 20,14% -0,94% 

Central African Republic 13,23% 18,14% 14,49% 20,38% -1,06% 

Gabon 12,67% 17,93% 14,03% 20,74% -1,16% 

Togo 12,48% 16,63% 13,49% 18,61% -0,86% 

Spain 12,39% 12,06% 0,00% 0,00% 12,44% 

Mexico 11,75% 11,38% 0,00% 0,00% 13,07% 

Syria 10,50% 12,07% 18,39% 20,11% -6,11% 

Seychelles 10,05% 47,44% 94,80% 153,28% -34,65% 

Libya 9,33% 13,34% 5,51% 8,98% 3,69% 

Kuwait 8,77% 12,67% 7,10% 12,34% 1,65% 

Rwanda 8,37% 12,23% 9,62% 14,45% -1,11% 

Mauritius 8,12% 11,66% 9,06% 13,58% -0,83% 

Cameroon 6,84% 12,22% 7,97% 15,04% -1,02% 

Mali 6,81% 10,44% 7,74% 12,37% -0,84% 

Swaziland 6,64% 19,42% 4,01% 21,60% 2,76% 

Gambia 6,05% 24,22% 3,51% 23,02% 2,69% 

Guinea 5,73% 9,31% 6,69% 11,30% -0,87% 

India 5,36% 5,30% 0,00% 
 

6,42% 

Kiribati 5,03% 48,52% 75,11% 120,63% -30,56% 

Senegal 3,69% 8,07% 4,64% 10,37% -0,89% 

Egypt 2,84% 5,27% -2,57% -0,37% 5,64% 

Norway 2,12% 2,19% 50,00% 47,47% -34,90% 

Solomon Islands 2,10% 35,66% 94,80% 151,89% -38,12% 

Cote d’lvoire 1,51% 8,15% 4,09% 19,35% -2,47% 

Denmark 0,85% 1,28% 50,00% 47,47% -35,69% 

Thailand 0,66% 1,73% 13,71% 15,51% -11,51% 

Samoa 0,22% 32,13% 102,67% 155,47% -41,54% 

Malawi -1,99% 8,43% -5,43% 9,89% 4,00% 

Vanuatu -2,84% 21,93% 106,60% 171,78% -41,73% 

Burundi -5,17% 4,67% -7,34% 7,80% 2,58% 

Congo Democratic Republic of the -6,92% 
 

-10,44% 
 

4,49% 

Mozambique -7,21% 1,57% -9,57% 6,53% 2,86% 

Canada -7,26% -6,93% 0,00% 0,00% -10,22% 

Sierra Leone -8,83% -0,33% -10,67% 5,01% 2,27% 

Liberia -10,24% 
 

-11,03% 
 

0,99% 

Nigeria -11,00% 2,88% -7,48% -4,02% -3,09% 
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Kenya -11,96% -3,10% -13,92% 3,79% 2,56% 

Tanzania -12,02% -3,92% -14,13% 2,48% 2,73% 

Malaysia -12,17% -11,41% 41,18% 40,03% -38,57% 

Iran -13,24% -13,17% 12,50% 13,89% -26,72% 

Uganda -14,05% -6,87% -16,19% -1,17% 2,83% 

Sweden -14,38% -14,89% -31,48% -34,08% 29,65% 

Argentina -15,32% -15,67% -25,00% -25,00% 20,46% 

Zimbabwe -15,76% 
 

-18,10% 
 

3,26% 

Finland -15,79% -16,56% -72,22% -84,77% 60,21% 

Tunisia -16,50% -14,52% -50,00% 0,00% 37,91% 

Papua New Guinea -17,74% -18,13% 236,46% 574,02% -42,82% 

Algeria -18,69% -18,89% -12,50% -10,71% -7,60% 

Zambia -18,80% -19,38% -23,37% -20,15% 7,17% 

Afghanistan -20,20% 
 

-50,00% 
 

51,56% 

Philippines -21,13% -22,67% 3342,29% 1009,26% -115,43% 

Tonga -21,80% 9,07% -19,32% 56,60% -2,83% 

Australia -26,68% -28,60% -69,50% -95,86% 114,09% 

Ghana -27,02% -26,09% 0,00% 0,00% -24,88% 

New Zealand -27,52% -30,17% 7599,18% 1130,69% -272,41% 

Vietnam -27,54% -28,95% -49,02% -56,72% 33,31% 

Morocco -28,78% -28,27% -66,67% -66,67% 70,00% 

Venezuela -29,63% -31,68% 0,00% 0,00% -44,62% 

Fiji -35,93% -38,90% -47,56% -48,85% 18,59% 

Laos -36,21% -28,79% -44,54% -41,34% 12,12% 

Nepal -36,32% -39,46% -47,56% -49,56% 17,86% 

Brazil -36,33% -34,04% 0,00% 
 

-105,89% 

Indonesia -43,07% -49,77% -51,21% -59,03% 17,24% 

Myanmar -43,91% -52,77% -55,01% -70,26% 20,01% 

Netherlands -44,14% -48,31% -71,64% -71,41% 86,91% 

Belgium -46,05% -52,54% -79,95% -100,94% 119,92% 

Sudan -46,74% 
 

-49,29% 
 

5,56% 

Cape Verde -56,75% -69,58% -100,00% -129,49% 95,61% 

Ethiopia -90,76% -111,51% -88,78% -119,85% -19,45% 
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10.4. Restructuring of constituencies 

 

 

Table in the Appendix 17: Overview of components of constituencies – variant 1 

 depicts an overview of proposed solution.  

This 1
st
 variant of solution generates in total 14 constituencies of:  

- constituencies composed of solely member of a single existing international 

organizations (3 constituencies) 

- constituencies composed of members of a single existing international organizations 

and one or more leftovers (5 constituencies) 

- constituencies composed of members of two existing international organizations and 

one or more leftovers (2 constituencies) 

- constituencies composed of members of a three existing international organizations 

and one or more leftovers (2 constituencies) 

- in case of European Union members the constituency was divided into member of 

EMU and the rest of the members.  

The overview in Variant 1 means that EU EMU and Arab League are left together while in Variant 2 these 

two constituencies are split approximately in half.  



96 

 

 

 shows the basic aggregated information about the restructuring. It is clearly visible the 

combined states of the European Monetary Union composed enormously constituency that is 

more than twice as big as the next largest constituency. As a reaction to this proportionally 

large constituency the largest and the second largest constituency to be divided in half in line 

with informal North-South divide in the Eurozone. Again it is difficult to assign some 

countries on periphery of the Eurozone but the basic North-South division was followed even 

in case of countries such as Ireland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Estonia (all assigned to Northern part 

of Eurozone) and Cyprus and Malta (both part of Southern part of Eurozone). Following the 

same suit also the second largest constituency was divided. The line of cleavage was chosen 

to follow continental division into more developed Arab countries in Asia and mostly less 

developed members of Arab League in Africa.  The overview of variant 2 can be found in 

Chyba! Nenalezen zdroj odkazů.. The reasons why two constituencies were further split are 

essentially two. With this split the number of multistate constituencies would match the 

current setting, which is not just a formal aim but also practical. It is rather unlikely that an 

opportunity for holding a vacant seat would not be used. Furthermore The Arab League is 

relatively more diversified comparing to the other large constituencies such as member states 

of EU outside of Eurozone, Mercosur or two states of NAFTA (e.g. GDP per capita PPP) 

even though certain arbitrarity was used again.   

9.1.3. Results of the restructuring 

The results show evenly spread change across most of countries.  The relative power of 

countries within the restructured constituencies was calculated as a percentage of votes of the 

sum of votes of a constituency. The relative change displays a regularity of distribution of the 

change. As it is possible to be seen in Figure in the Appendix 6: Relative change of votes 

within constituencies - 1st variant and Figure in the Appendix 7: Relative change of votes 

within constituencies - 2nd variant, in both cases the relative change essentially follows linear 

trend. 2
nd

 variant of restructuring provides even higher coefficient of determination making 

the change more even. Major outliers corresponds majorly with ex-dictators such as Italy or 

Brazil.  

The change is almost evenly spread across different GDP per capita PPP. As visible in the 

Figure in the Appendix 8: GDP per capita PPP and % change of votes there is no significant 

dependence of change of votes on GDP per capita PPP. The coefficient of determination is 

negligibly low. Even with limiting the check to either developing or developed countries the 
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determination is not apparent. Similar outcome is also suggested in Figure in the Appendix 9: 

share of votes within current constituencies and relative change of votes. Providing further 

information on potential feasibility of restructuring I compare the profit and loss of each 

member state in Chyba! Nenalezen zdroj odkazů.. This suggest more favourable setting for 

feasibility of change as it does not affect negatively only certain group but the outcomes are 

rather distributed across the whole field of countries.  

One of the direct results of the restructuring might be the a priori power within the new 

constituencies. The number of dictators dropped in 1
st
 variant from 5 to 2 and in 2

nd
 variant 

from 5 to 3. In the restructured 1
st
 variant of setting the number of dominated countries was 

lowered from 36 to 9 countries (4 remain in this position and 5 were added).  In the 2
nd

 variant 

the number of dictators increased to 3 and the number of dominated countries increased to 14 

countries (7 remained in this position and 7 were newly added). Using Banzhaf Penrose Index 

(50 per cent quota used) for conduct within constituencies in 1
st
 variant the total number of 

countries with no a priori power was lowered from 41 to 11 (in 2
nd

 variant from 41 to 17). The 

results for number of dictators, number of dominated countries and number of countries with 

no a priori power based on Banzhaf Penrose Index were decreased significantly.  

The most probable composition is in Chyba! Nenalezen zdroj odkazů.. As it is often in case 

of current constituencies only the most unequal constituencies remain for a long-term only 

one executive director. Many other constituencies rotate their leadership.  Three and where 

disputable four most powerful countries were selected from each constituency with an 

exception of those having a dictator. The result is that 8 and 9 multi-country constituencies 

would be represented by developing countries (for 1
st
 variant and 2

nd
 variant respectively) and 

3 multi-country constituencies would be represented by developed country. 2 constituencies 

would probably rotate their leadership between developing and developed countries. 

 

9.1.4. Comparative analysis 

The results rendered by inequality analysis render that there is a decrease in observed 

indicators. The 1
st
 variant of restructuring achieved lower inequality in division between 

developing and developed by one third. The decrease in vote inequality is in total by 15 per 

cent. The decrease in inequality of external debt stocks and use of IMF credit decreased both 

by about 20 per cent. On the other hand, GDP per capita decreased only partially only by 4 

per cent.  The 2
nd

 variant of restructuring was even more successful in achieving more 
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coherent constituencies. At least as far as the indicators are concerned. The inequality 

between members of constituencies was even significantly lower in all indicators, especially 

the Gini of GDP per cap. PPP decreased by 15 per cent. For comparison, I assessed the same 

way the change both in quota calculation and in structure of constituencies as one of the goals 

was to render more coherent constituencies limiting the dominance of developed countries in 

Executive Directors. The results of the recent IMF reform are in the observed indicators rather 

ambiguous rendering either very low or no results at all. More detail in Table 15: Comparison 

of results of current and restructured constituencies. 

Table 15: Comparison of results of current and restructured constituencies 

 

Relative 

division 

between 

developed 

and 

developing 

countries 

GINI 

votes 

GINI 

GDP 

per cap. 

PPP 

External 

debt stocks 

(% of 

exports of 

goods, 

services and 

primary 

income) 

MA 2008-

2011 

Use of IMF 

credit 

(DOD, 

current 

US$) MA 

2008-2011 

 
Gini Gini Gini Gini 

New constituencies - 1st  variant 0.08 0.4519 0.3684 0.5413 0.4129 

New constituencies - 2nd  variant 0.07 0.4534 0.3428 0.5067 0.3938 

2013 0.12 0.5302 0.3855 0.6794 0.5302 

2010 0.12 0.5747 0.3982 0.6787 0.5294 

% Change between 2013 and 1st 

variant 
-33% -15% -4% -20% -22% 

% Change between 2013 and 2nd 

variant 
-39% -21% -14% -25% -26% 

% Change between  2010 and 

2013 
4% -8% -3% 0% 0% 

0 was assigned to developing countries and 1 was assigned to developed countries. In case of perfectly even 

division the mean would be 0.5. Relative division between developed and developing countries was achieved as 

an average of absolute value of distance from 0.5. Therefore the higher the number the more balanced the 

division between developed and developing countries. 
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9.1.5. Conclusion 

Probably the most important conclusion of my analysis is that the current arrangement in the 

Executive Board not as inefficient as it might be expected. Using already existing regional 

international institutions the newly created achieved some significantly better results in intra-

constituency inequalities. Measured by Gini index for various variables I found that the 

restructured constituencies have significantly better results for liabilities to the IMF. On the 

other hand, the inequality in GDP PPP per capita was only slightly better than the original 

arrangement. The inequality in distribution of votes was relatively significant. To sum it up, 

for practical representation in a highly sensitive matter of loan arrangements the restructured 

constituencies indicate a decrease in inequality. The developing countries especially those 

with outstanding loan arrangements can be better represented.  The positive result of a 

reduced inequality bears potentially far-reaching effects as it opens a way for a new way how 

to preserve some of the distinctive features the IMF currently has but also to deliver the 

desired improvement of practical voice of developing countries in the day-to-day business and 

management of the IMF. The structure on the basic level respects the parameters of financial 

institution and gives significantly more power to creditors than to debtors. On the other hand, 

the position of smaller countries is further marginalized by the two-level structure of the IMF. 

This marginalization is eased by more efficient transfer of preferences of debtors to the 

Executive Board. The restructuring of constituencies alongside the existing international 

institutions can bring only partial benefits as it can tackle only countries in multi-country 

constituencies. Therefore almost 50 per cent of the votes are beforehand excluded 

representing countries that either appoint the Executive Director or are from single-country 

constituencies. The exclusion was based on assumption that whatever the changes in the IMF 

are it would be rather unlikely that countries with such a prominent position would give up 

their direct access to the seats in the Executive Board. 
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10. Concluding remarks 
 

My work followed a long line of authors who focused on the role of countries decision-

making procedures in the IMF and distribution of rights within the IMF (inter alia Robert and 

Dennis Leech, Ngaire Woods and Domenico Lombardi). I utilized a more complex 

methodology using not only power indices but I integrated them as one of many variables that 

were used for analysis of relative position of countries within the IMF. The power indices are 

not used as a sole outcome of the analysis but often in combination with other variables to 

describe, for instance, dependence of relative change of power in the Board of Governors on a 

relative change in share of global GDP. Such approach is slightly less straightforward than 

using only power indices. However it permits to describe in more detail some of the changes 

and redistributions in the IMF. The pivotal problem of any such analysis is interpretation. At 

the beginning I described major perspectives of critics of the IMF and gave a proper 

description why a number of authors criticize low accountability and representation deficit in 

the IMF. The problem is how to reconcile theoretical criticism and empirical analysis into a 

specific policy recommendation and still respecting unique nature of Bretton Woods 

institutions. Understanding the complexities of any reform I suggest a policy recommendation 

that both respect properties of the IMF as a financial institution and does not require any 

significant changes of de iure structure of the IMF.  

The idea of restructuring constituencies in line with regional international organization is 

original and I do not know about any other work using same approach to that extent. Some 

authors suggested restructuring of distribution of seats in the Executive Directors in case of 

individual groups of countries. Most prominent work was concentrated on creation of a single 

vote for the European Union or for European Monetary Union (Leech and Leech 2005, 

Truman 2006). As already noted the proposal is relatively radical and would necessitate a 

significant political strength for implementation. On the other hand, it preserves properties of 

governance of the IMF and is purely consensual. As the formation of constituencies is only 

vaguely outlined in the Articles of Agreement and permit member states to form and change 

the institution almost at will. Therefore my proposal does not require any change in 

distribution of votes in the Board of Governance and it avoids otherwise painful and 

protracted bargaining over who gains at whom cost in the Board of Governors.  
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For the future research there would be two areas of interest. First is expansion the time 

limitation of the analysis and expanding the analysis to pre-1990s to better understand the 

dynamics of changes in the IMF. It could show some underlying principles of reforms and 

reallocation of votes and how it is determined. The second area of concern would be a full 

focus on internal determinants of actual policy of the IMF especial as far as lending policy is 

concerned. Already a number of authors has worked on that topics but with relatively limited 

attention to the changes in governance of the IMF (inter alia Harringen, Wang and El-Said 

2005, Barro 2001). The historical perspective could determine the actual effects of the 

changes in distribution of votes in the Board of Governors and in the Executive Board on the 

most prominent of IMF activities the lending policy.  

Due to its role and a peculiar structure the IMF is expected to be in the centre of academic 

research even in the future. Recent fiscal problems in the IMF clearly showed the importance 

of the IMF as a lender of the last resort and its importance even for the developed countries 

together with next waves of negotiation on further empowerment of emerging and small 

developing countries are expected to be again vital subjects of academic interests. Therefore 

further promotion of research of the IMF even in Czech academia seems to be justified and 

desirable.  
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12. Appendices 
 

 

12.1. Analysis of the recent change in power distribution 

 

 

Table in the Appendix 1: Descriptive statistics for the Board of Directors 

Board of Directors 2013 
Descriptive statistics for votes 

of the members 

Total 2515719 

Count 185 

Median 2576 

Mean 13598,48 

Coefficient of variation 2,80 

Maximum 421961 

Minimum 755 

GINI 0,76 
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Table in the Appendix 2: Overview of changes in share of power between 2010 and 2013 

States Votes in 2010 
Votes 

in 2013 

Share 

of votes 

in 2010 

Share 

of votes 

in 2013 

Δ 

2013/2010 

% Share 

of votes 

Δ 

2013/2010 

% NPBI 

50 

Δ 

2013/2010 

% NPBI 

70 

Δ 

2013/2010 

% NPBI 

85 

Palau 281 768 0,01% 0,03% 139,71% -56,31% -55,92% -62,44% 

Marshall Islands 285 772 0,01% 0,03% 137,57% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

Micronesia 301 788 0,01% 0,03% 129,61% -12,61% -11,84% -24,87% 

Kiribati 306 793 0,01% 0,03% 127,29% -97,63% -97,60% -97,72% 

Bhutan 313 800 0,01% 0,03% 124,17% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

Tonga 319 806 0,01% 0,03% 121,60% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

Maldives 332 837 0,02% 0,03% 121,11% -68,23% -67,95% -72,68% 

Sao Tome and 

Principe 324 811 0,01% 0,03% 119,53% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

Seychelles 338 846 0,02% 0,03% 119,52% 74,25% 76,33% 50,00% 

Dominica 332 819 0,02% 0,03% 116,36% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

Timor Leste 332 819 0,02% 0,03% 116,36% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

St.Vincent and the 

Grenadines 333 820 0,02% 0,03% 115,97% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

Cape Verde 346 849 0,02% 0,03% 115,21% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

St.Kitts and Nevis 339 826 0,02% 0,03% 113,70% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

Comoros 339 826 0,02% 0,03% 113,70% 132,80% 135,48% 100,45% 

Solomon Islands 354 841 0,02% 0,03% 108,36% 74,25% 76,33% 50,00% 

Samoa 366 853 0,02% 0,03% 104,41% 162,40% 165,16% 125,45% 

Grenada 367 854 0,02% 0,03% 104,09% 96,41% 98,55% 68,71% 

San Marino 420 961 0,02% 0,04% 100,68% 117,96% 120,29% 87,41% 

Antigua and 

Barbuda 385 872 0,02% 0,03% 98,65% 96,41% 98,55% 68,71% 

St.Lucia 403 890 0,02% 0,04% 93,69% 96,41% 98,55% 68,71% 

Eritrea 409 896 0,02% 0,04% 92,14% 96,41% 98,55% 68,71% 

Djibouti 409 896 0,02% 0,04% 92,14% 96,41% 98,55% 68,71% 

Equatorial Guinea 576 1260 0,03% 0,05% 91,86% 89,20% 90,68% 62,95% 

Vanuatu 420 907 0,02% 0,04% 89,40% -50,75% -50,36% -57,75% 

Belize 438 925 0,02% 0,04% 85,22% 96,41% 98,55% 68,71% 

Montenegro 525 1012 0,02% 0,04% 69,06% 75,00% 76,06% 50,14% 

Gambia 561 1048 0,03% 0,04% 63,84% 45,60% 46,62% 25,23% 

Estonia 902 1676 0,04% 0,07% 62,97% 65,07% 66,31% 41,97% 

Botswana 880 1615 0,04% 0,06% 60,96% 55,20% 56,65% 33,64% 

Albania 737 1337 0,03% 0,05% 59,11% 62,54% 63,81% 39,49% 

Lesotho 599 1086 0,03% 0,04% 59,01% 60,00% 61,41% 37,73% 

Chad 810 1403 0,04% 0,06% 51,91% 53,15% 54,35% 31,52% 

Singapore 8875 14817 0,40% 0,59% 46,43% 45,37% 46,44% 25,14% 

Swaziland 757 1244 0,03% 0,05% 44,13% 31,23% 32,13% 12,78% 
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States Votes in 2010 
Votes 

in 2013 

Share 

of votes 

in 2010 

Share 

of votes 

in 2013 

Δ 

2013/2010 

% Share 

of votes 

Δ 

2013/2010 

% NPBI 

50 

Δ 

2013/2010 

% NPBI 

70 

Δ 

2013/2010 

% NPBI 

85 

Mongolia 761 1248 0,03% 0,05% 43,83% -88,59% -88,51% -90,08% 

Laos 779 1266 0,04% 0,05% 42,54% -92,48% -92,41% -93,33% 

Luxembourg 3041 4924 0,14% 0,20% 42,01% 42,83% 43,92% 22,74% 

Central African 

Republic 807 1294 0,04% 0,05% 40,63% 42,04% 43,24% 22,15% 

Burkina Faso 852 1339 0,04% 0,05% 37,84% 26,13% 27,25% 8,64% 

Benin 869 1356 0,04% 0,05% 36,86% 36,00% 37,12% 16,97% 

Ireland 8634 13313 0,39% 0,53% 35,24% 35,22% 36,22% 16,50% 

Niger 908 1395 0,04% 0,06% 34,75% 36,00% 37,12% 16,97% 

Barbados 925 1412 0,04% 0,06% 33,88% 36,00% 37,12% 16,97% 

Lithuania 1692 2576 0,08% 0,10% 33,53% 33,62% 34,77% 14,92% 

Macedonia 939 1426 0,04% 0,06% 33,19% 36,00% 37,12% 16,97% 

Malawi 944 1431 0,04% 0,06% 32,95% 36,00% 37,12% 16,97% 

Fiji 953 1440 0,04% 0,06% 32,52% -94,16% -94,11% -94,69% 

Vietnam 3541 5344 0,16% 0,21% 32,36% 32,40% 33,39% 13,80% 

Nepal 963 1450 0,04% 0,06% 32,06% -85,43% -85,32% -87,34% 

China 63942 95996 2,90% 3,82% 31,67% 30,76% 29,47% 25,97% 

Lebanon 2280 3401 0,10% 0,14% 30,83% -74,14% -73,94% -77,40% 

Turkmenistan 1002 1489 0,05% 0,06% 30,33% 31,25% 32,05% 12,67% 

Burundi 1020 1507 0,05% 0,06% 29,58% 31,25% 32,05% 12,67% 

Rwanda 1051 1538 0,05% 0,06% 28,35% 19,21% 20,00% 2,48% 

Haiti 1069 1556 0,05% 0,06% 27,66% 27,07% 28,07% 9,29% 

Congo Republic of 1096 1583 0,05% 0,06% 26,68% 27,07% 28,07% 9,29% 

Tajikistan 1120 1607 0,05% 0,06% 25,84% 27,07% 28,07% 9,29% 

Cambodia 1125 1612 0,05% 0,06% 25,67% 39,90% 40,93% 20,16% 

Kyrgyz Republic 1138 1625 0,05% 0,06% 25,24% 27,07% 28,07% 9,29% 

Latvia 1518 2158 0,07% 0,09% 24,68% 28,37% 29,21% 10,17% 

Guyana 1159 1646 0,05% 0,07% 24,56% 16,40% 17,55% 0,11% 

Oman 2190 3107 0,10% 0,12% 24,43% -6,55% -5,80% -19,61% 

Armenia 1170 1657 0,05% 0,07% 24,21% 23,80% 24,80% 6,36% 

Suriname 1171 1658 0,05% 0,07% 24,18% 23,80% 24,80% 6,36% 

Brazil 30611 43242 1,39% 1,72% 23,90% 23,36% 23,97% 11,21% 

Mali 1183 1670 0,05% 0,07% 23,81% 23,80% 24,80% 6,36% 

India 41832 58952 1,90% 2,34% 23,60% 23,26% 23,56% 15,24% 

Cyprus 1646 2319 0,07% 0,09% 23,57% 25,68% 26,69% 8,01% 

Paraguay 1249 1736 0,06% 0,07% 21,90% 23,80% 24,80% 6,36% 

Greece 8480 11755 0,38% 0,47% 21,58% 21,36% 22,27% 4,73% 

Mauritius 1266 1753 0,06% 0,07% 21,44% 21,07% 21,99% 3,98% 

Malta 1270 1757 0,06% 0,07% 21,34% 21,07% 21,99% 3,98% 

Sierra Leone 1287 1774 0,06% 0,07% 20,89% 21,07% 21,99% 3,98% 
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Δ 
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70 

Δ 

2013/2010 
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85 

Guinea 1321 1808 0,06% 0,07% 20,04% 21,07% 21,99% 3,98% 

Thailand 11069 15142 0,50% 0,60% 19,98% 18,94% 19,81% 2,93% 

Slovenia 2567 3487 0,12% 0,14% 19,14% 17,74% 18,57% 1,21% 

Mozambique 1386 1873 0,06% 0,07% 18,52% 18,70% 19,59% 1,95% 

Iceland 1426 1913 0,06% 0,08% 17,66% 18,70% 19,59% 1,95% 

Liberia 1522 2029 0,07% 0,08% 16,92% 16,67% 17,37% 0,18% 

Spain 30739 40971 1,39% 1,63% 16,90% 16,71% 17,37% 6,09% 

Moldova 1482 1969 0,07% 0,08% 16,53% 16,67% 17,37% 0,18% 

Honduras 1545 2032 0,07% 0,08% 15,35% 16,67% 17,37% 0,18% 

Nicaragua 1550 2037 0,07% 0,08% 15,26% 9,31% 10,14% -6,05% 

Bahamas 1553 2040 0,07% 0,08% 15,21% 9,31% 10,14% -6,05% 

Papua New Guinea 1566 2053 0,07% 0,08% 14,98% -79,61% -79,43% -82,28% 

Slovak Republic 3825 5012 0,17% 0,20% 14,92% 15,04% 15,96% -1,08% 

Ethiopia 1587 2074 0,07% 0,08% 14,62% 14,71% 15,70% -1,36% 

Bahrain 1600 2087 0,07% 0,08% 14,40% -81,08% -80,92% -83,53% 

Qatar 2888 3763 0,13% 0,15% 14,28% 3,83% 4,59% -10,70% 

Namibia 1615 2102 0,07% 0,08% 14,15% 14,71% 15,70% -1,36% 

United Arab 

Emirates 6367 8262 0,29% 0,33% 13,81% 168,77% 170,74% 130,51% 

Ecuador 3273 4215 0,15% 0,17% 12,95% 11,28% 12,11% -4,30% 

Georgia 1753 2240 0,08% 0,09% 12,07% 6,94% 7,73% -8,18% 

Czech Republic 8443 10759 0,38% 0,43% 11,76% 12,41% 13,25% -2,95% 

Gabon 1793 2280 0,08% 0,09% 11,53% 11,75% 12,55% -4,01% 

Poland 13940 17621 0,63% 0,70% 10,87% 10,70% 11,50% -3,61% 

Azerbaijan 1859 2346 0,08% 0,09% 10,68% 5,82% 6,61% -9,04% 

Afghanistan 1869 2356 0,08% 0,09% 10,56% 10,49% 11,28% -5,09% 

Senegal 1868 2355 0,08% 0,09% 10,49% -11,18% -21,45% 511,06% 

Costa Rica 1891 2378 0,09% 0,09% 10,29% 10,49% 11,28% -5,09% 

Turkey 12163 15295 0,55% 0,61% 10,29% 9,63% 10,47% -4,80% 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 1941 2428 0,09% 0,10% 9,71% 10,49% 11,28% -5,09% 

Sudan 1947 2434 0,09% 0,10% 9,64% 10,49% 11,28% -5,09% 

Jordan 1955 2442 0,09% 0,10% 9,55% -85,11% -84,99% -86,87% 

El Salvador 1963 2450 0,09% 0,10% 9,46% 9,24% 10,14% -6,07% 

Bolivia 1965 2452 0,09% 0,10% 9,44% 9,24% 10,14% -6,07% 

Uganda 2055 2542 0,09% 0,10% 8,49% 4,12% 4,88% -10,52% 

Portugal 8924 11034 0,40% 0,44% 8,44% 8,07% 8,88% -6,62% 

Cameroon 2107 2594 0,10% 0,10% 7,98% 8,24% 9,11% -6,95% 

Malaysia 15116 18476 0,69% 0,73% 7,20% 477,44% 481,17% 390,01% 

Tanzania 2239 2726 0,10% 0,11% 6,78% 7,31% 8,17% -7,81% 

Panama 2316 2803 0,10% 0,11% 6,15% 6,37% 7,22% -8,54% 
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Philippines 9049 10930 0,41% 0,43% 5,94% 2275,45% 2300,97% 1934,35% 

Guatemala 2352 2839 0,11% 0,11% 5,87% 2,00% 2,74% -12,33% 

Brunei 2402 2889 0,11% 0,11% 5,49% 130,57% 132,11% 98,02% 

Dominican Republic 2439 2926 0,11% 0,12% 5,22% 5,71% 6,44% -9,20% 

Israel 9532 11348 0,43% 0,45% 4,41% 3,99% 4,78% -10,03% 

Yemen 2685 3172 0,12% 0,13% 3,61% -95,99% -95,88% -94,06% 

Denmark 16678 19651 0,76% 0,78% 3,34% 3,14% 3,89% -9,45% 

Germany 133378 157022 6,04% 6,24% 3,25% 1,82% 0,49% 29,16% 

Myanmar 2834 3321 0,13% 0,13% 2,78% 188,70% 190,54% 147,82% 

Korea 29523 34401 1,34% 1,37% 2,20% 9909,60% 9975,48% 8117,73% 

Kenya 2964 3451 0,13% 0,14% 2,12% 2,00% 2,77% -12,28% 

Mexico 31778 36994 1,44% 1,47% 2,10% 1,71% 2,42% -5,56% 

Jamaica 2985 3472 0,14% 0,14% 2,01% 2,00% 2,77% -12,28% 

Uzbekistan 3006 3493 0,14% 0,14% 1,91% 2,00% 2,77% -12,28% 

Angola 3113 3600 0,14% 0,14% 1,43% 1,47% 2,31% -12,68% 

Tunisia 3115 3602 0,14% 0,14% 1,42% 1,47% 2,31% -12,68% 

Norway 16967 19574 0,77% 0,78% 1,18% 0,81% 1,56% -11,37% 

Austria 18973 21876 0,86% 0,87% 1,13% 0,77% 1,53% -10,89% 

Syria 3186 3673 0,14% 0,15% 1,11% -49,44% -49,05% -56,35% 

Uruguay 3315 3802 0,15% 0,15% 0,59% 0,66% 1,40% -13,40% 

Cote d’lvoire 3502 3989 0,16% 0,16% -0,10% -0,07% 0,72% -14,07% 

United States 371743 421961 16,85% 16,77% -0,45% 0,91% -4,13% 29,79% 

Trinidad and Tobago 3606 4093 0,16% 0,16% -0,45% -0,47% 0,32% -14,37% 

Croatia 3901 4388 0,18% 0,17% -1,35% -1,35% -0,59% -15,16% 

Italy 70805 79560 3,21% 3,16% -1,45% -1,78% -1,22% 14,06% 

Ghana 3940 4427 0,18% 0,18% -1,45% -1,35% -0,59% -15,16% 

Japan 130332 146392 5,91% 5,82% -1,49% -2,09% -2,25% 28,69% 

Belarus 4114 4601 0,19% 0,18% -1,91% -1,93% -1,18% -15,59% 

Sri Lanka 4384 4871 0,20% 0,19% -2,55% -2,62% -1,89% -16,21% 

Serbia 4927 5414 0,22% 0,22% -3,63% -3,63% -2,92% -17,04% 

Zambia 5141 5628 0,23% 0,22% -3,99% -4,00% -3,26% -17,32% 

Congo Democratic 

Republic of the 5580 6067 0,25% 0,24% -4,64% -4,76% -4,04% -17,96% 

Bangladesh 5583 6070 0,25% 0,24% -4,64% -4,76% -4,04% -17,96% 

Morocco 6132 6619 0,28% 0,26% -5,33% -5,40% -4,69% -18,45% 

Peru 6634 7121 0,30% 0,28% -5,86% -5,97% -5,24% -18,87% 

Bulgaria 6652 7139 0,30% 0,28% -5,87% -7,35% -6,63% -20,07% 

Colombia 7990 8477 0,36% 0,34% -6,95% -7,09% -6,40% -19,72% 

Chile 8811 9298 0,40% 0,37% -7,45% -7,59% -6,89% -20,06% 
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New Zealand 9196 9683 0,42% 0,38% -7,65% 2724,80% 2753,55% 2321,82% 

Egypt 9687 10174 0,44% 0,40% -7,89% -26,29% -25,71% -35,69% 

Romania 10552 11039 0,48% 0,44% -8,25% -9,27% -8,57% -21,26% 

Pakistan 10587 11074 0,48% 0,44% -8,26% -8,45% -7,73% -20,54% 

Hungary 10634 11121 0,48% 0,44% -8,28% -8,45% -7,73% -20,54% 

Libya 11487 11974 0,52% 0,48% -8,58% 3394,40% 3429,68% 2890,00% 

Iraq 12134 12621 0,55% 0,50% -8,77% 450,54% 454,98% 370,55% 

Algeria 12797 13284 0,58% 0,53% -8,96% -9,14% -8,44% -20,78% 

Finland 12888 13375 0,58% 0,53% -8,98% -9,18% -8,48% -20,79% 

Ukraine 13970 14457 0,63% 0,57% -9,24% -9,45% -8,74% -20,81% 

Kuwait 14061 14548 0,64% 0,58% -9,26% 450,84% 454,91% 369,89% 

Iran 15222 15709 0,69% 0,62% -9,49% -9,69% -8,99% -20,76% 

Nigeria 17782 18269 0,81% 0,73% -9,89% -10,11% -9,42% -20,52% 

South Africa 18935 19422 0,86% 0,77% -10,04% -10,26% -9,56% -20,35% 

Indonesia 21043 21530 0,95% 0,86% -10,26% 2249,55% 2264,49% 1882,11% 

Argentina 21421 21908 0,97% 0,87% -10,30% -10,53% -9,82% -19,86% 

Sweden 24205 24692 1,10% 0,98% -10,53% -10,76% -10,06% -19,15% 

Venezuela 26841 27328 1,22% 1,09% -10,70% -10,94% -10,22% -18,35% 

Australia 32614 33101 1,48% 1,32% -10,98% 9532,00% 9598,06% 7835,45% 

Switzerland 34835 35322 1,58% 1,40% -11,07% -11,31% -10,58% -15,12% 

Belgium 46302 46789 2,10% 1,86% -11,37% -11,62% -10,85% -8,79% 

Netherlands 51874 52361 2,35% 2,08% -11,47% -11,72% -10,92% -5,18% 

Russia 59704 60191 2,71% 2,39% -11,58% -11,82% -10,98% 0,09% 

Canada 63942 64429 2,90% 2,56% -11,63% -11,87% -10,99% 2,93% 

Saudi Arabia 70105 70592 3,18% 2,81% -11,69% 2463,16% 2436,28% 1705,63% 

France 107635 108122 4,88% 4,30% -11,90% -11,97% -10,59% 23,51% 

United Kingdom 107635 108122 4,88% 4,30% -11,90% -11,97% -10,59% 23,51% 

Togo 984 1471 0,08% 0,06% -29,30% 31,25% 32,05% 12,67% 

Kosovo 3907 1327 0,18% 0,05% -70,21% -70,87% -70,63% -74,90% 
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Figure in the Appendix 1: Comparison of relative NPBI 50 % in the distribution of votes between 2010 and 2013 

 

Being logarithmically distributed, the zero on the vertical axis was mover to 100 %. Therefore positive 

relative change above 100 % while negative bellow.  
 

Figure in the Appendix 2: Comparison of relative NPBI 70 % in the distribution of votes between 2010 and 2013 

 
Being logarithmically distributed, the zero on the vertical axis was mover to 100 %. Therefore positive 

relative change above 100 % while negative bellow.  
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Figure in the Appendix 3: Comparison of relative NPBI 85 % in the distribution of votes between 2010 and 2013 

 

Being logarithmically distributed, the zero on the vertical axis was mover to 100 %. Therefore positive 

relative change above 100 % while negative bellow.  
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12.2. Long-term development of power of countries within the IMF 

15.1.1. Relative change of share of votes within the Board of 

Governors 

 

Table in the Appendix 3: Average change of share of votes in the  Board of Governors 

  

Δ 1995/1990 

% Share of 

votes 

Δ 2000/1995 

% Share of 

votes 

Δ 2005/2000 

% Share of 

votes 

Δ 2010/2005 

% Share of 

votes 

Δ 2013/2010 

% Share of 

votes 

All Average -14% -9% 0% -1% 26% 

Developed Average -2% 3% -2% 1% 11% 

Emerging Average 0% -3% 0% 0% 6% 

Developing Average -17% -12% 0% -1% 30% 

LDC Average -28% -17% 0% -1% 48% 

G11 Average -14% -8% -2% -1% 5% 

G20-7 Average -8% 0% 1% 9% 2% 

G7 Average -2% 3% -2% -1% -5% 

 

 

 

Table in the Appendix 4: Median of change of share of votes in the  Board of Governers 

  

Δ 1995/1990 

% Share of 

votes 

Δ 2000/1995 

% Share of 

votes 

Δ 2005/2000 

% Share of 

votes 

Δ 2010/2005 

% Share of 

votes 

Δ 2013/2010 

% Share of 

votes 

All Median -16% -9% -2% -1% 14% 

Developed Median -6% 1% -2% -1% 3% 

Emerging Median -10% -6% -2% -1% -2% 

Developing Median -17% -10% -2% -1% 15% 

LDC Median -24% -16% -2% -1% 33% 

G11 Median -16% -8% -2% -1% 9% 

G20-7 Median -7% -5% -2% -1% -4% 

G7 Median -4% 1% -2% -1% -1% 
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Table in the Appendix 5: Average change of NPBI 50 % in the Board of Governers 

  

Δ 1995/1990 

% NPBI 50  

Δ 2000/1995 

% NPBI 50 

Δ 2005/2000 

% NPBI 50 

Δ 2010/2005 

% NPBI 50 

Δ 2013/2010 

% NPBI 50 

All Average -9% -6% 0% 3% 27% 

Developed Average 6% 5% -1% 1% 11% 

Emerging Average 6% -1% 0% 1% 6% 

Developing Average -12% -9% 0% 4% 30% 

LDC Average -21% -16% 0% -1% 49% 

G11 Average -6% -7% -1% -1% 4% 

G20-7 Average -1% 2% 2% 9% 2% 

G7 Average 5% 5% -1% -1% -5% 

 

 

Table in the Appendix 6: Median of change of NPBI 50 % in the Board of Governors 

  

Δ 1995/1990 

% NPBI 50  

Δ 2000/1995 

% NPBI 50 

Δ 2005/2000 

% NPBI 50 

Δ 2010/2005 

% NPBI 50 

Δ 2013/2010 

% NPBI 50 

All Median -9% -6% -1% -1% 14% 

Developed Median 1% 3% -1% -1% 2% 

Emerging Median -4% -4% -1% -1% -2% 

Developing Median -10% -6% -1% -1% 15% 

LDC Median -18% -14% -1% -1% 31% 

G11 Median -7% -6% -1% -1% 5% 

G20-7 Median 0% -3% -1% -1% -4% 

G7 Median 3% 4% -1% -1% -2% 
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Table in the Appendix 7: Average change of NPBI 70 % in the Board of Governers 

  

Δ 1995/1990 

% NPBI 70  

Δ 2000/1995 

% NPBI 70 

Δ 2005/2000 

% NPBI 70 

Δ 2010/2005 

% NPBI 70 

Δ 2013/2010 

% NPBI 70 

All Average -8% -10% 1% 2% 28% 

Developed Average 6% 2% -1% 1% 12% 

Emerging Average 8% -4% 0% 0% 7% 

Developing Average -12% -13% 1% 2% 31% 

LDC Average -23% -18% 1% -2% 50% 

G11 Average -5% -10% -1% -2% 5% 

G20-7 Average 0% -1% 2% 8% 3% 

G7 Average 5% 3% -2% -1% -6% 

 

 

Table in the Appendix 8: Median of change of NPBI 70 % in the Board of Governers 

  

Δ 1995/1990 

% NPBI 70  

Δ 2000/1995 

% NPBI 70 

Δ 2005/2000 

% NPBI 70 

Δ 2010/2005 

% NPBI 70 

Δ 2013/2010 

% NPBI 70 

All Median -8% -9% -1% -2% 15% 

Developed Median 2% 1% -1% -2% 3% 

Emerging Median -3% -6% -1% -2% -1% 

Developing Median -9% -9% -1% -2% 16% 

LDC Median -18% -16% -1% -2% 32% 

G11 Median -6% -9% -1% -2% 6% 

G20-7 Median 1% -5% -1% -2% -4% 

G7 Median 3% 1% -2% -2% -4% 
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Table in the Appendix 9: Average change of NPBI 85 % in the Board of Governers 

  

Δ 1995/1990 

% NPBI 85  

Δ 2000/1995 

% NPBI 85 

Δ 2005/2000 

% NPBI 85 

Δ 2010/2005 

% NPBI 85 

Δ 2013/2010 

% NPBI 85 

All Average -8% -9% 5% -2% 12% 

Developed Average 4% 2% -1% 0% 6% 

Emerging Average 9% -3% 0% -1% -5% 

Developing Average -10% -12% 6% -3% 13% 

LDC Average -22% -17% 2% -3% 28% 

G11 Average -4% -9% 0% -3% -10% 

G20-7 Average -1% 2% -1% 6% -3% 

G7 Average -5% 1% -4% 0% 22% 

  

 

Table in the Appendix 10: Median of change of NPBI 85 % in the Board of Governers 

  

Δ 1995/1990 

% NPBI 85  

Δ 2000/1995 

% NPBI 85 

Δ 2005/2000 

% NPBI 85 

Δ 2010/2005 

% NPBI 85 

Δ 2013/2010 

% NPBI 85 

All Median -7% -8% 0% -3% 0% 

Developed Median 0% 1% 0% -3% 2% 

Emerging Median -1% -5% 0% -3% -7% 

Developing Median -7% -8% 0% -3% 0% 

LDC Median -16% -16% 0% -3% 13% 

G11 Median -4% -8% 0% -3% -10% 

G20-7 Median -1% -2% -1% -1% -5% 

G7 Median -6% 1% -4% 1% 24% 
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Table in the Appendix 11: Relative difference between NPBI 50 and  share of votes 

 
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Mean of 

difference
s 

 

NPBI 50 / 
share of 

votes 

NPBI 50 / 
share of 

votes 

NPBI 50 / 
share of 

votes 

NPBI 50 / 
share of 

votes 

NPBI 50 / 
share of 

votes 

NPBI 50 / 
share of 

votes 

United States 37,79% 51,58% 44,12% 43,27% 42,99% 44,94% 44,12% 

Palau 
  

-2,48% -2,46% -1,85% -4,68% -2,87% 

Marshall 

Islands  
-2,41% -0,36% -3,83% -3,23% -5,17% -3,00% 

Tuvalu 
     

-3,04% -3,04% 

Solomon 

Islands 
-16,63% -17,42% 3,41% 3,85% 4,09% -12,95% -5,94% 

Samoa -19,32% -19,89% 0,02% 0,45% 0,68% -3,26% -6,89% 

South Sudan 
     

-6,89% -6,89% 

Burkina Faso -11,46% -9,44% -3,51% -3,23% -2,89% -11,13% -6,94% 

Grenada -19,32% -19,89% -0,25% 0,17% 0,40% -3,38% -7,05% 

Haiti -15,46% -5,88% -4,08% -5,58% -5,47% -5,90% -7,06% 

Moldova 
 

-6,52% -7,55% -7,23% -7,10% -6,99% -7,08% 

Benin -10,99% -10,85% -5,40% -5,13% -4,79% -5,38% -7,09% 

Georgia 
 

-7,84% -6,21% -5,81% -5,73% -10,04% -7,13% 

Senegal -16,59% -12,90% -7,06% -6,72% 0,00% 0,00% -7,21% 

Mongolia 
 

-13,57% -4,07% -3,67% -3,45% -11,91% -7,33% 

Armenia 
 

-12,80% -6,32% -5,92% -5,71% -6,02% -7,35% 

Slovenia 
 

-8,16% -7,43% -7,12% -7,00% -8,09% -7,56% 

Gambia -20,64% -6,41% -2,31% -1,90% -1,67% -12,62% -7,59% 

Brunei 
  

-6,05% -8,44% -8,23% -8,04% -7,69% 

Nepal -19,56% -6,93% -5,08% -4,90% -4,69% -5,27% -7,74% 

Fiji -18,51% -5,83% -4,08% -3,90% -3,69% -10,90% -7,82% 

Micronesia 
 

-5,83% -8,96% -8,94% -8,37% -7,10% -7,84% 

Mauritius -14,99% -8,94% -6,15% -5,84% -5,71% -6,00% -7,94% 

San Marino 
 

2,38% -12,84% -12,47% -12,27% -4,71% -7,98% 

Eritrea 
 

-1,83% -10,50% -10,11% -9,91% -7,91% -8,05% 

Lithuania 
 

-9,46% -8,14% -7,95% -7,67% -7,61% -8,17% 

Azerbaijan 
 

-11,73% -6,61% -6,27% -6,12% -10,24% -8,19% 

Swaziland -16,07% -12,72% -3,57% -3,16% -2,94% -11,63% -8,35% 

Central African 

Republic 
-9,54% -5,33% -9,54% -9,16% -8,95% -8,04% -8,43% 

Yemen 
 

-11,09% -8,07% -7,80% -7,63% -7,60% -8,44% 

Bulgaria 
 

-10,45% -7,96% -7,65% -7,49% -8,94% -8,50% 

Croatia 
 

-9,39% -8,63% -8,32% -8,15% -8,15% -8,53% 

Equatorial 

Guinea 
-23,02% -9,07% -4,86% -4,45% -4,23% -5,56% -8,53% 

South Africa 
  

-8,82% -8,52% -8,33% -8,55% -8,56% 

Bolivia -13,45% -11,15% -6,96% -6,68% -6,47% -6,64% -8,56% 



122 

 

 

Latvia 
 

-7,73% -9,74% -9,43% -9,30% -6,62% -8,56% 

Mozambique -12,64% -9,63% -7,64% -7,40% -7,19% -7,05% -8,59% 

Ukraine 
 

-10,69% -8,44% -8,14% -7,95% -8,17% -8,68% 

Serbia 
   

-8,83% -8,64% -8,65% -8,71% 

Belarus 
 

-9,13% -8,94% -8,63% -8,45% -8,47% -8,72% 

Botswana -11,43% -12,87% -6,58% -6,31% -5,98% -9,34% -8,75% 

Chad -9,87% -5,47% -9,88% -9,49% -9,29% -8,55% -8,76% 

Tajikistan 
 

-5,11% -10,16% -9,88% -9,77% -8,89% -8,76% 

Jordan -15,64% -8,43% -6,49% -6,20% -5,99% -9,96% -8,79% 

Uganda -13,86% -9,80% -6,66% -6,32% -6,16% -9,94% -8,79% 

Rwanda -15,09% -15,19% -4,27% -3,96% -3,85% -10,69% -8,84% 

Korea 
 

-10,96% -8,57% -8,26% -8,27% -8,50% -8,91% 

Papua New 

Guinea 
-17,35% -10,64% -6,63% -6,37% -6,16% -6,38% -8,92% 

Switzerland 
 

-10,47% -8,80% -8,49% -8,31% -8,56% -8,93% 

Liberia -13,36% -7,05% -5,08% 
 

-9,54% -9,74% -8,95% 

Mali -11,85% -14,10% -7,35% -6,95% -6,74% -6,75% -8,96% 

Gabon -14,95% -7,36% -8,30% -7,91% -7,83% -7,65% -9,00% 

Estonia 
 

-12,35% -8,86% -8,60% -8,27% -7,09% -9,03% 

Malta -16,66% -12,80% -6,45% -6,13% -6,01% -6,22% -9,05% 

Afghanistan -17,79% -7,61% 
 

-6,77% -6,62% -6,67% -9,09% 

Russia 
 

-11,01% -8,91% -8,58% -8,39% -8,64% -9,11% 

Czech 

Republic  
-11,13% -9,10% -8,79% -8,61% -8,08% -9,14% 

Kiribati -9,05% -7,46% -10,45% -10,43% -9,87% -7,68% -9,16% 

Kazakhstan 
 

-11,25% -8,77% -8,47% 
 

-8,28% -9,19% 

Bahamas -17,81% -10,34% -5,85% -5,59% -5,38% -10,22% -9,20% 

Angola 
 

-11,32% -9,02% -8,74% -8,50% -8,46% -9,21% 

Uzbekistan 
 

-12,25% -8,77% -8,53% -8,32% -8,24% -9,22% 

Antigua and 

Barbuda 
-16,63% -19,89% -4,92% -4,51% -4,29% -5,37% -9,27% 

Kosovo 
    

-8,29% -10,33% -9,31% 

Kenya -15,00% -12,21% -7,48% -7,23% -7,02% -7,13% -9,35% 

Slovak 

Republic  
-11,23% -9,22% -8,95% -8,74% -8,65% -9,36% 

Qatar -16,48% -8,58% -8,23% -7,95% -7,79% -7,54% -9,43% 

El Salvador -19,45% -10,80% -6,87% -6,58% -6,37% -6,56% -9,44% 

Lesotho -16,68% -8,33% -8,51% -8,12% -7,91% -7,34% -9,48% 

Jamaica -16,75% -8,81% -8,13% -7,88% -7,68% -7,69% -9,49% 

Nicaragua -19,39% -11,23% -5,67% -5,41% -5,19% -10,09% -9,50% 

United Arab 

Emirates 
-15,66% -9,85% -8,14% -7,85% -7,68% -8,01% -9,53% 

Turkmenistan 
 

-14,15% -8,77% -8,60% -8,40% -7,75% -9,53% 

St.Lucia -23,04% -0,47% -9,16% -8,78% -8,57% -7,29% -9,55% 

Guatemala -18,39% -9,86% -6,80% -6,49% -6,28% -9,70% -9,59% 
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Sri Lanka -15,89% -10,07% -8,29% -8,00% -7,80% -7,86% -9,65% 

Ecuador -14,48% -12,02% -7,84% -7,55% -7,37% -8,74% -9,67% 

Chile -14,23% -10,00% -8,74% -8,43% -8,27% -8,41% -9,68% 

Suriname -21,37% -12,89% -6,40% -6,00% -5,79% -6,08% -9,76% 

Singapore -14,71% -11,05% -8,36% -8,06% -7,89% -8,55% -9,77% 

Congo 

Democratic 

Republic of the 

-15,48% 
  

-8,00% -7,83% -7,95% -9,82% 

New Zealand -15,96% -9,81% -8,58% -8,29% -8,11% -8,26% -9,84% 

Colombia -16,38% -9,88% -8,50% -8,22% -8,04% -8,18% -9,87% 

Romania -16,29% -10,36% -8,22% -7,91% -7,72% -8,75% -9,88% 

Ethiopia -16,22% -12,82% -7,87% -7,61% -7,41% -7,33% -9,88% 

Trinidad and 

Tobago 
-14,43% -11,03% -8,75% -8,49% -8,28% -8,30% -9,88% 

Bangladesh -17,19% -9,94% -8,36% -8,05% -7,88% -7,99% -9,90% 

Cameroon -14,92% -10,47% -8,96% -8,63% -8,48% -8,25% -9,95% 

Finland -16,52% -10,16% -8,54% -8,25% -8,07% -8,27% -9,97% 

Malaysia -15,90% -10,24% -8,74% -8,43% -8,25% -8,32% -9,98% 

Denmark -16,10% -10,88% -8,52% -8,21% -8,04% -8,22% -10,00% 

Namibia 
 

-13,73% -9,47% -9,21% -9,01% -8,56% -10,00% 

Algeria -16,29% -10,42% -8,61% -8,31% -8,14% -8,32% -10,02% 

Costa Rica -15,83% -12,96% -8,19% -7,86% -7,71% -7,54% -10,02% 

Egypt -16,27% -10,90% -8,51% -8,20% -8,03% -8,19% -10,02% 

Guyana -21,27% -12,52% -5,43% -5,03% -4,81% -11,05% -10,02% 

Thailand -16,86% -10,30% -8,37% -8,07% -7,89% -8,69% -10,03% 

Kuwait -16,58% -10,50% -8,38% -8,07% -7,90% -8,75% -10,03% 

Norway -17,01% -10,46% -8,46% -8,16% -7,98% -8,32% -10,07% 

Turkey -17,28% -10,07% -8,53% -8,24% -7,86% -8,42% -10,07% 

Zambia -15,21% -9,02% -9,35% -9,07% -8,88% -8,90% -10,07% 

Nigeria -17,00% -10,27% -8,55% -8,25% -8,07% -8,29% -10,07% 

Libya -16,65% -10,75% -8,53% -8,23% -8,05% -8,23% -10,07% 

Oman -14,73% -13,20% -8,21% -7,92% -7,71% -8,67% -10,07% 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina   
-10,55% -10,23% -10,08% -9,44% -10,08% 

Austria -16,62% -10,73% -8,52% -8,22% -8,04% -8,36% -10,08% 

Zimbabwe -14,97% -9,30% -8,24% 
  

-7,82% -10,08% 

Pakistan -16,74% -10,83% -8,52% -8,22% -8,03% -8,22% -10,09% 

Cambodia 
 

-10,38% -10,56% -10,28% -10,17% -9,17% -10,11% 

Sweden -16,53% -10,47% -8,68% -8,38% -8,20% -8,44% -10,12% 

Iraq -16,38% -10,30% -8,46% -8,59% -8,41% -8,59% -10,12% 

Iran -15,94% -10,78% -8,77% -8,47% -8,29% -8,49% -10,12% 

Mexico -16,63% -10,46% -8,70% -8,40% -8,14% -8,49% -10,14% 

Brazil -16,43% -10,42% -8,72% -8,41% -8,24% -8,63% -10,14% 

Greece -17,50% -10,84% -8,41% -8,11% -7,92% -8,08% -10,14% 
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Hungary -15,90% -10,44% -8,93% -8,62% -8,44% -8,61% -10,16% 

Argentina -16,44% -10,64% -8,75% -8,44% -8,26% -8,49% -10,17% 

Venezuela -16,41% -10,40% -8,81% -8,51% -8,33% -8,57% -10,17% 

Sierra Leone -19,40% -12,42% -7,68% -7,37% -7,25% -7,11% -10,21% 

Poland -15,96% -10,80% -8,90% -8,60% -8,42% -8,56% -10,21% 

Philippines -15,72% -10,26% -9,13% -8,82% -8,64% -8,69% -10,21% 

Australia -16,87% -10,54% -8,74% -8,43% -8,25% -8,49% -10,22% 

Spain -16,67% -10,58% -8,80% -8,50% -8,32% -8,46% -10,22% 

Ireland -16,18% -10,45% -8,98% -8,69% -8,51% -8,52% -10,22% 

Belgium -16,57% -10,67% -8,79% -8,47% -8,29% -8,54% -10,22% 

Uruguay -16,02% -10,57% -9,01% -8,72% -8,55% -8,49% -10,23% 

Peru -15,57% -10,67% -9,10% -8,81% -8,60% -8,71% -10,24% 

Netherlands -16,78% -10,80% -8,78% -8,46% -8,27% -8,53% -10,27% 

Lebanon -19,55% -11,01% -7,80% -7,55% -7,29% -8,43% -10,27% 

Mauritania -14,92% -13,56% -8,05% -7,78% 
 

-7,10% -10,28% 

Cote d’lvoire -16,77% -11,54% -8,67% -8,38% -8,20% -8,18% -10,29% 

India -16,88% -10,75% -8,82% -8,51% -8,32% -8,58% -10,31% 

Indonesia -16,96% -10,67% -8,84% -8,53% -8,36% -8,58% -10,32% 

Portugal -16,88% -10,86% -8,87% -8,56% -8,40% -8,71% -10,38% 

Israel -16,83% -10,61% -8,93% -8,65% -8,45% -8,82% -10,38% 

Bahrain -20,84% -8,62% -8,62% -8,36% -8,16% -7,91% -10,42% 

Syria -18,62% -12,30% -8,21% -7,89% -7,75% -7,74% -10,42% 

China -16,69% -10,81% -8,83% -8,68% -8,49% -9,12% -10,44% 

Canada -16,89% -10,96% -9,02% -8,68% -8,49% -8,74% -10,46% 

Panama -14,67% -12,84% -9,23% -8,98% -8,73% -8,54% -10,50% 

Morocco -16,92% -10,98% -9,09% -8,79% -8,64% -8,71% -10,52% 

Italy -17,10% -11,06% -9,05% -8,71% -8,51% -8,82% -10,54% 

Ghana -16,35% -10,14% -9,53% -9,23% -9,05% -8,96% -10,54% 

Saudi Arabia -17,03% -11,27% -9,04% -8,70% -8,51% -8,75% -10,55% 

Bhutan -9,05% -9,03% -12,45% -12,43% -11,88% -8,49% -10,56% 

Tunisia -18,17% -10,82% -9,08% -8,80% -8,56% -8,51% -10,66% 

Vietnam -17,27% -9,29% -9,68% -9,39% -9,21% -9,19% -10,67% 

Djibouti -24,21% -1,83% -10,50% -10,11% -9,91% -7,91% -10,75% 

Congo 

Republic of 
-19,56% -13,55% -8,20% -7,91% -7,80% -7,51% -10,76% 

Kyrgyz 

Republic  
-9,88% -11,59% -11,30% -11,20% -9,90% -10,77% 

Niger -14,63% -14,50% -9,47% -9,20% -8,88% -8,03% -10,79% 

Myanmar -17,56% -10,43% -9,73% -9,42% -9,22% -9,02% -10,90% 

Dominican 

Republic 
-14,78% -12,31% -10,12% -9,83% -9,63% -9,21% -10,98% 

Burundi -13,71% -12,82% -10,38% -10,21% -10,01% -8,85% -11,00% 

Montenegro 
    

-12,58% -9,51% -11,05% 

Luxembourg -18,20% -10,70% -9,82% -9,58% -9,38% -8,85% -11,09% 
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Tanzania -17,78% -11,47% -10,22% -9,94% -9,73% -9,28% -11,40% 

France -17,79% -12,77% -9,99% -9,56% -9,33% -9,41% -11,48% 

Cyprus -20,67% -6,92% -11,17% -10,92% -10,72% -9,20% -11,60% 

Iceland -21,02% -10,70% -10,23% -10,00% -9,79% -9,00% -11,79% 

United 

Kingdom 
-20,11% -12,77% -9,99% -9,56% -9,33% -9,41% -11,86% 

Guinea -19,40% -13,69% -10,06% -9,76% -9,64% -8,86% -11,90% 

Laos -23,18% -16,26% -14,50% -5,89% -5,68% -6,01% -11,92% 

Barbados -15,20% -15,20% -11,13% -10,87% -10,55% -9,13% -12,01% 

Honduras -19,05% -10,42% -11,32% -11,02% -10,89% -9,87% -12,10% 

Tonga -11,31% -10,54% -14,10% -14,08% -13,54% -9,17% -12,12% 

Albania 
 

-10,99% -13,15% -12,93% -12,88% -11,00% -12,19% 

Malawi -19,43% -5,58% -12,92% -12,66% -12,35% -10,34% -12,21% 

Sudan -18,56% 
  

-10,51% -10,36% -9,67% -12,28% 

Paraguay -20,41% -7,82% -12,24% -11,87% -11,67% -10,30% -12,39% 

Japan -17,61% -13,63% -11,21% -10,69% -10,42% -10,97% -12,42% 

Macedonia 
 

-15,99% -12,45% -12,20% -11,88% -10,03% -12,51% 

Germany -18,75% -13,63% -11,43% -10,89% -10,61% -11,85% -12,86% 

Vanuatu -26,44% -4,45% -12,84% -12,47% -12,27% -9,02% -12,92% 

Sao Tome and 

Principe 
-13,76% -12,01% -15,43% -15,40% -14,88% -9,73% -13,54% 

Maldives -7,37% -12,01% -17,46% -17,44% -16,93% -12,54% -13,96% 

Dominica -13,76% -13,43% -17,46% -17,44% -16,93% -10,61% -14,94% 

Timor Leste 
   

-17,44% -16,93% -10,61% -14,99% 

St.Vincent and 

the Grenadines 
-13,76% -13,43% -17,71% -17,69% -17,18% -10,72% -15,08% 

Belize -27,51% -6,93% -16,42% -16,07% -15,87% -10,79% -15,60% 

Seychelles -10,68% -13,43% -18,93% -18,91% -18,40% -13,47% -15,64% 

St.Kitts and 

Nevis 
-15,22% -14,80% -19,17% -19,15% -18,64% -11,37% -16,39% 

Comoros -15,22% -14,80% -19,17% -19,15% -18,64% -11,37% -16,39% 

Cape Verde -15,22% -16,13% -20,80% -20,78% -20,29% -13,77% -17,83% 

0 % means that the share of votes and the respective power indices. Bellow zero means that 

the index is higher than the actual share of votes and visa versa.  
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Table in the Appendix 12: Relative difference between share of votes to share of GDP 

 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 
Average 

of ratio 

Kiribati 14212% 10059% 6375% 6271% 5685% 14397% 9500% 

Sao Tome and Principe 
 

4450% 6062% 

  

9946% 6819% 

Liberia 
  

2520% 

 

5922% 5257% 4566% 

Tonga 3847% 2629% 2150% 2114% 2263% 5394% 3066% 

Samoa 5143% 3474% 2224% 2186% 1741% 3522% 3048% 

Vanuatu 4381% 2881% 2161% 2124% 2104% 3390% 2840% 

Equatorial Guinea 8289% 5835% 927% 911% 97% 100% 2693% 

Comoros 2909% 2408% 2187% 2150% 1669% 3577% 2483% 

Dominica 3134% 2115% 1402% 1378% 1642% 4058% 2288% 

Sierra Leone 1325% 2074% 2698% 2653% 2113% 2131% 2165% 

Solomon Islands 3503% 1522% 1120% 1100% 1697% 3111% 2009% 

St.Kitts and Nevis 3245% 2038% 1157% 1137% 1173% 2723% 1912% 

St.Vincent and the Grenadines 2716% 1828% 1145% 1125% 1102% 2779% 1782% 

Guyana 2341% 1852% 1387% 1363% 1630% 1808% 1730% 

Gambia 2042% 1504% 1216% 1195% 1708% 2544% 1701% 

Suriname 892% 3536% 1604% 1576% 1345% 1098% 1675% 

Zambia 1459% 1485% 2199% 2162% 1602% 827% 1622% 

Grenada 2320% 1789% 990% 972% 985% 2465% 1587% 

Burundi 902% 1169% 1388% 1364% 1933% 1882% 1440% 

Bhutan 1901% 1917% 1032% 1013% 714% 1382% 1327% 

Tajikistan 
 

2123% 1323% 1300% 959% 633% 1268% 

Djibouti 
 

1261% 996% 978% 1046% 1937% 1244% 

Moldova 
 

1584% 1439% 1414% 1000% 717% 1231% 

Kosovo 
    

1947% 471% 1209% 

Zimbabwe 
  

693% 

  

1622% 1157% 

Seychelles 1763% 1047% 690% 678% 659% 2097% 1156% 

Cape Verde 2118% 1276% 800% 785% 617% 1161% 1126% 

St.Lucia 1596% 1084% 730% 717% 816% 1761% 1117% 

Belize 1829% 1087% 739% 726% 678% 1515% 1096% 

Lesotho 1596% 999% 938% 921% 819% 1283% 1093% 

Maldives 2626% 1287% 537% 527% 514% 918% 1068% 

Central African Republic 685% 995% 1064% 1046% 1105% 1463% 1060% 

Kyrgyz Republic 
 

1381% 1040% 1022% 869% 699% 1002% 

Congo Democratic Republic of 

the 606% -100% 

 

1672% 1515% 1118% 962% 

Antigua and Barbuda 1250% 938% 615% 603% 684% 1583% 946% 

Timor Leste 
   

1303% 921% 564% 929% 

Eritrea 
 

1089% 665% 652% 646% 1102% 831% 

Armenia 
 

1713% 794% 780% 482% 301% 814% 

Georgia 
 

1710% 700% 687% 534% 356% 797% 
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Mauritania 941% 889% 1004% 986% -100% 873% 766% 

Mongolia 
 

970% 890% 874% 599% 446% 756% 

Fiji 908% 641% 672% 660% 556% 973% 735% 

Rwanda 452% 963% 733% 720% 803% 613% 714% 

Togo 707% 990% -100% -100% 1684% 1007% 698% 

Swaziland 944% 645% 606% 594% 541% 841% 695% 

Laos 1337% 612% 534% 659% 514% 424% 680% 

Malawi 726% 783% 673% 661% 581% 599% 671% 

Haiti 1703% 795% 213% 284% 455% 469% 653% 

Nicaragua 1078% 627% 494% 485% 547% 663% 649% 

Trinidad and Tobago 755% 893% 641% 629% 399% 330% 608% 

Guinea 575% 444% 461% 452% 638% 823% 565% 

Bulgaria 
 

923% 630% 618% 399% 246% 563% 

Chad 675% 782% 649% 637% 249% 319% 552% 

Niger 415% 618% 604% 593% 471% 523% 538% 

Jamaica 800% 597% 382% 374% 444% 530% 521% 

Namibia 
 

601% 552% 542% 382% 423% 500% 

Nigeria 572% 902% 567% 557% 273% 129% 500% 

Barbados 543% 547% 370% 362% 423% 680% 488% 

Brunei 
  

416% 596% 463% 453% 482% 

Azerbaijan 
 

1188% 468% 459% 257% 19% 478% 

Papua New Guinea 430% 332% 527% 517% 589% 468% 477% 

Saudi Arabia 554% 585% 510% 501% 404% 288% 474% 

Belarus 
 

1294% 370% 363% 226% 100% 471% 

Mali 585% 550% 499% 490% 351% 341% 469% 

Mozambique 569% 816% 357% 350% 359% 358% 468% 

Kuwait 555% 629% 547% 537% 320% 177% 461% 

Afghanistan 
    

550% 335% 443% 

Congo Republic of 410% 585% 529% 519% 332% 239% 436% 

Benin 549% 532% 414% 405% 308% 391% 433% 

Angola 
 

831% 569% 558% 195% 7% 432% 

Ghana 495% 546% 432% 424% 413% 267% 429% 

Montenegro 
    

388% 468% 428% 

Serbia 
   

705% 304% 209% 406% 

Uganda 347% 590% 373% 365% 386% 285% 391% 

Ethiopia 1540% 162% 185% 180% 188% 68% 387% 

Gabon 328% 405% 445% 436% 360% 324% 383% 

Bahamas 391% 459% 279% 272% 300% 517% 370% 

Libya 300% 396% 376% 369% 513% 257% 369% 

Malta 
 

357% 364% 357% 325% 409% 363% 

Ukraine 
 

416% 476% 467% 290% 139% 357% 

Mauritius 570% 358% 298% 292% 276% 347% 357% 

Senegal 329% 441% 441% 432% 315% 173% 355% 

Iraq 
  

150% 

 

624% 291% 355% 
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Cambodia 
 

468% 373% 365% 288% 262% 351% 

Sri Lanka 566% 406% 283% 277% 285% 165% 330% 

Myanmar 
  

413% 405% 382% 113% 328% 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 
  

406% 398% 269% 235% 327% 

Cote d’lvoire 277% 371% 321% 314% 331% 316% 322% 

Venezuela 454% 448% 278% 272% 343% 109% 317% 

Burkina Faso 314% 401% 337% 330% 229% 276% 314% 

Tanzania 386% 516% 252% 247% 243% 213% 309% 

Bolivia 397% 346% 236% 231% 317% 227% 292% 

Honduras 269% 403% 237% 232% 225% 237% 267% 

Uzbekistan 
 

449% 184% 179% 363% 148% 265% 

Macedonia 
 

290% 274% 268% 224% 261% 263% 

Yemen 
 

75% 390% 382% 256% 174% 256% 

Panama 414% 314% 194% 189% 205% 173% 248% 

Jordan 309% 332% 244% 239% 221% 143% 248% 

Kenya 185% 317% 228% 223% 230% 174% 226% 

Albania 
 

419% 225% 219% 95% 159% 223% 

El Salvador 548% 233% 125% 122% 130% 178% 223% 

Bahrain 260% 252% 233% 227% 161% 135% 211% 

Romania 120% 360% 296% 290% 153% 49% 211% 

Qatar 383% 416% 209% 204% 62% -20% 209% 

Latvia 
 

446% 200% 195% 108% 86% 207% 

Lebanon 594% 226% 89% 86% 101% 140% 206% 

Algeria 127% 277% 264% 258% 180% 103% 201% 

Uruguay 318% 138% 98% 95% 330% 172% 192% 

Hungary 265% 233% 222% 217% 102% 95% 189% 

Kazakhstan 
 

343% 197% 192% 

 

-21% 178% 

Nepal 232% 216% 154% 150% 148% 153% 176% 

Paraguay 211% 148% 142% 138% 251% 149% 173% 

Cyprus 305% 195% 151% 147% 102% 132% 172% 

Iceland 187% 208% 139% 135% 98% 231% 166% 

Cameroon 82% 176% 200% 195% 157% 172% 164% 

Russia 
 

204% 255% 249% 88% -1% 159% 

Turkmenistan 
 

151% 268% 262% 31% 78% 158% 

Estonia 
 

389% 129% 125% 42% 94% 156% 

Belgium 144% 127% 169% 164% 147% 131% 147% 

Ecuador 239% 145% 150% 146% 88% 84% 142% 

Syria 158% 181% 161% 156% 136% 59% 142% 

Malaysia 197% 99% 164% 160% 128% 103% 142% 

Botswana 170% 151% 124% 121% 73% 190% 138% 

Croatia 
 

199% 167% 163% 83% 62% 135% 

Morocco 202% 173% 127% 123% 107% 76% 135% 

Costa Rica 327% 145% 78% 75% 89% 79% 132% 

Guatemala 264% 173% 99% 96% 81% 73% 131% 



129 

 

 

Slovak Republic 
 

216% 160% 156% 74% 34% 128% 

Sudan 280% 

  

142% 67% 2% 123% 

Tunisia 178% 137% 103% 100% 92% 95% 118% 

New Zealand 124% 134% 139% 135% 76% 78% 114% 

Lithuania 
 

246% 117% 113% 41% 53% 114% 

Vietnam 241% 188% 75% 73% 44% 34% 109% 

Pakistan 159% 112% 107% 103% 104% 58% 107% 

Dominican Republic 245% 135% 60% 58% 82% 46% 104% 

Luxembourg 94% 61% 115% 112% 69% 116% 95% 

Iran 67% 146% 120% 116% 68% 0% 86% 

Bangladesh 120% 109% 74% 71% 79% 53% 85% 

South Africa 
  

104% 101% 68% 51% 81% 

Switzerland 
 

63% 90% 87% 84% 67% 78% 

Peru 108% 100% 77% 74% 77% 26% 77% 

Oman 82% 100% 93% 90% 59% 35% 77% 

Indonesia 108% 54% 127% 123% 52% -12% 75% 

Netherlands 79% 71% 86% 83% 63% 53% 73% 

Philippines 105% 68% 65% 63% 83% 45% 71% 

Czech Republic 
 

93% 97% 94% 40% 25% 70% 

Slovenia 
 

77% 73% 70% 46% 66% 66% 

Egypt 3% 140% 53% 50% 118% 28% 65% 

Argentina 98% 13% 7% 5% 158% 56% 56% 

Chile 15% 94% 61% 58% 66% 18% 52% 

Israel 94% 54% 19% 17% 41% 33% 43% 

Ireland 84% 72% 31% 29% -12% 38% 40% 

Norway 38% 57% 53% 51% 21% 13% 39% 

Denmark 25% 25% 42% 40% 31% 46% 35% 

Poland 117% 65% 18% 16% 1% -11% 34% 

India 47% 72% 33% 31% 12% 3% 33% 

Finland 1% 51% 45% 43% 32% 28% 33% 

Singapore -26% -6% 45% 43% 49% 77% 30% 

Sweden 4% 32% 37% 35% 30% 31% 28% 

Canada 10% 37% 38% 36% 20% 5% 24% 

Austria 13% 5% 32% 30% 25% 33% 23% 

Thailand 14% -25% 34% 32% 29% 27% 19% 

Colombia 54% 12% 13% 11% 25% -19% 16% 

United Kingdom 39% 26% 5% 3% -5% 9% 13% 

Portugal 28% 3% 5% 3% -7% 11% 7% 

Australia 11% 23% 18% 16% -5% -28% 6% 

United Arab Emirates 15% 30% 6% 4% -21% -33% 0% 

France -16% -4% 9% 7% 1% -3% -1% 

Greece 8% -3% -8% -10% -29% -14% -9% 

Germany -17% -33% -7% -9% -6% 10% -10% 

Italy -39% -22% -14% -15% -21% -12% -21% 
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China 18% -3% -38% -18% -38% -55% -22% 

Mexico -1% -28% -35% -36% -23% -27% -25% 

Brazil -27% -32% -36% -37% -18% -43% -32% 

Spain -38% -35% -26% -28% -44% -34% -34% 

United States -33% -32% -43% -44% -41% -29% -37% 

Korea 
 

-67% -47% -48% -25% -11% -40% 

Turkey -41% -44% -46% -47% -42% -47% -44% 

Japan -72% -69% -57% -58% -46% -32% -56% 
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Table in the Appendix 13: Share of votes  to share of global GDP 

 

Share of votes %  to share of global GDP PPP 

 
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 

Average 

of ratio 

St.Kitts and Nevis 2826,61% 2036,19% 1483,55% 1458,37% 1442,75% 3183,36% 2071,80% 

Kiribati 2628,20% 1866,65% 1329,40% 1306,67% 1292,57% 3052,18% 1912,61% 

Tonga 1298,82% 1934,46% 1390,12% 1366,43% 1351,73% 3103,86% 1740,90% 

Comoros 1363,31% 1502,14% 1483,55% 1458,37% 1442,75% 3183,36% 1738,91% 

Dominica 1338,50% 951,14% 1450,85% 1426,19% 1410,89% 3155,53% 1622,18% 

Samoa 1437,71% 1603,86% 1182,25% 741,25% 1149,22% 3290,68% 1567,49% 

Vanuatu 1586,52% 1171,54% 880,96% 1830,73% 855,68% 1702,67% 1338,02% 

Equatorial Guinea 4205,59% 3243,30% 236,33% 11,88% -19,76% 50,26% 1287,93% 

Grenada 1437,71% 1035,91% 757,17% 743,54% 735,09% 1597,33% 1051,12% 

St.Vincent and the 

Grenadines 
1338,50% 951,14% 677,76% 665,40% 657,72% 1529,75% 970,05% 

Solomon Islands 1388,11% 634,67% 520,11% 713,66% 705,51% 1571,49% 922,26% 

Antigua and Barbuda 892,07% 873,64% 670,75% 784,92% 650,89% 1633,10% 917,56% 

Sierra Leone 585,36% 731,69% 1402,97% 944,05% 876,16% 819,78% 893,34% 

Cape Verde 1363,31% 985,05% 708,12% 695,28% 490,48% 1024,93% 877,86% 

Suriname 861,45% 946,62% 865,30% 797,18% 788,18% 888,58% 857,88% 

Zambia 721,38% 660,48% 959,48% 898,58% 799,85% 671,43% 785,20% 

St.Lucia 974,74% 713,78% 527,50% 517,53% 511,33% 1079,25% 720,69% 

Fiji 771,61% 637,25% 535,96% 630,15% 665,35% 1044,80% 714,19% 

Belize 1183,49% 770,30% 582,00% 403,37% 398,32% 902,79% 706,71% 

Gambia 944,16% 712,09% 555,14% 544,73% 538,26% 941,45% 705,97% 

Seychelles 1090,49% 800,98% 426,29% 482,67% 412,73% 1020,95% 705,68% 

Guyana 860,15% 681,57% 576,75% 661,13% 653,50% 792,21% 704,22% 

Maldives 1239,30% 934,19% 481,57% 408,73% 353,27% 731,77% 691,47% 

Central African 

Republic 
587,01% 648,23% 528,28% 641,95% 634,51% 928,73% 661,45% 

Burundi 510,57% 543,20% 614,70% 681,49% 596,28% 755,76% 617,00% 

Lesotho 818,05% 610,61% 459,61% 450,72% 445,20% 763,37% 591,26% 

Togo 454,98% 520,51% 410,72% 465,43% 459,76% 630,90% 490,38% 

Trinidad and Tobago 545,18% 627,59% 461,48% 356,24% 347,56% 388,09% 454,36% 

Bhutan 809,40% 566,85% 387,37% 259,71% 184,88% 461,18% 444,90% 

Barbados 329,01% 369,83% 318,15% 355,59% 385,72% 601,59% 393,32% 

Bahamas 345,94% 408,19% 303,02% 319,95% 393,08% 493,34% 377,26% 

Swaziland 428,28% 346,86% 292,90% 286,66% 330,63% 574,31% 376,60% 

Libya 208,88% 263,96% 331,57% 340,05% 309,47% 540,31% 332,37% 

Guinea 383,78% 330,56% 262,98% 279,54% 300,78% 379,12% 322,79% 

Rwanda 326,59% 536,71% 360,26% 271,65% 198,94% 239,64% 322,30% 

Iceland 293,42% 323,40% 270,07% 257,56% 281,74% 385,37% 301,93% 

Papua New Guinea 350,90% 230,74% 242,90% 272,35% 262,37% 276,65% 272,65% 

Saudi Arabia 248,91% 283,65% 286,63% 282,29% 280,26% 218,87% 266,77% 
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Jamaica 207,54% 200,38% 224,27% 251,85% 303,50% 350,04% 256,26% 

Mozambique 444,58% 392,79% 223,72% 165,48% 122,62% 140,17% 248,23% 

Kuwait 212,43% 265,42% 276,76% 240,80% 235,03% 193,55% 237,33% 

Belgium 175,19% 210,81% 226,88% 249,51% 286,16% 266,60% 235,86% 

Niger 235,97% 263,72% 226,27% 205,42% 175,48% 246,57% 225,57% 

Nicaragua 238,27% 251,96% 185,81% 185,01% 193,91% 237,38% 215,39% 

Mali 333,84% 260,45% 201,42% 163,14% 137,52% 184,50% 213,48% 

Malawi 270,24% 243,15% 164,58% 189,30% 157,76% 216,01% 206,84% 

Senegal 215,08% 218,22% 178,49% 168,35% 165,66% 192,54% 189,72% 

Mauritius 310,40% 198,49% 153,45% 145,91% 136,77% 190,34% 189,23% 

Cote d’lvoire 172,58% 173,20% 140,57% 196,29% 218,74% 232,65% 189,01% 

Ghana 285,90% 239,83% 193,69% 151,56% 112,61% 77,15% 176,79% 

Cyprus 213,16% 170,54% 135,37% 129,29% 134,09% 217,86% 166,72% 

Ethiopia 1047,28% 21,77% 2,02% -5,66% -34,54% -32,42% 166,41% 

Laos 361,74% 226,02% 99,62% 114,86% 74,35% 118,80% 165,90% 

Haiti 114,23% 149,08% 79,25% 163,26% 204,06% 278,68% 164,76% 

Benin 235,12% 186,05% 129,77% 117,90% 108,14% 183,69% 160,11% 

Luxembourg 103,74% 110,67% 158,28% 143,83% 150,11% 288,87% 159,25% 

Uganda 303,23% 223,28% 144,05% 103,89% 69,01% 70,30% 152,29% 

Gabon 137,37% 127,49% 122,36% 157,57% 171,99% 189,25% 151,01% 

Uruguay 160,14% 140,20% 127,72% 177,07% 147,31% 132,51% 147,49% 

Venezuela 127,74% 133,36% 146,81% 186,06% 146,11% 127,89% 144,66% 

New Zealand 136,64% 148,37% 139,09% 129,75% 157,27% 151,02% 143,69% 

Panama 223,57% 177,51% 131,83% 129,78% 80,68% 67,97% 135,22% 

Denmark 76,23% 99,78% 115,41% 134,94% 171,07% 206,73% 134,03% 

Jordan 167,59% 168,88% 146,82% 122,82% 87,96% 109,50% 133,93% 

Bahrain 158,41% 141,01% 141,10% 112,17% 83,56% 114,55% 125,13% 

Netherlands 90,68% 112,53% 116,03% 132,04% 150,70% 141,83% 123,97% 

Chad 218,23% 164,48% 127,02% 57,33% 53,59% 120,14% 123,47% 

Nigeria 139,66% 163,71% 159,57% 88,64% 66,74% 34,23% 108,76% 

Finland 63,95% 112,00% 101,80% 105,71% 126,45% 120,00% 104,99% 

Sweden 61,21% 98,84% 103,60% 107,46% 126,50% 107,36% 100,83% 

Norway 66,65% 85,63% 87,81% 97,46% 117,92% 134,83% 98,38% 

Burkina Faso 163,21% 130,79% 68,16% 56,66% 45,40% 87,85% 92,01% 

Ireland 86,15% 87,74% 58,99% 41,08% 56,54% 135,90% 77,73% 

Sri Lanka 133,67% 99,56% 70,66% 66,55% 45,63% 26,28% 73,72% 

Algeria 50,17% 87,74% 80,78% 69,69% 72,13% 58,73% 69,87% 

Tanzania 108,97% 103,33% 80,33% 55,95% 33,49% 30,55% 68,77% 

Honduras 89,17% 73,15% 58,04% 55,53% 52,85% 79,49% 68,04% 

Hungary 27,03% 74,15% 70,31% 62,23% 83,08% 83,43% 66,70% 

Austria 28,59% 44,69% 61,34% 72,48% 87,30% 99,60% 65,66% 

Israel 85,90% 72,33% 49,75% 54,47% 47,55% 52,22% 60,37% 

Cameroon 34,21% 78,97% 57,90% 52,93% 59,81% 70,90% 59,12% 

Bolivia 84,14% 65,38% 44,93% 48,08% 41,20% 48,43% 55,36% 
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Qatar 105,11% 168,97% 77,51% 38,77% -27,25% -36,35% 54,46% 

El Salvador 79,52% 50,19% 32,25% 39,54% 49,72% 74,95% 54,36% 

Kenya 52,93% 59,07% 51,59% 59,05% 53,28% 48,57% 54,08% 

Lebanon 42,23% 64,10% 51,43% 50,45% 36,53% 73,32% 53,01% 

Morocco 67,70% 63,88% 54,55% 46,06% 37,47% 27,31% 49,49% 

United Kingdom 52,26% 42,99% 42,78% 42,36% 60,94% 53,53% 49,14% 

Costa Rica 91,00% 60,97% 37,31% 33,05% 23,53% 35,04% 46,82% 

Canada 24,52% 43,07% 43,51% 45,13% 59,68% 46,88% 43,80% 

France 1,82% 31,00% 37,70% 47,07% 66,03% 57,35% 40,16% 

Paraguay 41,85% 30,83% 29,65% 41,19% 33,22% 55,65% 38,73% 

Botswana 68,89% 50,99% 23,32% 4,62% 7,27% 68,94% 37,34% 

Malaysia 61,46% 28,21% 44,40% 32,19% 24,47% 28,47% 36,53% 

Romania -11,39% 31,87% 48,02% 36,64% 31,44% 31,64% 28,04% 

Germany -11,01% -0,42% 21,05% 34,68% 50,02% 63,15% 26,24% 

Tunisia 50,38% 42,41% 22,62% 14,56% 6,05% 13,04% 24,84% 

Australia 24,45% 31,55% 21,65% 21,36% 25,04% 13,99% 23,01% 

Argentina 36,02% 20,98% 17,72% 38,82% 16,33% -4,58% 20,88% 

Dominican Republic 50,57% 39,53% 10,26% 12,50% -2,35% -2,53% 17,99% 

Guatemala 30,64% 22,07% 9,50% 11,85% 12,28% 19,63% 17,66% 

Nepal 51,98% 23,35% -0,77% -3,76% -7,41% 20,08% 13,91% 

Singapore -46,57% -5,19% 35,93% 24,89% 8,57% 48,36% 11,00% 

Oman 8,35% 9,62% 14,52% 13,54% -2,29% 18,00% 10,29% 

Portugal -13,76% -9,86% -6,25% 2,82% 18,63% 46,85% 6,40% 

Italy -30,50% -14,38% -1,75% 8,33% 28,53% 41,82% 5,34% 

Chile -39,71% 33,03% 14,43% 12,51% 8,67% -3,42% 4,25% 

United Arab Emirates 3,89% 17,37% 11,95% -6,39% -13,76% 1,26% 2,39% 

Ecuador 3,14% 1,81% 3,30% -0,36% -4,72% 3,00% 1,03% 

Peru 4,15% 10,16% 0,61% -0,45% -16,22% -27,48% -4,87% 

Bangladesh 24,34% 11,03% -5,17% -14,83% -25,05% -34,14% -7,30% 

Greece -26,94% -16,86% -18,72% -22,24% -12,95% 33,76% -10,66% 

Pakistan 4,31% -5,94% -14,88% -17,79% -23,08% -28,77% -14,36% 

United States -28,50% -21,63% -26,18% -24,09% -15,06% -11,11% -21,10% 

Japan -57,34% -37,91% -23,14% -14,90% -1,06% 5,09% -21,54% 

Philippines -5,13% 1,02% -5,01% -9,37% -100,00% -12,82% -21,89% 

Egypt -14,09% -8,56% -21,80% -24,44% -32,93% -37,65% -23,25% 

Indonesia -9,56% -21,99% -18,06% -21,80% -29,22% -41,46% -23,68% 

Poland -31,41% -18,44% -30,53% -30,12% -34,62% -27,84% -28,83% 

Spain -44,09% -36,34% -32,15% -33,15% -27,34% -4,76% -29,64% 

Vietnam 11,02% -14,85% -35,56% -46,51% -55,36% -45,30% -31,09% 

Thailand -36,76% -50,23% -29,23% -34,88% -35,47% -23,03% -34,93% 

Colombia -33,03% -36,82% -35,61% -33,78% -37,74% -44,21% -36,87% 

Iran -28,42% -27,88% -31,48% -40,55% -44,52% -48,80% -36,94% 

Mexico -54,01% -51,15% -51,20% -48,18% -32,19% -30,18% -44,48% 

India -28,29% -34,77% -46,96% -53,24% -63,07% -59,85% -47,70% 
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Korea n/a -65,62% -55,74% -60,48% -30,96% -30,62% -48,68% 

Brazil -58,13% -52,49% -51,68% -50,02% -51,67% -40,77% -50,79% 

Turkey -62,69% -62,24% -62,31% -63,53% -56,95% -54,88% -60,43% 

China -37,76% -55,97% -68,00% -67,19% -77,17% -74,55% -63,44% 
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12.4. Executive directors    

 

Table in the Appendix 14: Classification of multi-country constituencies 

 

1990 1995 2000 

 

% const. NBIP Votes Nr. % const. NBIP Votes Nr. % const. NBIP Votes Nr. 

Iran 3 76,64% 78,57% 21591 6 71,47% 78,57% 39542 7 74,54% 78,57% 51793 6 

Spain 3 87,79% 100,00% 44401 7 88,89% 100,00% 64295 8 90,00% 100,00% 92989 8 

Nordic 3 75,00% 83,33% 32338 5 74,63% 81,00% 51771 8 75,84% 80,39% 76276 8 

Nordic 4 97,38% 100,00% 32338 5 91,76% 96,00% 51771 8 92,74% 94,12% 76276 8 

Indonesia 74,63% 73,02% 27094 10 71,35% 73,74% 41755 11 69,22% 73,67% 68229 12 

Indonesia 4 

        

82,23% 85,14% 68229 12 

Australia 2 

   

10 

   

13 

   

14 

Australia 3 

   

10 

   

13 

   

14 
Belgium-

Netherlands 

3 

            Belgium-

Netherlands 

5 

            Austria 4 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

            

             

 

2005 2010 2015 

 

% const. NBIP Votes Nr. % const. NBIP Votes Nr. % const. NBIP Votes Nr. 

Iran 3 71,94% 78,57% 53662 7 71,94% 

 

53662 7 70,21% 78,57% 57071 7 

Spain 3 90,00% 100,00% 92989 8 90,57% 

 

98659 8 85,28% 100,00% 123469 8 

Nordic 3 75,84% 80,39% 76276 8 75,84% 

 

76276 8 74,66% 84,26% 85615 8 

Nordic 4 92,74% 94,12% 76276 8 92,74% 

 

76276 8 90,28% 88,89% 85615 8 

Indonesia 68,43% 72,62% 69019 12 60,50% 

 

78068 13 55,69% 56,85% 99023 13 

Indonesia 4 81,29% 84,12% 69019 12 72,09% 

 

78068 13 70,66% 71,95% 99023 13 

Australia 2 

   

14 81,43% 

 

76311 14 73,93% 61,06% 91302 15 

Australia 3 

   

14 

   

14 84,54% 90,22% 91302 15 
Belgium-

Netherlands 

3 

        

68,65% 73,79% 165496 15 
Belgium-

Netherlands 

5 

        

82,17% 91,47% 165496 15 

Austria 4 

        

80,37% 85,71% 73478 8 
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Table in the Appendix 15: Analysis of Executive Directors 

All Votes % 
NBI 50 

% 
All 

Executive 

directors 

Alternate 

executive 

directors 

Average 

votes 

needed for 

an 

Executive 

Director. 

Average votes 

needed for 

representation 

in the 

Executive 

Board. 

United States 330357 17,55% 25,28% 44 22 22 15016 7508 

Germany 115685 6,01% 5,24% 44 22 22 5258 2629 

Japan 110423 5,66% 4,97% 44 22 22 5019 2510 

United Kingdom 94602,2 5,14% 4,51% 44 22 22 4300 2150 

France 91750,2 4,84% 4,28% 44 22 22 4170 2085 

Italy 61245,5 3,20% 2,86% 21 21 0 2916 2916 

Saudi Arabia 60789,5 3,24% 2,43% 44 22 22 2763 1382 

Russia 56536,8 2,71% 2,47% 42 21 21 2692 1346 

Canada 54894,7 2,92% 2,61% 22 22 0 2495 2495 

China 54877,2 2,79% 2,51% 44 22 22 2494 1247 

Netherlands 44262,2 2,34% 2,10% 22 22 0 2012 2012 

Belgium 39670,3 2,10% 1,89% 22 21 1 1889 1803 

India 39596,7 2,10% 1,88% 22 22 0 1800 1800 

Switzerland 32956,2 1,58% 1,44% 21 21 0 1569 1569 

Brazil 28649,3 1,50% 1,35% 22 22 0 1302 1302 

Australia 28494,5 1,53% 1,15% 22 17 5 1676 1295 

Spain 27650,3 1,43% 1,29% 15 6 9 4608 1843 

Mexico 25112,7 1,30% 1,17% 14 8 6 3139 1794 

Venezuela 23596,5 1,27% 1,14% 12 5 7 4719 1966 

Korea 21068,4 0,96% 0,63% 13 5 8 4214 1621 

Sweden 20765 1,10% 0,99% 9 4 5 5191 2307 

South Africa 19056,8 0,85% 0,77% 4 1 3 19057 4764 

Argentina 18862 1,02% 0,91% 22 15 7 1257 857 

Indonesia 18372 0,98% 0,74% 20 12 8 1531 919 

Austria 16489 0,86% 0,77% 22 1 21 16489 750 

Nigeria 15571 0,83% 0,75% 5 2 3 7786 3114 

Norway 14835,2 0,78% 0,70% 9 4 5 3709 1648 

Denmark 14665,7 0,77% 0,69% 10 5 5 2933 1467 

Ukraine 13318 0,64% 0,58% 21 0 21 

 

634 

Iran 13210 0,70% 0,63% 21 21 0 629 629 

Malaysia 13026,2 0,67% 0,52% 9 4 5 3257 1447 

Poland 12771 0,68% 0,61% 21 0 21 

 

608 

Kuwait 12256 0,65% 0,50% 0 0 0 

  Algeria 11208,3 0,60% 0,54% 0 0 0 

  Finland 11151 0,59% 0,53% 8 6 2 1859 1394 

Libya 10044,7 0,54% 0,40% 1 1 0 10045 10045 
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Thailand 9742,33 0,50% 0,45% 9 4 5 2436 1082 

Turkey 9741,5 0,50% 0,45% 0 0 0 

  Pakistan 9396,67 0,51% 0,45% 0 0 0 

  Hungary 9396,33 0,51% 0,45% 0 0 0 

  Romania 9328,33 0,50% 0,45% 0 0 0 

  Iraq 8793,17 0,46% 0,35% 1 0 1 

 

8793 

Israel 8595,33 0,46% 0,41% 0 0 0 

  Egypt 8525,5 0,46% 0,43% 21 21 0 406 406 

Czech Republic 8446,8 0,40% 0,37% 1 0 1 

 

8447 

Philippines 8219,17 0,44% 0,33% 3 0 3 

 

2740 

New Zealand 8148 0,44% 0,33% 2 0 2 

 

4074 

Ireland 8066,5 0,41% 0,37% 22 0 22 

 

367 

Portugal 7941,33 0,42% 0,37% 0 0 0 

  Greece 7928,33 0,42% 0,38% 21 0 21 

 

378 

Singapore 7740,33 0,37% 0,33% 6 2 4 3870 1290 

Chile 7308,83 0,37% 0,33% 12 5 7 1462 609 

Colombia 7083,67 0,38% 0,34% 20 0 20 

 

354 

Bulgaria 6398,8 0,31% 0,28% 0 0 0 

  Peru 5915,5 0,32% 0,29% 7 2 5 2958 845 

United Arab 

Emirates 5635 0,29% 0,24% 3 0 3 

 

1878 

Morocco 5509,67 0,30% 0,27% 21 0 21 

 

262 

Congo 

Democratic 

Republic of the 5096,75 0,27% 0,24% 1 1 0 5097 5097 

Serbia 5089,33 0,22% 0,20% 0 0 0 

  Bangladesh 5019,83 0,27% 0,24% 0 0 0 

  Zambia 4492,83 0,24% 0,22% 3 2 1 2246 1498 

Belarus 3999,4 0,19% 0,17% 0 0 0 

  Sri Lanka 3965 0,21% 0,19% 22 0 22 

 

180 

Slovak Republic 3862,2 0,18% 0,17% 0 0 0 

  Croatia 3791,4 0,18% 0,17% 0 0 0 

  Kazakhstan 3733,25 0,18% 0,16% 0 0 0 

  Ghana 3588,67 0,19% 0,17% 0 0 0 

  Vietnam 3441,83 0,18% 0,16% 0 0 0 

  Zimbabwe 3269,5 0,19% 0,41% 2 2 0 1635 1635 

Trinidad and 

Tobago 3263,33 0,18% 0,16% 1 0 1 

 

3263 

Cote d’lvoire 3172 0,17% 0,15% 6 4 2 793 529 

Angola 3052,4 0,15% 0,13% 5 3 2 1017 610 

Ecuador 3038,83 0,16% 0,15% 0 0 0 

  Uruguay 3023 0,16% 0,15% 3 0 3 

 

1008 

Uzbekistan 2951,2 0,14% 0,13% 0 0 0 

  Ethiopia 2938 0,23% 0,20% 0 0 0 

  Syria 2870,17 0,15% 0,16% 0 0 0 
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Tunisia 2814,83 0,15% 0,13% 0 0 0 

  Luxembourg 2778,67 0,14% 0,12% 0 0 0 

  Jamaica 2731,83 0,15% 0,13% 0 0 0 

  Kenya 2709,5 0,15% 0,13% 4 2 2 1355 677 

Qatar 2663,5 0,14% 0,13% 0 0 0 

  Yemen 2648,4 0,13% 0,67% 0 0 0 

  Kosovo 2617 0,11% 0,10% 0 0 0 

  Myanmar 2590,33 0,14% 0,11% 0 0 0 

  Slovenia 2588,6 0,12% 0,11% 0 0 0 

  Brunei 2360,75 0,10% 0,08% 0 0 0 

  Dominican 

Republic 2242 0,12% 0,11% 1 0 1 

 

2242 

Guatemala 2168,83 0,12% 0,11% 0 0 0 

  Lebanon 2164,67 0,11% 0,17% 11 0 11 

 

197 

Panama 2128,17 0,11% 0,10% 0 0 0 

  Tanzania 2080,33 0,11% 0,10% 4 2 2 1040 520 

Sudan 2068,75 0,12% 0,10% 1 1 0 2069 2069 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 2062,75 0,09% 0,08% 0 0 0 

  Oman 2000,33 0,10% 0,10% 0 0 0 

  South Sudan 1967 0,08% 0,07% 0 0 0 

  Cameroon 1948,83 0,10% 0,09% 0 0 0 

  Uganda 1926 0,10% 0,10% 0 0 0 

  Azerbaijan 1868,6 0,09% 0,08% 0 0 0 

  Bolivia 1836 0,10% 0,09% 0 0 0 

  El Salvador 1830,83 0,10% 0,09% 0 0 0 

  Jordan 1793,83 0,10% 0,17% 2 0 2 

 

897 

Lithuania 1787,4 0,08% 0,08% 0 0 0 

  Georgia 1771,8 0,08% 0,08% 0 0 0 

  Costa Rica 1763,67 0,10% 0,09% 0 0 0 

  Senegal 1749,83 0,09% 0,09% 0 0 0 

  Afghanistan 1733 0,10% 0,09% 0 0 0 

  Gabon 1665,5 0,09% 0,08% 9 5 4 333 185 

Namibia 1638,6 0,08% 0,07% 0 0 0 

  Cyprus 1575,67 0,08% 0,07% 0 0 0 

  Latvia 1575,4 0,07% 0,07% 0 0 0 

  Moldova 1513 0,07% 0,07% 0 0 0 

  Papua New 

Guinea 1477,17 0,08% 0,12% 0 0 0 

  Nicaragua 1471,67 0,08% 0,07% 0 0 0 

  Bahamas 1468,67 0,08% 0,07% 0 0 0 

  Honduras 1465,83 0,08% 0,07% 0 0 0 

  Bahrain 1450,5 0,08% 0,12% 5 0 5 

 

290 

Iceland 1356,67 0,07% 0,06% 8 3 5 452 170 

Mozambique 1330,17 0,07% 0,07% 0 0 0 
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Liberia 1288 0,07% 0,07% 0 0 0 

  Guinea 1272,83 0,07% 0,06% 0 0 0 

  Sierra Leone 1247,67 0,07% 0,06% 3 2 1 624 416 

Mauritius 1220 0,07% 0,06% 0 0 0 

  Armenia 1218,4 0,06% 0,05% 0 0 0 

  Malta 1198,83 0,06% 0,06% 0 0 0 

  Paraguay 1198 0,06% 0,06% 0 0 0 

  Kyrgyz Republic 1186,8 0,06% 0,05% 0 0 0 

  Cambodia 1177,4 0,06% 0,05% 0 0 0 

  Tajikistan 1163,4 0,06% 0,05% 0 0 0 

  Mali 1152,67 0,06% 0,06% 0 0 0 

  Suriname 1140 0,06% 0,06% 0 0 0 

  Guyana 1131,17 0,06% 0,05% 0 0 0 

  Congo Republic 

of 1053,83 0,06% 0,05% 0 0 0 

  Turkmenistan 1045 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Rwanda 1037,33 0,06% 0,05% 7 4 3 259 148 

Estonia 1019,4 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Haiti 1016,5 0,06% 0,05% 0 0 0 

  Burundi 1011 0,05% 0,05% 0 0 0 

  Macedonia 997,8 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Togo 975 0,06% 0,05% 7 3 4 325 139 

Nepal 955,333 0,05% 0,10% 0 0 0 

  Fiji 945,833 0,05% 0,19% 0 0 0 

  Malawi 940,667 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Barbados 919,5 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Niger 906,5 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Mauritania 896,6 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Botswana 890,333 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Benin 871,5 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Burkina Faso 858,833 0,05% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Chad 842 0,05% 0,04% 3 0 3 

 

281 

Mongolia 830,4 0,04% 0,11% 0 0 0 

  Albania 830,2 0,04% 0,03% 0 0 0 

  Central African 

Republic 821,833 0,04% 0,04% 0 0 0 

  Laos 774,833 0,04% 0,14% 0 0 0 

  Swaziland 771,167 0,04% 0,04% 4 2 2 386 193 

Montenegro 768,5 0,03% 0,03% 0 0 0 

  Tuvalu 755 0,03% 0,03% 0 0 0 

  Equatorial 

Guinea 652,5 0,03% 0,03% 8 3 5 218 82 

Lesotho 628,833 0,03% 0,03% 5 2 3 314 126 

Gambia 605,167 0,03% 0,03% 3 1 2 605 202 

San Marino 514,2 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 
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Eritrea 497,6 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Belize 494,833 0,03% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Timor Leste 494,333 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Vanuatu 480,333 0,03% 0,03% 0 0 0 

  Djibouti 469,667 0,03% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  St.Lucia 464 0,03% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Antigua and 

Barbuda 443,667 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Grenada 433,333 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Samoa 432,667 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Solomon Islands 421,333 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Cape Verde 417 0,02% 0,02% 3 2 1 209 139 

St.Kitts and 

Nevis 408,833 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Comoros 408,833 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Seychelles 408,333 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  St.Vincent and 

the Grenadines 403,167 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Palau 402,75 0,02% 0,03% 0 0 0 

  Dominica 402,5 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Maldives 401,333 0,02% 0,03% 0 0 0 

  Sao Tome and 

Principe 396,333 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Micronesia 395,2 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Tonga 390,833 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Bhutan 384,833 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 

  Kiribati 379,333 0,02% 0,22% 0 0 0 

  Marshall Islands 378,4 0,02% 0,02% 0 0 0 
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Figure in the Appendix 4: Dependence of representation in Executive Board on share of votes  - all countries 

 

Figure in the Appendix 5: Dependence of representation in Executive Board on share of votes  - subset of countries from 

multi-state constituencies 
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Table in the Appendix 16: Changes of power within constituencies 

 

Relative 
difference 

between share 
of votes in 

constituency in 
1990 and 2013 

Average 
moving relative 

change of 
share of votes 

in constituency 
in 5 year 

periods from 
1990 and 2013 

Relative 
difference 

between NBPI 
50 in 

constituency in 
1990 and 2013 

Mean relative 
change of NBPI 

50 in 
constituency in 
5 year periods 
from 1990 and 

2013 

Mean of 
relative 

difference 
between NBPI 

50 and share of 
votes in 

constituency  
in 5 year 

periods from 
1990 and 2013 

Singapore 245,33% 168,65% 195,20% 137,99% 17,14% 

Korea 156,86% 115,42% 8240,60% 1148,98% -81,27% 

United Arab Emirates 79,21% 70,83% 141,50% 115,90% -26,88% 

Oman 74,11% 64,76% 77,94% 68,53% -1,96% 

Lebanon 61,91% 58,39% 74,09% 68,34% -6,51% 

Maldives 53,04% 88,19% 75,98% 103,66% -13,43% 

Botswana 46,08% 51,93% 42,32% 52,27% 2,90% 

Equatorial Guinea 40,74% 54,48% 42,49% 57,61% -1,19% 

Bahrain 39,61% 37,43% 42,79% 46,45% -1,97% 

Comoros 35,74% 60,31% 36,78% 62,71% -0,73% 

Sao Tome and Principe 35,57% 62,92% 36,68% 65,47% -0,78% 

Pakistan 34,24% 35,10% 40,31% 40,31% -4,78% 

Qatar 32,79% 33,19% 41,05% 41,55% -5,34% 

Djibouti 31,63% 48,11% 32,75% 50,41% -0,82% 

Congo Republic of 23,18% 26,67% 24,56% 28,99% -1,07% 

Chad 22,33% 28,23% 23,59% 30,53% -0,98% 

Jordan 21,90% 23,13% 25,57% 28,75% -2,61% 

Iraq 17,78% 56,66% 14,18% 65,42% 3,25% 

Benin 16,76% 21,21% 17,94% 23,38% -0,97% 

Italy 15,59% 16,19% 0,00% 0,00% 20,85% 

Lesotho 15,38% 30,70% 14,30% 33,77% 1,04% 

Niger 15,21% 19,52% 16,34% 21,67% -0,94% 

Burkina Faso 14,69% 19,22% 15,85% 21,37% -0,97% 

Mauritania 13,66% 18,04% 14,77% 20,14% -0,94% 

Central African Republic 13,23% 18,14% 14,49% 20,38% -1,06% 

Gabon 12,67% 17,93% 14,03% 20,74% -1,16% 

Togo 12,48% 16,63% 13,49% 18,61% -0,86% 

Spain 12,39% 12,06% 0,00% 0,00% 12,44% 

Mexico 11,75% 11,38% 0,00% 0,00% 13,07% 

Syria 10,50% 12,07% 18,39% 20,11% -6,11% 
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Seychelles 10,05% 47,44% 94,80% 153,28% -34,65% 

Libya 9,33% 13,34% 5,51% 8,98% 3,69% 

Kuwait 8,77% 12,67% 7,10% 12,34% 1,65% 

Rwanda 8,37% 12,23% 9,62% 14,45% -1,11% 

Mauritius 8,12% 11,66% 9,06% 13,58% -0,83% 

Cameroon 6,84% 12,22% 7,97% 15,04% -1,02% 

Mali 6,81% 10,44% 7,74% 12,37% -0,84% 

Swaziland 6,64% 19,42% 4,01% 21,60% 2,76% 

Gambia 6,05% 24,22% 3,51% 23,02% 2,69% 

Guinea 5,73% 9,31% 6,69% 11,30% -0,87% 

India 5,36% 5,30% 0,00% 
 

6,42% 

Kiribati 5,03% 48,52% 75,11% 120,63% -30,56% 

Senegal 3,69% 8,07% 4,64% 10,37% -0,89% 

Egypt 2,84% 5,27% -2,57% -0,37% 5,64% 

Norway 2,12% 2,19% 50,00% 47,47% -34,90% 

Solomon Islands 2,10% 35,66% 94,80% 151,89% -38,12% 

Cote d’lvoire 1,51% 8,15% 4,09% 19,35% -2,47% 

Denmark 0,85% 1,28% 50,00% 47,47% -35,69% 

Thailand 0,66% 1,73% 13,71% 15,51% -11,51% 

Samoa 0,22% 32,13% 102,67% 155,47% -41,54% 

Malawi -1,99% 8,43% -5,43% 9,89% 4,00% 

Vanuatu -2,84% 21,93% 106,60% 171,78% -41,73% 

Burundi -5,17% 4,67% -7,34% 7,80% 2,58% 

Congo Democratic Republic of the -6,92% 
 

-10,44% 
 

4,49% 

Mozambique -7,21% 1,57% -9,57% 6,53% 2,86% 

Canada -7,26% -6,93% 0,00% 0,00% -10,22% 

Sierra Leone -8,83% -0,33% -10,67% 5,01% 2,27% 

Liberia -10,24% 
 

-11,03% 
 

0,99% 

Nigeria -11,00% 2,88% -7,48% -4,02% -3,09% 

Kenya -11,96% -3,10% -13,92% 3,79% 2,56% 

Tanzania -12,02% -3,92% -14,13% 2,48% 2,73% 

Malaysia -12,17% -11,41% 41,18% 40,03% -38,57% 

Iran -13,24% -13,17% 12,50% 13,89% -26,72% 

Uganda -14,05% -6,87% -16,19% -1,17% 2,83% 

Sweden -14,38% -14,89% -31,48% -34,08% 29,65% 

Argentina -15,32% -15,67% -25,00% -25,00% 20,46% 

Zimbabwe -15,76% 
 

-18,10% 
 

3,26% 

Finland -15,79% -16,56% -72,22% -84,77% 60,21% 
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Tunisia -16,50% -14,52% -50,00% 0,00% 37,91% 

Papua New Guinea -17,74% -18,13% 236,46% 574,02% -42,82% 

Algeria -18,69% -18,89% -12,50% -10,71% -7,60% 

Zambia -18,80% -19,38% -23,37% -20,15% 7,17% 

Afghanistan -20,20% 
 

-50,00% 
 

51,56% 

Philippines -21,13% -22,67% 3342,29% 1009,26% -115,43% 

Tonga -21,80% 9,07% -19,32% 56,60% -2,83% 

Australia -26,68% -28,60% -69,50% -95,86% 114,09% 

Ghana -27,02% -26,09% 0,00% 0,00% -24,88% 

New Zealand -27,52% -30,17% 7599,18% 1130,69% -272,41% 

Vietnam -27,54% -28,95% -49,02% -56,72% 33,31% 

Morocco -28,78% -28,27% -66,67% -66,67% 70,00% 

Venezuela -29,63% -31,68% 0,00% 0,00% -44,62% 

Fiji -35,93% -38,90% -47,56% -48,85% 18,59% 

Laos -36,21% -28,79% -44,54% -41,34% 12,12% 

Nepal -36,32% -39,46% -47,56% -49,56% 17,86% 

Brazil -36,33% -34,04% 0,00% 
 

-105,89% 

Indonesia -43,07% -49,77% -51,21% -59,03% 17,24% 

Myanmar -43,91% -52,77% -55,01% -70,26% 20,01% 

Netherlands -44,14% -48,31% -71,64% -71,41% 86,91% 

Belgium -46,05% -52,54% -79,95% -100,94% 119,92% 

Sudan -46,74% 
 

-49,29% 
 

5,56% 

Cape Verde -56,75% -69,58% -100,00% -129,49% 95,61% 

Ethiopia -90,76% -111,51% -88,78% -119,85% -19,45% 
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12.5. Restructuring of constituencies 

 

 

Table in the Appendix 17: Overview of components of constituencies – variant 1 

 

France, Germany, UK, USA, Russia and Saudi Arabia keep their either appoint seat or constituency with only one member 

states. Pakistan and Afghanistan could have been assigned to two constituencies and it was decided that they would be 

assigned to ECO constituency instead of SAARC. Democratic Republic of Congo and Angola could be assigned to both 

ECCAS and SADC. They were assigned to SADC. Variant 1 means that EU EMU and Arab League are left together while in 

Variant 2 these two constituencies are split approximately in half.  
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Table in the Appendix 18: Composition of restructured constituencies – variant 1 

Restructured constituency 

Members of 

proposed 

constituencies 

Nr. constituencies in 

current allocation 

Number current 

constituencies 

average member 

of proposed con. 

is currently in 
EU EMU 15 6 2,5 

EU Non-EMU 9 4 2,25 

NAFTA 2 2 1 

ASEAN+Timor 11 2 5,5 

MERCOSUR+Chile 6 3 2 

SAARC-Pak-Afg 6 3 2 

Pacific Islands Forum+Korea+Papua 14 2 7 

CIS+CEFTA+Mongolia+Ukraine+Georgia 18 5 3,6 

Arab League 19 4 4,75 

SICA+Andean+CARICOM 25 4 6,25 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São Tomé and Príncipe 21 4 5,25 

SADC+IGAD 21 3 7 

ECO 10 4 2,5 

EFTA+San Marino+Israel 4 3 1,33 

    

Variant 1 means that EU EMU and Arab League are left together while in Variant 2 these two constituencies are split 

approximately in half.  
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Table in the Appendix 19: Restructured constituencies - variant 1 

 
Nr. Population GDP Votes <Dev. >Dev. Emer. LDC 

EMU 15           185 173,06             6 641,07            310 209,00     0 15 1 0 

Arab League 19           315 928,69             1 451,97            108 266,00     19 0 0 4 

MERCOSUR+Chi 6           289 492,79             2 693,87            107 314,00     6 0 4 0 

EU NonEMU 9           105 585,50             1 888,27            106 756,00     6 3 6 0 

NAFTA 2           147 392,60             2 685,76            101 423,00     1 1 1 0 

ASEAN+Timor 11           590 241,89             1 635,42              96 146,00     10 1 4 4 

Pacific Isla 14             86 719,43             2 168,28              87 961,00     11 3 0 5 

SAARC-Pak-Af 6        1 470 624,15             1 523,79              72 980,00     6 0 1 3 

EFTA+SanMari 4             21 421,91             1 141,68              69 118,00     0 4 0 0 

SADC+IGAD+EA 21           451 501,99                578,61              67 639,00     23 0 1 12 

SICA+Andean+ 25           174 238,50                712,76              61 613,00     25 0 1 2 

CIS+Mongolia 18           158 727,98                612,46              56 969,00     18 0 1 0 

ECOWAS+ECCAS 21           357 985,58                370,71              55 004,00     21 0 0 8 

ECO 10           366 574,48             1 270,43              45 923,00     10 0 2 1 

Nr. – number of countries; <Dev. – number of developing countries within the restructured constituency; >Dev. – number of 

developing countries within the restructured constituency; Emer – number of emerging countries; LDC – number of least 

developed countries. Variant 1 means that EU EMU and Arab League are left together while in Variant 2 these two 

constituencies are split approximately in half. 

 
 

Table in the Appendix 20 : Restructured constituencies - variant 2 

 
Nr. Population GDP Votes <Dev. >Dev. Emer. LDC 

EU EMU Sev. 9                  55 753                  2 393                 162 813     0 9 1 0 

EU EMU Jih. 6                129 420                  4 249                 147 396     0 6 0 0 

Arab League  9                108 303                     828                   57 076     9 0 0 3 

Arab League  10                207 625                     624                   51 190     10 0 0 1 

MERCOSUR+Chi 6                289 493                  2 694                 107 314     6 0 4 0 

EU NonEMU 9                105 586                  1 888                 106 756     6 3 6 0 

NAFTA 2                147 393                  2 686                 101 423     1 1 1 0 

ASEAN+Timor 11                590 242                  1 635                   96 146     10 1 4 4 

Pacific Isla 14                  86 719                  2 168                   87 961     11 3 0 5 

SAARC-Pak-Af 6             1 470 624                  1 524                   72 980     6 0 1 3 

EFTA+SanMari 4                  21 422                  1 142                   69 118     0 4 0 0 

SADC+IGAD+EA 21                451 502                     579                   67 639     23 0 1 12 

SICA+Andean+ 25                174 238                     713                   61 613     25 0 1 2 

CIS+Mongolia 18                158 728                     612                   56 969     18 0 1 0 

ECOWAS+ECCAS 21                357 986                     371                   55 004     21 0 0 8 

ECO 10                366 574                  1 270                   45 923     10 0 2 1 

Nr. – number of countries; <Dev. – number of developing countries within the restructured constituency; >Dev. – number of 

developing countries within the restructured constituency; Emer – number of emerging countries; LDC – number of least 
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developed countries. Variant 1 means that EU EMU and Arab League are left together while in Variant 2 these two 

constituencies are split approximately in half. 
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Figure in the Appendix 6: Relative change of votes within constituencies - 1st variant 

 

 

Figure in the Appendix 7: Relative change of votes within constituencies - 2nd variant 
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Figure in the Appendix 8: GDP per capita PPP and % change of votes 

 

 

Figure in the Appendix 9: share of votes within current constituencies and relative change of votes 
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Figure in the Appendix 10: Votes within current constituencies and % change of votes 
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Table in the Appendix 21: Overview of changes within new constituencies 

Country Constituency 

2013 2013 2013 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 

Votes % Const. NBPI % Const. Change NBPI Change % Const. Change % NBPI 
Change 

NBPI % 

Sudan Arab League 2434 2,93% 3,24% 2,25% -23,35% 2,17% -33,14% 4,75% 62,12% 4,72% 45,53% 

Egypt Arab League 10174 12,71% 12,91% 9,40% -26,05% 9,37% -27,40% 19,87% 56,40% 21,03% 62,90% 

Libya Arab League 11974 14,96% 15,23% 11,06% -26,05% 11,18% -26,63% 23,39% 56,40% 24,46% 60,59% 

Algeria Arab League 13284 23,28% 25,00% 12,27% -47,29% 12,58% -49,70% 25,95% 11,49% 29,61% 18,45% 

Morocco Arab League 6619 11,60% 7,14% 6,11% -47,29% 6,06% -15,14% 12,93% 11,49% 7,30% 2,14% 

Tunisia Arab League 3602 6,31% 3,57% 3,33% -47,29% 3,22% -9,93% 7,04% 11,49% 7,30% 104,29% 

Comoros Arab League 826 2,11% 2,04% 0,76% -63,91% 0,73% -64,05% 1,61% -23,68% 1,29% -36,79% 

Djibouti Arab League 896 2,29% 2,21% 0,83% -63,91% 0,80% -63,71% 1,75% -23,68% 1,29% -41,75% 

Mauritania Arab League 1381 3,53% 3,42% 1,28% -63,91% 1,24% -63,88% 2,70% -23,68% 3,00% -12,21% 

Bahrain Arab League 2087 2,61% 2,30% 1,93% -26,05% 1,85% -19,54% 3,66% 40,27% 3,71% 61,13% 

Iraq Arab League 12621 15,76% 16,21% 11,66% -26,05% 11,87% -26,78% 22,11% 40,27% 21,68% 33,78% 

Jordan Arab League 2442 3,05% 2,73% 2,26% -26,05% 2,18% -20,03% 4,28% 40,27% 4,10% 50,49% 

Kuwait Arab League 14548 18,17% 19,16% 13,44% -26,05% 13,99% -26,99% 25,49% 40,27% 27,93% 45,75% 

Lebanon Arab League 3401 4,25% 3,95% 3,14% -26,05% 3,03% -23,38% 5,96% 40,27% 5,27% 33,47% 

Oman Arab League 3107 3,88% 3,53% 2,87% -26,05% 2,77% -21,38% 5,44% 40,27% 4,49% 27,32% 

Qatar Arab League 3763 4,70% 4,29% 3,48% -26,05% 3,36% -21,59% 6,59% 40,27% 5,66% 32,06% 

Syria Arab League 3673 4,59% 4,20% 3,39% -26,05% 3,28% -21,88% 6,44% 40,27% 5,66% 34,72% 

United Arab Emi Arab League 8262 10,32% 10,75% 7,63% -26,05% 7,49% -30,39% 14,48% 40,27% 16,60% 54,37% 

Yemen Arab League 3172 3,96% 3,66% 2,93% -26,05% 2,83% -22,46% 5,56% 40,27% 4,88% 33,59% 

             
Brunei ASEAN+Timor 2889 2,92% 2,44% 3,00% 2,99% 2,50% 2,70% 3,00% 2,99% 2,50% 2,70% 

Cambodia ASEAN+Timor 1612 1,63% 1,36% 1,68% 2,99% 1,16% -15,01% 1,68% 2,99% 1,16% -15,01% 

Indonesia ASEAN+Timor 21530 21,74% 22,47% 22,39% 2,99% 23,12% 2,91% 22,39% 2,99% 23,12% 2,91% 
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Country Constituency 
2013 2013 2013 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 

Votes % Const. NBPI % Const. Change NBPI Change % Const. Change NBPI Change 

Laos ASEAN+Timor 1266 1,28% 1,03% 1,32% 2,99% 1,16% 12,04% 1,32% 2,99% 1,16% 12,04% 

Malaysia ASEAN+Timor 18476 18,66% 19,04% 19,22% 2,99% 19,65% 3,20% 19,22% 2,99% 19,65% 3,20% 

Myanmar ASEAN+Timor 3321 3,35% 2,72% 3,45% 2,99% 2,70% -0,84% 3,45% 2,99% 2,70% -0,84% 

Philippines ASEAN+Timor 10930 11,04% 13,04% 11,37% 2,99% 13,49% 3,44% 11,37% 2,99% 13,49% 3,44% 

Singapore ASEAN+Timor 14817 14,96% 15,10% 15,41% 2,99% 15,41% 2,06% 15,41% 2,99% 15,41% 2,06% 

Thailand ASEAN+Timor 15142 15,29% 15,34% 15,75% 2,99% 15,80% 3,01% 15,75% 2,99% 15,80% 3,01% 

Vietnam ASEAN+Timor 5344 5,40% 4,27% 5,56% 2,99% 4,24% -0,69% 5,56% 2,99% 4,24% -0,69% 

Timor Leste ASEAN+Timor 819 1,24% 0,00% 0,85% -31,52% 0,77% P 0,85% -31,52% 0,77% P 

             
Armenia CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 1657 1,00% 1,22% 2,91% 190,50% 2,55% 108,09% 2,91% 190,50% 2,55% 108,09% 

Bosnia and Herz CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 2428 1,47% 1,76% 4,26% 190,50% 3,72% 111,85% 4,26% 190,50% 3,72% 111,85% 

Croatia CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 4388 2,65% 3,21% 7,70% 190,50% 6,60% 105,58% 7,70% 190,50% 6,60% 105,58% 

Georgia CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 2240 1,35% 1,66% 3,93% 190,50% 3,41% 105,29% 3,93% 190,50% 3,41% 105,29% 

Macedonia CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 1426 0,86% 1,06% 2,50% 190,50% 2,18% 106,24% 2,50% 190,50% 2,18% 106,24% 

Moldova CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 1969 1,19% 1,45% 3,46% 190,50% 3,01% 107,79% 3,46% 190,50% 3,01% 107,79% 

Montenegro CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 1012 0,61% 0,73% 1,78% 190,50% 1,55% 112,96% 1,78% 190,50% 1,55% 112,96% 

Ukraine CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 14457 8,74% 12,29% 25,38% 190,50% 35,79% 191,35% 25,38% 190,50% 35,79% 191,35% 

Albania CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 1337 1,26% 0,00% 2,35% 86,78% 2,04% P 2,35% 86,78% 2,04% P 

Mongolia CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 1248 1,37% 0,95% 2,19% 60,27% 1,89% 99,88% 2,19% 60,27% 1,89% 99,88% 

Uzbekistan CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 3493 3,83% 1,36% 6,13% 60,27% 5,32% 290,22% 6,13% 60,27% 5,32% 290,22% 

Belarus CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 4601 6,26% 5,36% 8,08% 28,98% 6,88% 28,37% 8,08% 28,98% 6,88% 28,37% 

Kosovo CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 1327 1,81% 1,79% 2,33% 28,98% 2,02% 13,07% 2,33% 28,98% 2,02% 13,07% 

Azerbaijan CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 2346 3,36% 0,00% 4,12% 22,55% 3,57% P 4,12% 22,55% 3,57% P 

Kazakhstan CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 4394 6,29% 0,00% 7,71% 22,55% 6,60% P 7,71% 22,55% 6,60% P 

Kyrgyz Republic CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 1625 2,33% 0,00% 2,85% 22,55% 2,49% P 2,85% 22,55% 2,49% P 

Serbia CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 5414 7,75% 0,00% 9,50% 22,55% 7,93% P 9,50% 22,55% 7,93% P 
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Country Constituency 
2013 2013 2013 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 

Votes % Const. NBPI % Const. Change NBPI Change % Const. Change NBPI Change 

Tajikistan CIS+CEFTA+ Mongolia+U 1607 2,30% 0,00% 2,82% 22,55% 2,46% P 2,82% 22,55% 2,46% P 

             
Turkey ECO 15295 20,82% 19,64% 33,31% 60,00% 33,33% 69,70% 33,31% 60,00% 33,33% 69,70% 

Turkmenistan ECO 1489 2,13% 0,00% 3,24% 52,03% 0,00% B 3,24% 52,03% 0,00% B 

Afghanistan ECO 2356 4,13% 3,57% 5,13% 24,28% 0,00% N 5,13% 24,28% 0,00% N 

Iran ECO 15709 27,53% 32,14% 34,21% 24,28% 33,33% 3,70% 34,21% 24,28% 33,33% 3,70% 

Pakistan ECO 11074 19,40% 21,43% 24,11% 24,28% 33,33% 55,56% 24,11% 24,28% 33,33% 55,56% 

             
Gambia 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 
Tom 1048 1,26% 1,38% 1,91% 50,88% 0,95% -31,17% 1,91% 50,88% 0,95% -31,17% 

Liberia 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 2029 2,44% 2,69% 3,69% 50,88% 1,76% -34,44% 3,69% 50,88% 1,76% -34,44% 

Nigeria 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 18269 22,01% 17,89% 33,21% 50,88% 69,20% 286,81% 33,21% 50,88% 69,20% 286,81% 

Sierra Leone 
ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 
Tom 1774 2,14% 2,35% 3,23% 50,88% 1,57% -33,26% 3,23% 50,88% 1,57% -33,26% 

Cape Verde 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 849 1,29% 0,00% 1,54% 19,71% 0,77% P 1,54% 19,71% 0,77% P 

Ghana 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 4427 7,76% 7,14% 8,05% 3,76% 2,97% -58,42% 8,05% 3,76% 2,97% -58,42% 

Benin 
ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 
Tom 1356 3,47% 3,36% 2,47% -28,97% 1,22% -63,79% 2,47% -28,97% 1,22% -63,79% 

Burkina Faso 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 1339 3,43% 3,32% 2,43% -28,97% 1,20% -63,71% 2,43% -28,97% 1,20% -63,71% 

Cameroon 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 2594 6,64% 6,49% 4,72% -28,97% 2,18% -66,40% 4,72% -28,97% 2,18% -66,40% 

Central African 
ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 
Tom 1294 3,31% 3,21% 2,35% -28,97% 1,16% -63,76% 2,35% -28,97% 1,16% -63,76% 

Chad 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 1403 3,59% 3,48% 2,55% -28,97% 1,26% -63,77% 2,55% -28,97% 1,26% -63,77% 

Congo Republic  

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 1583 4,05% 3,93% 2,88% -28,97% 1,41% -64,15% 2,88% -28,97% 1,41% -64,15% 
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Country Constituency 
2013 2013 2013 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 

Votes % Const. NBPI % Const. Change NBPI Change % Const. Change NBPI Change 

Cote d’lvoire 
ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 
Tom 3989 10,21% 10,18% 7,25% -28,97% 2,86% -71,91% 7,25% -28,97% 2,86% -71,91% 

Equatorial Guin 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 1260 3,23% 3,12% 2,29% -28,97% 1,14% -63,65% 2,29% -28,97% 1,14% -63,65% 

Gabon 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 2280 5,84% 5,69% 4,15% -28,97% 1,96% -65,64% 4,15% -28,97% 1,96% -65,64% 

Guinea 
ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 
Tom 1808 4,63% 4,49% 3,29% -28,97% 1,60% -64,38% 3,29% -28,97% 1,60% -64,38% 

Mali 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 1670 4,27% 4,14% 3,04% -28,97% 1,48% -64,16% 3,04% -28,97% 1,48% -64,16% 

Niger 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 1395 3,57% 3,46% 2,54% -28,97% 1,25% -63,78% 2,54% -28,97% 1,25% -63,78% 

Sao Tome and Pr 
ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 
Tom 811 2,08% 2,00% 1,47% -28,97% 0,73% -63,30% 1,47% -28,97% 0,73% -63,30% 

Senegal 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 2355 6,03% 5,88% 4,28% -28,97% 2,01% -65,83% 4,28% -28,97% 2,01% -65,83% 

Togo 

ECOWAS+ECCAS+São 

Tom 1471 3,77% 3,64% 2,67% -28,97% 1,31% -63,94% 2,67% -28,97% 1,31% -63,94% 

             
Israel EFTA+SanMarino+Israe 11348 6,86% 8,96% 16,42% 139,44% 0,00% N 16,42% 139,44% 0,00% N 

San Marino EFTA+SanMarino+Israe 961 0,90% 0,00% 1,39% 53,95% 0,00% B 1,39% 53,95% 0,00% B 

Iceland EFTA+SanMarino+Israe 1913 2,23% 2,78% 2,77% 23,87% 0,00% N 2,77% 23,87% 0,00% N 

Norway EFTA+SanMarino+Israe 19574 22,86% 25,00% 28,32% 23,87% 0,00% N 28,32% 23,87% 0,00% N 

Switzerland EFTA+SanMarino+Israe 35322 50,59% 100,00% 51,10% 1,01% 100,00% 0,00% 51,10% 1,01% 100,00% 0,00% 

             
Belgium EMU 46789 28,27% 20,05% 15,08% -46,65% 14,29% -28,71% 28,74% 1,65% 25,00% 24,69% 

Luxembourg EMU 4924 2,98% 3,65% 1,59% -46,65% 1,52% -58,22% 3,02% 1,65% 2,59% -29,07% 

Netherlands EMU 52361 31,64% 28,36% 16,88% -46,65% 16,09% -43,26% 32,16% 1,65% 30,17% 6,40% 

Ireland EMU 13313 14,68% 0,00% 4,29% -70,77% 4,15% P 8,18% -44,31% 9,48% P 

Estonia EMU 1676 1,96% 2,78% 0,54% -72,40% 0,48% -82,86% 1,03% -47,42% 0,00% N 

Finland EMU 13375 15,62% 4,63% 4,31% -72,40% 4,17% -9,90% 8,21% -47,42% 9,48% 104,83% 
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Country Constituency 
2013 2013 2013 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 

Votes % Const. NBPI % Const. Change NBPI Change % Const. Change NBPI Change 

Austria EMU 21876 29,77% 37,50% 7,05% -76,31% 6,44% -82,83% 13,44% -54,87% 18,10% -51,72% 

Slovak Republic EMU 5012 6,82% 5,36% 1,62% -76,31% 1,55% -71,12% 3,08% -54,87% 2,59% -51,72% 

Slovenia EMU 3487 4,75% 1,79% 1,12% -76,31% 1,10% -38,35% 2,14% -54,87% 2,59% 44,83% 

Cyprus EMU 2319 1,40% 1,70% 0,75% -46,65% 0,68% -59,65% 1,57% 12,28% 0,00% N 

Spain EMU 40971 33,18% 33,33% 13,21% -60,20% 11,84% -64,49% 27,80% -16,23% 0,00% N 

Greece EMU 11755 11,05% 0,00% 3,79% -65,70% 3,66% P 7,98% -27,81% 0,00% B 

Italy EMU 79560 74,77% 100,00% 25,65% -65,70% 30,09% -69,91% 53,98% -27,81% 100,00% 0,00% 

Malta EMU 1757 1,65% 0,00% 0,57% -65,70% 0,51% P 1,19% -27,81% 0,00% B 

Portugal EMU 11034 10,37% 0,00% 3,56% -65,70% 3,43% P 7,49% -27,81% 0,00% B 

             
Bulgaria EU NonEMU 7139 4,31% 5,21% 6,69% 55,02% 6,98% 34,02% 6,69% 55,02% 6,98% 34,02% 

Romania EU NonEMU 11039 6,67% 8,72% 10,34% 55,02% 9,30% 6,73% 10,34% 55,02% 9,30% 6,73% 

Denmark EU NonEMU 19651 22,95% 25,00% 18,41% -19,80% 18,60% -25,58% 18,41% -19,80% 18,60% -25,58% 

Latvia EU NonEMU 2158 2,52% 2,78% 2,02% -19,80% 1,55% -44,19% 2,02% -19,80% 1,55% -44,19% 

Lithuania EU NonEMU 2576 3,01% 2,78% 2,41% -19,80% 1,55% -44,19% 2,41% -19,80% 1,55% -44,19% 

Sweden EU NonEMU 24692 28,84% 34,26% 23,13% -19,80% 27,13% -20,80% 23,13% -19,80% 27,13% -20,80% 

Czech Republic EU NonEMU 10759 14,64% 14,29% 10,08% -31,17% 9,30% -34,88% 10,08% -31,17% 9,30% -34,88% 

Hungary EU NonEMU 11121 15,14% 14,29% 10,42% -31,17% 10,08% -29,46% 10,42% -31,17% 10,08% -29,46% 

Poland EU NonEMU 17621 25,24% 0,00% 16,51% -34,60% 15,50% P 16,51% -34,60% 15,50% P 

             
Venezuela MERCOSUR+Chile 27328 22,13% 33,33% 25,47% 15,05% 19,23% -42,31% 25,47% 15,05% 19,23% -42,31% 

Brazil MERCOSUR+Chile 43242 65,67% 100,00% 40,29% -38,64% 42,31% -57,69% 40,29% -38,64% 42,31% -57,69% 

Argentina MERCOSUR+Chile 21908 47,30% 75,00% 20,41% -56,84% 19,23% -74,36% 20,41% -56,84% 19,23% -74,36% 

Chile MERCOSUR+Chile 9298 20,07% 5,00% 8,66% -56,84% 11,54% 130,77% 8,66% -56,84% 11,54% 130,77% 

Paraguay MERCOSUR+Chile 1736 3,75% 5,00% 1,62% -56,84% 3,85% -23,08% 1,62% -56,84% 3,85% -23,08% 

Uruguay MERCOSUR+Chile 3802 8,21% 5,00% 3,54% -56,84% 3,85% -23,08% 3,54% -56,84% 3,85% -23,08% 
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Country Constituency 
2013 2013 2013 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 

Votes % Const. NBPI % Const. Change NBPI Change % Const. Change NBPI Change 

Mexico NAFTA 36994 29,96% 33,33% 36,47% 21,74% 36,47% 9,42% 36,47% 21,74% 36,47% 9,42% 

Canada NAFTA 64429 71,06% 100,00% 63,53% -10,60% 63,53% -36,47% 63,53% -10,60% 63,53% -36,47% 

             
Fiji Pacific Islands Foru 1440 1,45% 1,22% 1,64% 12,58% 0,16% -86,83% 1,64% 12,58% 0,16% -86,83% 

Tonga Pacific Islands Foru 806 0,81% 0,75% 0,92% 12,58% 0,13% -82,88% 0,92% 12,58% 0,13% -82,88% 

Australia Pacific Islands Foru 33101 36,25% 29,46% 37,63% 3,80% 32,73% 11,10% 37,63% 3,80% 32,73% 11,10% 

Kiribati Pacific Islands Foru 793 0,87% 0,66% 0,90% 3,80% 0,13% -80,63% 0,90% 3,80% 0,13% -80,63% 

MarshallIslands Pacific Islands Foru 772 0,85% 0,62% 0,88% 3,80% 0,13% -79,23% 0,88% 3,80% 0,13% -79,23% 

Micronesia Pacific Islands Foru 788 0,86% 0,66% 0,90% 3,80% 0,13% -80,63% 0,90% 3,80% 0,13% -80,63% 

New Zealand Pacific Islands Foru 9683 10,61% 29,16% 11,01% 3,80% 32,73% 12,24% 11,01% 3,80% 32,73% 12,24% 

Palau Pacific Islands Foru 768 0,84% 0,62% 0,87% 3,80% 0,13% -79,23% 0,87% 3,80% 0,13% -79,23% 

Samoa Pacific Islands Foru 853 0,93% 0,77% 0,97% 3,80% 0,13% -83,26% 0,97% 3,80% 0,13% -83,26% 

Solomon Islands Pacific Islands Foru 841 0,92% 0,74% 0,96% 3,80% 0,13% -82,59% 0,96% 3,80% 0,13% -82,59% 

Tuvalu Pacific Islands Foru 755 0,83% 0,60% 0,86% 3,80% 0,13% -78,71% 0,86% 3,80% 0,13% -78,71% 

Vanuatu Pacific Islands Foru 907 0,99% 0,78% 1,03% 3,80% 0,13% -83,58% 1,03% 3,80% 0,13% -83,58% 

Korea Pacific Islands Foru 34401 37,68% 31,59% 39,11% 3,80% 33,05% 4,62% 39,11% 3,80% 33,05% 4,62% 

Papua New Guine Pacific Islands Foru 2053 2,25% 1,27% 2,33% 3,80% 0,16% -87,40% 2,33% 3,80% 0,16% -87,40% 

             
Nepal SAARC-Pak-Afg 1450 1,46% 1,22% 1,99% 35,69% 0,00% N 1,99% 35,69% 0,00% N 

Maldives SAARC-Pak-Afg 837 1,05% 1,08% 1,15% 9,70% 0,00% N 1,15% 9,70% 0,00% N 

Bangladesh SAARC-Pak-Afg 6070 8,59% 0,00% 8,32% -3,13% 0,00% B 8,32% -3,13% 0,00% B 

Bhutan SAARC-Pak-Afg 800 1,13% 0,00% 1,10% -3,13% 0,00% B 1,10% -3,13% 0,00% B 

India SAARC-Pak-Afg 58952 83,39% 100,00% 80,78% -3,13% 100,00% 0,00% 80,78% -3,13% 100,00% 0,00% 

Sri Lanka SAARC-Pak-Afg 4871 6,89% 0,00% 6,67% -3,13% 0,00% B 6,67% -3,13% 0,00% B 

             
Congo Democrati SADC+IGAD+EAC 6067 15,53% 17,77% 8,97% -42,24% 5,94% -66,57% 8,97% -42,24% 5,94% -66,57% 
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Country Constituency 
2013 2013 2013 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 

Votes % Const. NBPI % Const. Change NBPI Change % Const. Change NBPI Change 

Mauritius SADC+IGAD+EAC 1753 4,49% 4,35% 2,59% -42,24% 1,97% -54,79% 2,59% -42,24% 1,97% -54,79% 

Rwanda SADC+IGAD+EAC 1538 3,94% 3,82% 2,27% -42,24% 1,73% -54,82% 2,27% -42,24% 1,73% -54,82% 

Seychelles SADC+IGAD+EAC 846 0,93% 0,74% 1,25% 34,98% 0,95% 28,87% 1,25% 34,98% 0,95% 28,87% 

Angola SADC+IGAD+EAC 3600 4,34% 4,88% 5,32% 22,69% 3,93% -19,48% 5,32% 22,69% 3,93% -19,48% 

Botswana SADC+IGAD+EAC 1615 1,95% 2,14% 2,39% 22,69% 1,81% -15,22% 2,39% 22,69% 1,81% -15,22% 

Burundi SADC+IGAD+EAC 1507 1,82% 1,99% 2,23% 22,69% 1,69% -15,08% 2,23% 22,69% 1,69% -15,08% 

Eritrea SADC+IGAD+EAC 896 1,08% 1,18% 1,32% 22,69% 1,01% -14,44% 1,32% 22,69% 1,01% -14,44% 

Ethiopia SADC+IGAD+EAC 2074 2,50% 2,75% 3,07% 22,69% 2,32% -15,80% 3,07% 22,69% 2,32% -15,80% 

Kenya SADC+IGAD+EAC 3451 4,16% 4,67% 5,10% 22,69% 3,78% -18,99% 5,10% 22,69% 3,78% -18,99% 

Lesotho SADC+IGAD+EAC 1086 1,31% 1,43% 1,61% 22,69% 1,22% -14,55% 1,61% 22,69% 1,22% -14,55% 

Malawi SADC+IGAD+EAC 1431 1,72% 1,89% 2,12% 22,69% 1,61% -15,04% 2,12% 22,69% 1,61% -15,04% 

Mozambique SADC+IGAD+EAC 1873 2,26% 2,48% 2,77% 22,69% 2,10% -15,48% 2,77% 22,69% 2,10% -15,48% 

Namibia SADC+IGAD+EAC 2102 2,53% 2,79% 3,11% 22,69% 2,35% -15,77% 3,11% 22,69% 2,35% -15,77% 

South Africa SADC+IGAD+EAC 19422 23,40% 20,92% 28,71% 22,69% 47,88% 128,83% 28,71% 22,69% 47,88% 128,83% 

South Sudan SADC+IGAD+EAC 1967 2,37% 2,61% 2,91% 22,69% 2,20% -15,60% 2,91% 22,69% 2,20% -15,60% 

Swaziland SADC+IGAD+EAC 1244 1,50% 1,64% 1,84% 22,69% 1,40% -14,69% 1,84% 22,69% 1,40% -14,69% 

Tanzania SADC+IGAD+EAC 2726 3,28% 3,64% 4,03% 22,69% 3,02% -17,08% 4,03% 22,69% 3,02% -17,08% 

Uganda SADC+IGAD+EAC 2542 3,06% 3,39% 3,76% 22,69% 2,82% -16,70% 3,76% 22,69% 2,82% -16,70% 

Zambia SADC+IGAD+EAC 5628 6,78% 8,15% 8,32% 22,69% 5,68% -30,31% 8,32% 22,69% 5,68% -30,31% 

Zimbabwe SADC+IGAD+EAC 4271 5,15% 5,88% 6,31% 22,69% 4,59% -21,90% 6,31% 22,69% 4,59% -21,90% 

             
Colombia SICA+Andean+CARICOM 8477 6,87% 0,00% 13,76% 100,39% 15,06% P 13,76% 100,39% 15,06% P 

Costa Rica SICA+Andean+CARICOM 2378 1,93% 0,00% 3,86% 100,39% 3,76% P 3,86% 100,39% 3,76% P 

El Salvador SICA+Andean+CARICOM 2450 1,98% 0,00% 3,98% 100,39% 3,88% P 3,98% 100,39% 3,88% P 

Guatemala SICA+Andean+CARICOM 2839 2,30% 0,00% 4,61% 100,39% 4,50% P 4,61% 100,39% 4,50% P 

Honduras SICA+Andean+CARICOM 2032 1,65% 0,00% 3,30% 100,39% 3,21% P 3,30% 100,39% 3,21% P 
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Country Constituency 
2013 2013 2013 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 1st variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 2nd variant 

Votes % Const. NBPI % Const. Change NBPI Change % Const. Change NBPI Change 

Antigua and Bar SICA+Andean+CARICOM 872 0,96% 0,00% 1,42% 47,16% 1,37% P 1,42% 47,16% 1,37% P 

Bahamas SICA+Andean+CARICOM 2040 2,25% 0,00% 3,31% 47,16% 3,22% P 3,31% 47,16% 3,22% P 

Barbados SICA+Andean+CARICOM 1412 1,56% 0,00% 2,29% 47,16% 2,23% P 2,29% 47,16% 2,23% P 

Belize SICA+Andean+CARICOM 925 1,02% 0,00% 1,50% 47,16% 1,46% P 1,50% 47,16% 1,46% P 

Dominica SICA+Andean+CARICOM 819 0,90% 0,00% 1,33% 47,16% 1,29% P 1,33% 47,16% 1,29% P 

Grenada SICA+Andean+CARICOM 854 0,94% 0,00% 1,39% 47,16% 1,34% P 1,39% 47,16% 1,34% P 

Jamaica SICA+Andean+CARICOM 3472 3,83% 0,00% 5,64% 47,16% 5,54% P 5,64% 47,16% 5,54% P 

St.Kitts and Ne SICA+Andean+CARICOM 826 0,91% 0,00% 1,34% 47,16% 1,30% P 1,34% 47,16% 1,30% P 

St.Lucia SICA+Andean+CARICOM 890 0,98% 0,00% 1,44% 47,16% 1,40% P 1,44% 47,16% 1,40% P 

St.Vincent and  SICA+Andean+CARICOM 820 0,90% 0,00% 1,33% 47,16% 1,29% P 1,33% 47,16% 1,29% P 

Dominican Repub SICA+Andean+CARICOM 2926 4,44% 0,00% 4,75% 6,87% 4,65% P 4,75% 6,87% 4,65% P 

Ecuador SICA+Andean+CARICOM 4215 6,40% 0,00% 6,84% 6,87% 6,78% P 6,84% 6,87% 6,78% P 

Guyana SICA+Andean+CARICOM 1646 2,50% 0,00% 2,67% 6,87% 2,60% P 2,67% 6,87% 2,60% P 

Haiti SICA+Andean+CARICOM 1556 2,36% 0,00% 2,53% 6,87% 2,45% P 2,53% 6,87% 2,45% P 

Nicaragua SICA+Andean+CARICOM 2037 3,09% 0,00% 3,31% 6,87% 3,22% P 3,31% 6,87% 3,22% P 

Panama SICA+Andean+CARICOM 2803 4,26% 0,00% 4,55% 6,87% 4,44% P 4,55% 6,87% 4,44% P 

Suriname SICA+Andean+CARICOM 1658 2,52% 0,00% 2,69% 6,87% 2,61% P 2,69% 6,87% 2,61% P 

Trinidad and To SICA+Andean+CARICOM 4093 6,22% 0,00% 6,64% 6,87% 6,57% P 6,64% 6,87% 6,57% P 

Bolivia SICA+Andean+CARICOM 2452 5,29% 5,00% 3,98% -24,83% 3,88% -22,35% 3,98% -24,83% 3,88% -22,35% 

Peru SICA+Andean+CARICOM 7121 15,37% 5,00% 11,56% -24,83% 11,94% 138,82% 11,56% -24,83% 11,94% 138,82% 

             

             
             

             

 



 

 

Table in the Appendix 22: Representation in Executive Directors from multi-country constituencies 

Countries Votes Const. Dev. 

Mean 

of 

const. 

Countries Votes Const. Dev. 

Mean 

of 

const. 

Egypt 10174 Arab Leagu 0 0 Egypt 10174 AL Afr. 0 0 

Libya 11974 Arab Leagu 0 

 

Libya 11974 AL Afr. 0 

 Algeria 13284 Arab Leagu 0 

 
Algeria 13284 AL Afr. 0 

 Iraq 12621 Arab Leagu 0 

 

Iraq 12621 AL Asia 0 0 

Kuwait 14548 Arab Leagu 0 

 

Kuwait 14548 AL Asia 0 

 Indonesia 21530 ASEAN+Timo 0 0,2 United Ara 8262 AL Asia 0 

 Malaysia 18476 ASEAN+Timo 0 

 

Indonesia 21530 ASEAN+Timo 0 0,25 

Singapore 14817 ASEAN+Timo 1 

 

Malaysia 18476 ASEAN+Timo 0 

 Thailand 15142 ASEAN+Timo 0 0 Singapore 14817 ASEAN+Timo 1 

 Ukraine 14457 CIS+Mongol 0 

 

Thailand 15142 ASEAN+Timo 0 

 Belarus 4601 CIS+Mongol 0 

 
Ukraine 14457 CIS+Mongol 0 0 

Serbia 5414 CIS+Mongol 0 0 Belarus 4601 CIS+Mongol 0 

 Turkey 15295 ECO 0 

 

Serbia 5414 CIS+Mongol 0 

 Iran 15709 ECO 0 

 

Turkey 15295 ECO 0 0 

Pakistan 11074 ECO 0 0 Iran 15709 ECO 0 

 Nigeria 18269 ECOWAS+ECC 0 

 

Pakistan 11074 ECO 0 

 Ghana 4427 ECOWAS+ECC 0 

 
Nigeria 18269 ECOWAS+ECC 0 0 

Cote d’lvo 3989 ECOWAS+ECC 0 1 Ghana 4427 ECOWAS+ECC 0 

 Switzerlan 35322 EFTA+SanMa 1 1 Cote d’lvo 3989 ECOWAS+ECC 0 

 Belgium 46789 EMU 1 

 
Switzerlan 35322 EFTA+SanMa 1 1 

Netherland 52361 EMU 1 

 

Belgium 46789 EMU Nord 1 1 

Spain 40971 EMU 1 

 
Netherland 52361 EMU Nord 1 

 Italy 79560 EMU 1 0,66667 Austria 21876 EMU Nord 1 

 Denmark 19651 EU NonEMU 1 

 

Italy 79560 EMU South 1 

 Sweden 24692 EU NonEMU 1 

 

Denmark 19651 EU NonEMU 1 0,6667 

Poland 17621 EU NonEMU 0 0 Sweden 24692 EU NonEMU 1 

 Venezuela 27328 MERCOSUR+C 0 

 

Poland 17621 EU NonEMU 0 

 Brazil 43242 MERCOSUR+C 0 

 

Venezuela 27328 MERCOSUR+C 0 0 

Argentina 21908 MERCOSUR+C 0 1 Brazil 43242 MERCOSUR+C 0 

 Australia 33101 Pacific Is 1 

 

Argentina 21908 MERCOSUR+C 0 

 New 

Zealan 9683 Pacific Is 1 

 

Australia 33101 Pacific Is 1 1 

Korea 34401 Pacific Is 1 0 New Zealan 9683 Pacific Is 1 

 India 58952 SAARC-Pak- 0 0 Korea 34401 Pacific Is 1 

 Congo 

Demo 6067 SADC+IGAD+ 0 

 
India 58952 SAARC-Pak- 0 0 

South Afri 19422 SADC+IGAD+ 0 

 

Congo Demo 6067 SADC+IGAD+ 0 0 

Zambia 5628 SADC+IGAD+ 0 0 South Afri 19422 SADC+IGAD+ 0 

 Colombia 8477 SICA+Andea 0 

 

Zambia 5628 SADC+IGAD+ 0 

 Trinidad a 4093 SICA+Andea 0 

 
Colombia 8477 SICA+Andea 0 0 

Peru 7121 SICA+Andea 0 

 

Trinidad a 4093 SICA+Andea 0 

 

     

Peru 7121 SICA+Andea 0 

 Average 0,29744 Average 0,2798 

 

 


