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Abstract

The COVID-19 pandemic caused an unprecedented global economic crisis,
prompting international financial institutions (IFIs) to play a critical role in
supporting recovery efforts. This article analyzes the influence of [FIs—such as
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank, and Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank—on the post-pandemic economic recovery processes in China
and the United States. By comparing the financial strategies, policy
interventions, and structural support provided to each country, the study
highlights differences in institutional impact based on national economic models
and governance structures. The article also examines how cooperation with IFIs
has shaped fiscal and monetary responses, investment flows, and resilience-
building efforts in both economies. The findings contribute to a deeper
understanding of the evolving role of IFIs in fostering sustainable and inclusive
global recovery.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic triggered one of the most severe global economic
crises since the Great Depression, with sharp declines in output, trade
disruptions, and unprecedented fiscal pressures on governments worldwide [1].
In response to this crisis, international financial institutions (IFIs) emerged as
critical actors in supporting the economic recovery of both advanced and
emerging economies. The International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank
Group, and regional development banks such as the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank (AIIB) mobilized record levels of financial resources, provided
technical assistance, and supported structural reforms aimed at fostering
resilience and sustainable growth [2].

While the pandemic affected all countries, the policy responses and recovery
trajectories have varied significantly across nations, shaped in part by the scale
and nature of international financial support. The United States and China—two
of the world’s largest economies—offer particularly instructive cases for
examining the role of IFIs in post-pandemic recovery [3]. Despite their distinct
economic systems and global positions, both countries interacted with IFIs in
ways that reveal important insights about international economic governance in
the 21st century [4].

In the case of the United States, the dominant role of domestic fiscal and
monetary policy limited its reliance on direct financial assistance from IFIs.
However, U.S. leadership within these institutions—particularly the IMF and
World Bank—shaped the global financial architecture and supported broader
international stabilization efforts [5]. Moreover, U.S. engagement with IFIs
influenced global liquidity provision, debt relief initiatives for lower-income
countries, and the development of coordinated policy frameworks to support
global recovery [6].

Conversely, China’s engagement with [FIs was more multifaceted. While China
also relied heavily on domestic stimulus measures to support recovery, it
simultaneously strengthened its partnerships with the World Bank and regional
institutions such as the AIIB, which China helped to establish [7]. In addition,
China expanded its role as a creditor nation and sought to reshape the norms and
practices of global financial governance through its growing influence within
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IFIs [8]. The pandemic thus provided an opportunity for China to both benefit
from and contribute to the evolving international financial order [9].

The post-pandemic period has also reignited debates about the effectiveness and
legitimacy of IFIs in promoting inclusive and sustainable recovery. Critics argue
that IFIs often impose conditionalities that can exacerbate social inequality or
constrain national policy space [10]. At the same time, proponents highlight the
ability of IFIs to provide counter-cyclical financing, enhance policy
coordination, and support global public goods such as pandemic preparedness
and climate resilience [11]. The experiences of the United States and China
illustrate these tensions and offer valuable lessons for strengthening the role of
IFIs in future crises [12].

This article seeks to provide a comparative analysis of how international
financial institutions have influenced the post-pandemic recovery processes in
China and the United States. It examines the scale and scope of financial
assistance, the nature of policy advice and conditionalities, and the political
dynamics shaping each country’s engagement with IFIs. By highlighting both
commonalities and divergences, the study aims to contribute to a deeper
understanding of the evolving role of international financial institutions in an
increasingly multipolar global economy.

Literature Review

The role of international financial institutions (IFIs) in crisis response and
recovery has been widely studied across various global economic shocks. Over
the past several decades, scholars have analyzed how IFIs such as the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank Group, and regional
development banks have contributed to stabilizing economies and supporting
structural reforms during financial crises, natural disasters, and pandemics [13].
The COVID-19 crisis has reinvigorated this area of research, with renewed
attention to how IFIs adapted their tools and approaches to address an
unprecedented global challenge [14].

Historically, the IMF has been the primary source of liquidity and
macroeconomic policy advice for countries facing balance of payments crises
[15]. During the COVID-19 pandemic, the IMF dramatically expanded its
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lending through emergency facilities such as the Rapid Financing Instrument
(RFI) and the Rapid Credit Facility (RCF) [16]. According to Gaspar et al. [17],
these instruments helped more than 80 countries address urgent financing needs,
enabling governments to maintain essential health and social spending.
Additionally, the IMF allocated $650 billion in Special Drawing Rights (SDRs)
in 2021 to bolster global reserves and support liquidity [18].

IFI Financial Support: United States vs. China (Post-Pandemic)
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Similarly, the World Bank Group ramped up its response, committing more than
$157 billion in financing between April 2020 and June 2021 to help countries
strengthen health systems, protect vulnerable populations, and promote
economic recovery [19]. The Bank also emphasized resilience-building through
investments in social protection, digital infrastructure, and climate adaptation
[20]. Scholars such as Humphrey [21] argue that the World Bank’s ability to
provide both concessional and non-concessional financing gave it an important
comparative advantage in addressing the multidimensional impacts of the
pandemic.
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Thematic Focus of IFI Engagement in China (Post-Pandemic)
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At the regional level, institutions such as the Asian Infrastructure Investment
Bank (AIIB) played a growing role. The AIIB committed $13 billion through its
COVID-19 Crisis Recovery Facility, supporting both infrastructure projects and
budgetary financing [22]. As Wang and Li [23] note, the AIIB’s flexible
approach and alignment with Asian development priorities enhanced its
credibility and influence during the crisis. Moreover, China’s leadership role in
the AIIB highlighted its evolving strategy of shaping global financial
governance through new multilateral platforms [24].
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Conceptual Flow: Role of IFIs in Post-Pandemic Recovery
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While IFI responses were generally welcomed, several scholars have raised
critical questions regarding the distribution of benefits, conditionalities, and
governance structures of these institutions. Kentikelenis and Seabrooke [25]
argue that IMF programs in some low- and middle-income countries still
imposed fiscal constraints that limited governments’ ability to implement
expansionary recovery policies. Others, such as Gallagher and Kozul-Wright
[26], contend that IFIs need to adopt more developmental and climate-conscious
approaches to ensure that recovery efforts are aligned with sustainable
development goals.

In the context of the United States, direct financial assistance from IFIs was
minimal due to the country’s strong fiscal and monetary capabilities. However,
the U.S. played a pivotal role in shaping the global response through its
leadership in the IMF and World Bank [27]. According to Helleiner [28], U.S.
support for the SDR allocation and debt service suspension initiatives helped
stabilize the global financial system and mitigate spillover effects. Moreover,
U.S. domestic recovery policies influenced global demand and trade patterns,
indirectly shaping recovery trajectories in many countries [29].

In contrast, China’s relationship with IFIs was more complex and multi-
dimensional. While China drew on its large foreign exchange reserves and
domestic stimulus to drive recovery, it also expanded its engagement with IFIs
such as the World Bank and AIIB [30]. As Callaghan and Hubbard [31] note,
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China’s participation in these institutions reflects a dual strategy of gaining
influence within existing frameworks and promoting new governance models.
Moreover, China’s role as a major bilateral creditor—especially through the Belt
and Road Initiative (BRI)—raised important questions about coordination
between IFIs and Chinese lending practices during debt restructuring processes
[32].

Emerging research also explores the geopolitical dynamics of IFI engagement
in the post-pandemic context. Farrell and Newman [33] argue that the pandemic
has accelerated trends toward multipolar financial governance, with China and
the United States promoting competing visions of international economic order.
At the same time, IFIs remain key arenas for negotiation and cooperation on
global challenges such as pandemic preparedness, climate change, and digital
transformation [34].

Methodology

This study employs a comparative qualitative analysis approach to examine the
role of international financial institutions (IFIs) in shaping the post-pandemic
economic recovery of China and the United States. The research is based on
secondary data sources, including official reports from the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank Group, and Asian Infrastructure Investment
Bank (AIIB), as well as policy documents, scholarly articles, and think tank
publications.

The methodological process involved three key stages:

Data Collection: Relevant documents published between March 2020 and
December 2023 were collected. These included IMF lending reports, World
Bank project data, AIIB financing updates, SDR allocation records, and fiscal
policy briefs from U.S. and Chinese government agencies. Academic databases
such as JSTOR, Scopus, and Google Scholar were used to identify peer-
reviewed literature on IFIs' crisis response and economic governance.
Thematic Analysis: Using a qualitative coding framework, the data were
organized around key themes: (1) scale and scope of IFI financial support, (2)
influence on fiscal and monetary policy, (3) structural and resilience-building
measures, and (4) geopolitical and governance dynamics.
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Comparative Framework: The experiences of China and the United States were
compared along the thematic dimensions. Special attention was paid to
differences arising from national economic models, political priorities, and
positions within the global financial system.

This qualitative and comparative approach allows for a nuanced understanding
of how IFI interventions were shaped by and interacted with country-specific
factors, offering insights into broader trends in global financial governance.

Results and Discussion

IFI Financial Support: Scope and Targeting

The study found notable differences in the scale and targeting of IFI support
between China and the United States. As expected, the United States did not seek
direct financial assistance from IFIs due to its monetary sovereignty and vast
fiscal capacity. However, the U.S. played an outsized role in global stabilization
efforts through its leadership in the IMF and World Bank, particularly supporting
the $650 billion SDR allocation and advocating for the G20 Debt Service
Suspension Initiative (DSSI) for low-income countries.

China, in contrast, engaged more actively with IFIs both as a recipient and
contributor. The World Bank approved over $1.6 billion in financing for China
to support pandemic response and economic resilience, including health system
strengthening and social protection [19]. The AIIB also provided approximately
$2.5 billion in pandemic-related financing to China and neighboring countries,
bolstering regional recovery efforts [22]. China’s willingness to engage
multilaterally reflects both pragmatic economic needs and a strategic desire to
shape global financial norms.

Influence on Fiscal and Monetary Policy

IFI influence on U.S. domestic fiscal and monetary policy was indirect but
important at the global systemic level. The IMF’s policy recommendations
supported the continuation of expansionary fiscal and monetary policy in
advanced economies, aligning with the Biden administration’s fiscal stimulus
packages [27]. The U.S. Federal Reserve’s dollar liquidity swaps—
complemented by IMF guidance—helped stabilize global financial markets.
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In China, IFI influence was more visible in promoting targeted social spending
and green investment. The World Bank’s partnership with China emphasized
sustainability and climate goals within the recovery agenda. Moreover, IMF
surveillance reports encouraged China to rebalance growth toward domestic
demand and continue financial sector reforms [17]. While China retained
autonomy over monetary policy, its recovery path reflected growing alignment
with IFI-led sustainability objectives.

Structural and Resilience-Building Measures

Both countries used the post-pandemic period to pursue structural reforms with
varying emphases. The United States prioritized industrial policy, infrastructure
investment, and supply chain resilience, partly supported by global cooperation
frameworks shaped through the G20 and IMF platforms.

China pursued structural reforms in digital infrastructure, green energy, and
public health, aligning with World Bank and AIIB-supported projects. Notably,
the AIIB’s pandemic facility helped China accelerate green transition
investments, supporting national goals and contributing to global climate
finance targets.

Geopolitical and Governance Dynamics

The pandemic recovery highlighted growing geopolitical tensions and
competition for influence within IFIs. The U.S. remained committed to
strengthening the Bretton Woods system but also sought to counterbalance
China’s growing role in the AIIB and BRI-related finance [33]. China,
meanwhile, used its IFI engagements to promote a multipolar vision of global
financial governance, emphasizing infrastructure-led development and South-
South cooperation.

Nevertheless, the pandemic demonstrated that multilateral cooperation remains
indispensable. Both U.S. and Chinese policymakers engaged pragmatically with
[FIs to stabilize the global economy, suggesting that geopolitical rivalry does not
preclude functional collaboration on shared global challenges.
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Summary of Key Findings:

Dimension United States China
IFI Financial Support Indirect role Vi?, global Active re(%ipient and
leadership contributor
Fiscal & Monetary IMF aligned with domestic IFIs promoted green &
Influence stimulus goals inclusive growth

Industrial & supply chain

Structural Measures Digitalization, green energy

resilience
Geopolitical Dynamics Support for Brett.on Woods Promotion of multipolar
leadership governance

In summary, the analysis shows that international financial institutions had
meaningful and differentiated impacts on the post-pandemic recoveries of China
and the United States. While the U.S. shaped global financial stabilization
through leadership and indirect influence, China engaged directly with IFIs to
advance both domestic and international economic goals. The findings highlight
the evolving role of IFIs as arenas where major powers compete and cooperate
in shaping the future of global financial governance.

Conclusion

The COVID-19 pandemic marked a profound test of the resilience of the global
economic and financial system. International financial institutions (IFIs) played
a pivotal role in supporting recovery efforts across both advanced and emerging
economies. This comparative analysis of China and the United States illustrates
how IFIs influenced post-pandemic recovery in two of the world’s largest
economies, each with distinct economic models and geopolitical priorities.

The United States primarily shaped global recovery through leadership within
[FIs, supporting liquidity provision, debt relief, and coordinated macroeconomic
policy frameworks. Though it did not rely on direct IFI financial support, U.S.
influence was critical in mobilizing international resources and ensuring the
stability of the global financial architecture.

China’s engagement with IFIs was more multifaceted. It acted as both a recipient
and an architect of new financial governance structures. By leveraging
partnerships with the World Bank and the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank
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(AIIB), China advanced domestic goals in areas such as green growth and social
protection, while simultaneously promoting a more multipolar global financial
order.

Both cases underscore the continuing relevance of IFIs as forums for
cooperation, contestation, and policy coordination. The findings suggest that
while geopolitical rivalry is intensifying, functional collaboration through IFIs
remains essential to managing complex global challenges. Moving forward,
reforming IFI governance to enhance inclusivity, transparency, and
developmental impact will be crucial for strengthening their legitimacy and
effectiveness.

The post-pandemic experience of China and the United States highlights that
[FIs must evolve to remain effective mediators of global economic stability in
an increasingly multipolar world. Their ability to foster cooperation amid

competition will shape the trajectory of the global economic order in the years
ahead.
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