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Abstract The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is fleeemost international body
responsible for the maintenance of internationalcpeand security. Members vote on issues
of global importance and consequently receive perlkdection to the UNSC predicts, for
instance, World Bank and IMF loans. But who getxid to the UNSC? Addressing this
guestion empirically is not straightforward as efjuires a model that allows for discrete
choices at the regional and international levdis; former nominates candidates while the
latter ratifies them. Using an original multiplesdiete choice model to analyze a dataset of
180 elections from 1970 to 2005, we find that UN8IEction appears to derive from a
compromise between the demands of populous cosrtrierin election more frequently and
a norm of giving each country its turn. Involvemémtwarfare lowers election probability,
but there is little evidence that the level of emmic development or foreign aid predict
election.
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1. Introduction

Endowed with the legal power to authorize whatdwegign policies it deems necessary to
maintain international peace and security, the BgcGouncil has become the preeminent
organ of the United Nations (UN). It has the legalhority to suspend economic and
diplomatic relations between countries, impose kddes, and authorize the use of armed
force (see Hurd, 2007; Chapman, 2011; Chapman aitdrR2004; Voeten, 2001). The body
includes 15 members: the five ever-present Perntdiembers, and the ten Non-Permanent

Members (NPMs), who must win election to serve tieditwo-year terms.

Our study seeks to explain which countries win tedecto the United Nations Security
Council (UNSC) as NPMs. Note that at least four NRNWust vote in favor of a resolution for
it to pass, giving these members a central rolehenworld stage. The President of the
Security Council — a position that rotates amorggrttembers — has influence over the agenda
and the order of voting (Bailey and Daws, 1998:-13@). Most importantly, the UNSC
votes by open ballot so that the voice of an etecbember has a global reach on central
matters of world security. Accordingly, some coieggrappear willing to bribe and reward
NPMs. For instance, the United States increasestdioreign aid by more than 50 percent
when a country serves on the UNSC (Kuziemko andkéfe006). Also, NPMs become
more likely to receive World Bank project loans amternational Monetary Fund (IMF)
loans with relatively soft conditionality (Drehet al, 2009a, 2009b, 2010). Asian NPMs see
their loans from the Asian Development Bank riseuad 30 percent (Lim and Vreeland,

forthcoming).

Understanding which countries receive these rewadads serve to inform longstanding
economic questions over the allocation and effettsereign aid and IMF/World Bank loans
(see, e.g., Easterly, 2001; Rajan and Subramag@08; Bueno de Mesquita and Smith,
2010). Does the UNSC election process direct thasgs towards countries with particular
characteristics? Kuziemko and Werker, following Ma (2000), assert that “Service on the
Council is by no means random” (2006: 909). Yetptw knowledge, no established study

presents the systematic determinants of electidhet@ecurity Counctl.

! The only published study focuses exclusively om shlection of Western European countries to varldh
committees (Scharioth, 2010). Two working papershenbroader selection of members to the UNSChaag
been presented at conferences since we first gesbehe preliminary results of this paper in 2066lude
Iwanami (2012) and Schmitz and Schwarze (2012)cdntrast, good qualitative studies on the seleactibn
UNSC members have been published, such as Mal®0®)2



The power to elect the NPMs formally rests in tlands of the United Nations General
Assembly (UNGA), which includes delegates from raitognized UN member countries.
Usually, however, the UNGA vote serves as a mdification of decisions made by regional
caucuses, which play a privileged role in the n@tan process. The determinants of UNSC
election may therefore differ across regions. Omhen there remains disagreement at the
regional level does the UNGA vote become meaningdul these occasions, the interplay of
two separate sets of preferences — those at tleneddevel, and those at the global level (the
UNGA) — determine election to the UNSC.

What shapes these preferences? To choose NPM4JNh€harter calls on government

representatives to consider “the contribution ofmrbers of the United Nations to the

maintenance of international peace and security tmdthe other purposes of the

Organization.” In practice, however, matters areemmmmplex. A detailed set of procedural
rules and at least two unwritten gentlemen’s agesgmalso shape the UNSC election
procedure. Moreover, UN Ambassadors appear to densactors beyond contributions to

peacekeeping: political affiliations, economic sgyth, and foreign aid may all play a role.

For instance, Iceland’s sudden financial collapse2008 seemingly derailed what had
previously looked a secure candidacy, while US eupfor the candidature of Guatemala
appeared important in stymieing the rival candidatywenezuela in 2006. Cases such as
these might just represent idiosyncrasies, but thay also be part of a regular pattern. How
then should one go about investigating the systerdaterminants of UNSC election?

To investigate discrete choice settings, scholéisncemploy the conditional (fixed effects)
logit model in which asingle decision-maker choosessigle option according to utility
maximization (see McFadden, 1973). The UNSC elegbimcess differs from this model in
at least two respects. First, as discussed ab@vin two different sets of preferences can be
in play: the regional and the global. Second, imacelection years the UNGA regularly
elects two candidates from one region, not a simgledidate. We therefore develop a
multiple-discrete choice model that extends thed@dmnal logit model to allow, in a simple
way, for the separate identification of two intengling sets of preferences, and for the

number of choices from the set of alternativesaxy\{from zero to two).

Our empirical analysis of election to the UNSC ddess five broad theoretical perspectives:
(i) Does the UNGA follow a norm of choosing countreesnmitted to peace, as directed by
the UN Charter?ii) Does the receipt of foreign aid predict UNSC &te? (ii) Is election

driven by international power or close relationshigth powerful countries?\)j Do cultural
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traits play a role Do governments practice a turn-taking norm ofisigaseats by rotating
through the eligible candidates? The last hyposhésrives from the common misconception
that membership on the UNSC “rotates” through tiNerlembership. Formally, membership
does not rotate, but in practice the regional gscapd the UNGA might follow such a norm.

Analyzing data on UNSC elections between 1970 abdb2we find evidence of some
commitment to peace from every region and fromWhGA. Each region shows evidence
that countries engaged in international war are lg®ly to receive regional endorsement.
Such countries are also consistently less likelyrevail when seats are contested in the
UNGA. We also observe large negative effects famtwes engaged in civil war in Asia and
Eastern Europe, and there is a positive link betviszop contributions to UN peacekeeping

missions and election probability for Asia, Latim&rica and Western Europe.

As for international power, all regions and the UN@&xhibit some evidence of a preference
for populous countries. We find weaker evidence tigher countries, measured by gross
national income (GNI) per capita, enjoy an advamtagAsia and Latin America. We find

only patchy, and somewhat mixed, evidence thatdoraid determines election.

Culture appears to hold occasional influence witleigions. Countries that share a common
political ideology with their region are more likelo be elected in some regions, but not in
others. There are also mixed effects for countwéh a history of colonialism. A British
colonial legacy helps in Asia and the GRULAC, whald=rench colonial legacy may have
helped at the UNGA level during the Cold War — sititen the French colonial legacy hurts.
Attitudes to corruption are also mixed: it payshe GRULAC, but not in the WEOG. The
UNGA has switched either side of the Cold War fri@voring corrupt countries, to shunning
them. Aside from the common role of population,alvement in an international conflict,
and a norm of taking turns, our results suggespthsence of significant heterogeneity in the
determinants of UNSC election across regions. Taergwhile culture and history do not
seem to matter for UNSC election within regiongyttmay nevertheless drive differences

across regions.

The data analysis does reveal a “turn-taking” naonnthe regional selection process. A
country whose turn arrives is more likely to reeeregional nomination, which accords with
the common “rotation” perception. As seems reasien&lowever, the turn-taking rights that
influence selection at the regional level do nogénseto influence UNGA voting over
contested seats.



The results of this study contribute to a numbelitefatures. First, it relates to the ongoing
discussion of UN reform, and reform of the UNSQarticular (Franck, 2003; O'Neill, 1996;
Hosli et al, 2011). This debate centers on the questionpgrésentation but strangely lacks a
systematic understanding of the current determgahtUNSC membership. Our findings
may help to mitigate this difficulty by clarifyinghom the election practices advantage. With
an understanding that the two main determinantsecem a tendency to choose populous
countries and to respect an egalitarian norm af-taking, we can recast the debate as
connected to a central theme in democratic themjoritarian principals versus minority

rights.

Our analysis also relates to the wider literaturemnether the selection of leaders is fair in
the sense that it can be explained solely by traditguof the candidates (e.g., Hamermesh
and Schmidt, 2003; Diamond and Toth, 2007). Althotguality” is not easily defined in the

context of UNSC membership, we include in our asialgertain country characteristics that
seem unrelated to quality, such as religion (thepertion of the population that is Muslim)

and voting patterns in the UNGA (how often a coymtes with the United States/Russia),
and thereby provide an implicit test of the “faseg of the election process. As we find that
these factors do not have systematic effects, mefg can focus on the influences that do
appear to matter and judge as to whether populoustges deserve to win election more

often or if everyone should have a turn — the tatigyns that the data analysis does support.

Our study further contributes to the related litera on the selection of political leaders more
generally. For instance, Besley and Reynal-Qu&@11) find that democracies select better
educated leaders as compared to autocracies. A Hetlveen democracy and UNSC
membership might therefore arise if better-educédeders are better-able to negotiate for
UNSC membership. To explore this, we consider wédretlemocracy indeed predicts UNSC

membership — we find, however, that it does not.

Finally, we offer a generic econometric model ofctibns where there is a nomination
process at one level and an endorsement vote #teandn our case, the levels are regional
and global, and the model has applicability to demiange of selection processes including

the selection of membership in other UN bodies atlier international organizations.



Scholars may further employ the model to analysesflection of leaders within federalist

systems or within countries with primary roundsofing at different district-levels.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 outlihedUNSC election process, and Section 3
presents various hypotheses about the determin&etsction to the UNSC. In Section 4 we
formally develop the econometric model, providiniikalihood equation for UNSC election,
and we discuss other details of our methodologgti@e5 presents the results, and Section 6

concludes with a summary discussion of the imgbeest of our main findings.
2. The election process

The UNSC election process for NPMs follows certailes and agreemenitsthe ten NPM
seats are divided among five regional caucusingiggoone country from Eastern Europe
(EE); two from the Western European and Others @GrefEOG); two from the Latin
America and Caribbean Group (GRULAGHGrupo Latinoamericano y Caribefjand five
from Africa and Asid. An unwritten, but unbroken, gentlemen’s agreenttvitles the five
seats for Africa and Asia into three seats for édrand two seats for Asia. Around 1968, a
further unrecorded agreement between Africa and Aeserved one of their five seats for an
Arab state with the regions taking turns every tygars to provide a suitable candidate
(Security Council Report, 2011: 7). This seat itewnfcalled the “Arab swing seat.” We
control for this institutional arrangement in thagrical analysis.

The UNGA conducts staggered elections for fiveseath autumn. Terms begin in January
the following year. To be eligible for election as a NPM, a countrysmfirst, belong to one
of the five caucusing groups. At present, one UNmiber (Kiribati) is ineligible on these
grounds, and prior to 2000, when it gained temponaembership in the WEOG, so too was
Israel (Security Council Report, 2011: 6). SecavidMs in the final year of their term cannot

run for immediate re-election (UN Charter 23(2)heTPermanent Members of the UNSC —

2 Recent contributions in this area with relevanweotir approach include Glasgat al (forthcoming) and
Golderet al (forthcoming).

% Much of the background for this section can aleddund on the web site of the Security Council &tepan
independent non-profit organization affiliated wiflolumbia University: http://www.securitycouncilre.org.
We also draw on Luck (2006).

* Before 1966, there were only six elected membérthe UNSC. Composition was typically: two Latin
American countries; one Middle Eastern country; dfest European country; and two from the British
Commonwealth countries. See Daws (1999) for anwatanf the development of the UN regional groups.

® The term of the single Eastern European repreemtaegins in even years. The two representatiNebe
WEOG group begin their terms in odd years. The sefor the two representatives of the GRULAC are
staggered; the UNGA elects one each year. The dksiap’s two seats are similarly staggered. Theetlsesats
filled by the Africa group are also staggered witlo terms beginning in even years and one termninégg in
odd years. The term of the Arab representativeréshbetween Asia and Africa) begins in even years.



China, France, Russia (formerly the Soviet Unidhg United Kingdom, and the United

States — cannot be elected as NPMs.

Countries may declare candidacy by notifying theai@han of their caucusing groGp.
Before voting begins in the UNGA, the Chairman atle group is invited to announce the
countries that have declared candidacy (the Chaisriist).” Despite this apparent ease of
candidacy, in practice, few countries make the @man’s list. Although details of the
negotiations at the regional level are scarcegthppears to be a preference for the choice of
NPMs to be kept “in house,” insofar as is possifllee vote in the UNGA is, as a result,
usually sidelined by caucusing groups offering #&do slate,” whereby the Chairman
announces only as many candidatures as seats d@ai{lontested elections, when the
Chairman announces more candidatures than sealsbéeaappear to occur when efforts at
agreement at the regional level have fafled.

Africa appears to have the most disciplined rules delecting candidatéslt operates a
system of turn-taking within sub-regional groupdjiet should, in theory, ensure that all
countries in Africa eventually serve on the Segufiiouncil® Even here, however, the
situation is more complex than might first appeaccording to Security Council Report
(2011: 6) there are at least three complicatiomst,Fcountries that can claim to straddle
more than one geographic region have chosen to fsbwh one group to another. Second,
challengers can emerge within the same sub-reggmabing, upsetting the rotatidhLast,
within a subgroup, some members may choose to are wften, while others choose, or are

persuaded, to run less frequently or not at all.

® We know from the UNGA minutes that the group Cim&in stand up in sequence before the vote and
announce the group candidacies. The Chairman posititates among the region members, and termsmast
month. See various issues of thlwurnal of the United Nationdor details on specific elections
(http://www.un.org/en/documents/journal.asp, aceg<sApril 2012).

" Sometimes countries announce their intention toyears in advance. Other times they do so mueh, laven

in the midst of the elections themselves. The tgrof such announcements appears idiosyncratic atadate,
unfortunately, not kept.

8 For the 36 election-years (1970-2005) we analyze, WEOG is the most competitive group, with nine
contested elections, and EE is the least competitwth just five. As we detail further in footnal8, we define

an election as “contested” if an additional cantidaceives ten votes or more. Using this threstbite are a
total of 35 “contested” elections out of 180 tathdctions, or 19 percent.

® Africa is the only region for which we have fouexplicit rules, codified by the African Union inein “Rules

of Procedure of the Ministerial Committee on Caatlides — Doc. EX.CL/213 (VIII).” See African Union
(2006: 8).

9 North Africa and Central Africa rotate one seatmvwo years; Western Africa has one seat eveoyy®ars;

and Eastern Africa and Southern Africa rotate ara svery two years. See Security Council Rep@1126).

1 According to Security Council Report (2009: 6)¢clsuqueue-jumping occurred three times in the sample
period: Nigeria queue-jumped Niger in 1977, andn@aiBissau in 1993, and Ghana queue-jumped Lilreria
1985.



To win election, a country must receive at least-thirds of the votes in the UNGA (UN
Charter 18(2)). When no candidate meets this tltdsithe UNGA holds runoff elections.
On rare occasions, there are many rounds, andundrgacan garner the required two-thirds
majority; compromise candidates have emerged isetimestances. In theory, members of the
UNGA face no requirement to vote for “Chairman'st’licountries, though in practice, they
seldom do otherwise (save for isolated protestsjofenerefore, to date, after a Chairman has

announced a “clean slate,” the UNGA has alway$§edtthe regional selection.
3. Hypotheses

Who wins election to the UNSC? No published studg hddressed the question of UNSC
election using quantitative methods. In the negtisa, we offer the main contribution of our
paper: a multiple-discrete choice model to exantieejoint determinants of UNSC election
at the regional and global levels. First, howewsg draw on the broad literature in
international relations and on qualitative accowft¥JNSC election to develop the testable

hypotheses that we apply to our statistical model.

We begin with the UN Charter, which asks memberhefUNGA to elect UNSC members
on the basis of their contributions to the mainteeaof international peace and security. We
thus propose to test the impact of the contribtitirat countries make to UN peacekeeping
missions, measured as the log of the number opsr@upplied. We also include indicator
variables of whether a country is involved in aternational military dispute or a civil war.
We further test for an effect of democracy, whisHimked to the idea of peace in the sense

that it is associated with a commitment to openaessthe principles of justicé.

Two further hypotheses reflect ideas coming frore political economy literature. A
growing literature shows that countries receivekpdrom UNSC membership, including US
foreign aid (Kuziemko and Werker, 2006; Bueno destieta and Smith, 2010), World Bank
projects (Dreheet al, 2009a), and IMF loans with comparatively softdibionality (Dreher

et al, 2009b, 2010). If these same perks that resutt UNSC membership were also found
to predict UNSC membership, this would point to fhresence of development cycles
whereby countries that gain election receive pdhks, in turn, increase their prospects of

future election. Countries outside of this cyclewwp however, lose out. To test this

2 0n the association of democracy with opennessHs#iger et al (2011). On the association with justice see
Dowdinget al (2004). On the general proclivity of democradepeace, see Russett and Oneal (2001). For a
contrasting view, see Ferejohn and Rosenbluth (2008



possibility, we consider whether the annual shafddS grants and US loans, IMF program

participation, and the number of new World Bankjgcts, predict election to the UNSE.

If countries expect perks from membership on theSON then perhaps more heavily
indebted governments push harder to be electedaality may run the other way: perhaps
when governments anticipate that they will be e@cto the UNSC, they allow their
countries to go deeper into debt, anticipating ikdag on the horizon. Either way, levels of
indebtedness may predict UNSC membership. We hesthipothesis using the log of debt

service as a percentage of gross national income.

If UNSC membership is valuable, heavily indebtedrdaes may well desire membership,
but they may not be in a strong position to wirff 8ompetition for UNSC seats may lead
the most powerful countries to win election modenf Having worked with the Canadian
government in their successful 1998 election bidldvie (2000) notes the importance of
campaign funds. Canada, for example, apparentiyt §ie3 million. Scharioth (2010) argues
that “realist” variables measuring a country’s popweedict election to a wide range of UN
committees, at least for the WEOG. To test the chpé a country’s strength, we consider
three measures: population size (logged), per &apdome (logged, measured in constant

US$), and territorial size (logged).

A government’s connections to powerful countriegmialso affect its country’s election
prospects. We measure international connectiongoum ways. First, we include two
variables to capture how frequently each counttesan the UNGA with the United States
and USSR/Russia, respectively. Second, we inclad@dicator for countries with “pariah”
status in the eyes of one or more of the major pewand hence subject to US and/or UN
sanctions, as defined by Morgan et al. (2006).d[hre test whether membership of various

political groupings that operate within the UN -etl®roup of 77 (G77), Non-Aligned

13 IMF programs themselves come in cycles (Conwa7200mitting participation in IMF programs might
thus bias our results in favor of finding a turkitey norm. A substantial literature argues that Ikt World
Bank loans might be given for political-economiagens rather than need (e.g., Copelovitch, 20@%kFnd
Kilby, 2006; Kaja and Werker, 2010; Kilby, 2009,rtticoming; Reynaud and Vauday, 2009; Stone, 2002,
2004). As for bilateral foreign aid, we limit outtention to the US role for two reasons: (1) iterpinent place

— both in quantitative magnitude and in the literaf (2) parsimony. If we include foreign aid frah potential
countries, degrees of freedom become low in cerggions. Preliminary analyses of foreign aid paterom
other OECD countries did not reveal any statidijcaignificant correlation with UNSC election. Weaggest
that more in depth analyses — for example Japa®esotiforeign aid to win favor — be explored in ntyy- or
region-specific studies.

14 We use estimates of GNlI/capita, as opposed tontsre common GDP/capita, as it is the measure ofnirec
used by the UN in the computation of member statgributions to the General and Peacekeeping badgés
also follow the UN’s methodology in using US$ exabe rate estimates of GNI. These, we argue, are mor
appropriate than PPP estimates in this contexiytes is more relevant is international, rather tdamestic,
purchasing power.



Movement (NAM), Organisation of Islamic Cooperati@IC), and JUSCANZ (a subset of
the WEOG including Japan, United States, Canadairélia, and New Zealand) — predicts
UNSC election® Last, membership in other non-UN groupings may &ks important, so we
allow for an effect of membership of the Europeamndd (EU) and NATO.

Cultural affinity may also matter. Variables we ugdest the influence of culture include the
percentage of the country that is Muslim or, alidirely, Catholic. We also test if a history
of British or French colonization plays a role. Bag religious and historical affinities, we
test the importance of political affinity within @éhregion, measuring the percentage of the
region with which the chief executive shares theesdroad political ideology (either left,
center, right, or non-ideological). We also considrother variable that may be related to
culture: the level of corruption associated withcauntry. On the one hand, perceived
corruption may hurt if regions and the UNGA disdauoch countries. On the other,
corruption may help if such countries willingly degard norms of turn-taking, jumping the

gueue while paying whatever bribes necessary teswport.

Finally, behavioral norms that have evolved witkihe decision-making process may also
play a role. One such norm, which is widely obsérire human evolution, as well as in a
wide range of other species, is that of turn-taKidglman and Browning, 2009; Fraatal,
2011). In the context of the UNSC election procdbkg, turn-taking norm implies that
membership on the UNSC should rotate among the raesrdd each caucusing group. This
turn-taking norm relates to the egalitarian norrhjol features importantly in the literature
on distributive justice (e.g., Rawls, 1971; Deutsd&B85), and is consistent with recent

models of inequity-aversion (Fehr and Schmidt, 1#8ton and Ockenfels, 2000).

The Africa group explicitly claims to operate aatiog to the turn-taking norm, but whether
some degree of turn-taking occurs among the rem@ireégions is less clear. To test the
possibility that a region practices the turn-takimoggm, we construct a variable, “turn-taking,”
which is calculated as the number of years a cgumiis waited to serve on the UNSC
divided by the number of countries currently eligifor election® If the turn-taking norm
holds, this variable should be positively corredatath election.

15 Because of substantial overlap in membership =tv@77 and NAM, indicator variables for memberssfip
each cannot be included in the same regressiortiequinstead we create three separate indicatoahlas:
one for countries that are members of both grougiagd one for countries that are members onlyAi¥iNor
only of G77, respectively.

16 Using the empirical model, which we present in tiet section, we tested several possible measiras
turn-taking norm against a benchmark of perfeat-taking. In a given year, l&tdenote the number of years

9



Thus, we consider five broad perspectivésa(commitment to peacdi)(a foreign aid story,
(iif) a realist international relations perspective), & cultural approach, and)(a turn-taking
norm. Table 2 summarizes our hypotheses and thables we use to test them along with

their sources.
4. Econometric M odel and Methodology

4.1 Preliminaries

Let the set of members of the UNGA in ydabe decomposed into the set of member
countries with permanent member statBd) and the set of all other “ordinary” member
countries. Let) ={AF,AS,EE,GRULAC,WEO& be the set of caucusing gro@ipgions),
and let the set of ordinary member countries befan¢p regionj in yeart be denoted,
wheret € {0,...,T}. Let R = U; R denote the set of all past and present membersualising
group j, and letC; be thei™ country within R. The set of ordinary member countries
belonging to a caucusing group in yé&a necessary condition to serve as a NPM in year
1) is therefordr = U; R.

Let NPM; denote the set of NPMs on the UNSC in yteéinen the UNSC in a given yearjs
defined by

UNSC=NPM 0O PM.

It is helpful to partitionR; to reflect different categories of eligibility. Bmy given year a set
of ordinary member countries — NPMs in the firsay®f their terms — gain automatic

membership of the UNSC in the following ye&)(
A =NPM./NPM_,.

A second set of ordinary member countries, thoae dke in the final year of their term on

the UNSC, are ineligible for election to the UNSChe following yearl():
[, =NPM, n NPM,_,.

The remaining ordinary member countries are ekgifdr election to the UNSC in the

following year E):

sinceC; was last elected to the UNSC (or since it enténedUN, if no such instance,denote the mean af
andzn denote the number of countries, exclud@yg eligible for election. The measures we considevere: (1)
t; )t /5 3)ti -1, (4) L, > 1; and (5) § - 1)1, > ry, wherel; is the function taking the value 1 if conditién
is true and O otherwise. We found the second ofethmmeasures to be best suited for capturing tlinga
effects.

10



E =R /NPM,.

Each of the setsA,E,I;,NPM} can, in turn, be partitioned by region to giveetlsets
{A,E 1, NPMy}. Last, the historical data on non-permanent mestip of the UNSC is
summarized by the indicator varialug, where:'’

it

(0 ¢, ONPM,;
|1 C, ONPM,.

4.2 Preferences

Denote the utility to the members of regijoinrom electing country in periodt to the UNSC
(to serve in periods+ 1 andt + 2) asui: = BjXj:, wherexj; contains the characteristics ©f
in yeart and; contains the preference weights of regio8imilarly, denote by$* = ﬁGAxi,-t

the utility to the members of the UNGA of electing coumtiry periodt.

Election to the UNSC can be conceived as a two-stage procéis.flrst stage, the regional
groups make nominations, resulting in the Chairman of each ragimouncing to the UNGA

a set of candidate countridg S E; for election to the UNSC. In the second stage, the
UNGA votes. As discussed in Section 2, because members of tk&AWHNNost always
choose to vote for membersdf, the vote in the second-stage can be viewed as taking place

over these countries only.

One approach to estimation is to model this two-stage procedisitkpThe resulting
likelihood function is complex, however, and often fails to @ge in estimations that
include more than a few variables. We therefore employ a simpler refatgsenhat builds
directly on the observation that election to the UNSC involkiesinterplay of two separate
sets of preferences: those of the caucusing group (which shapentineations) and those of
the UNGA (which votes over nominated candidates). We therefore rddteC election as

arising from a composite latent utility functidd, of electingC; at timet, given by

— GA
U, = a,u, +(1_ajt)uijt+£ijt’ (1)

which is a weighted average of the underlying regional and UNGA rprefes, plus a
stochastic componenf;. The parametes; € [0,1] measures the weight attributable to the

preferences of the UNGA, and may vary by region and year. licylart we relatey; to the
size ofN;. If [Nj| equals the number of eligible seats,the UNGA merely “rubber stamps”

" UNSC membership data are found on its official Vg (http://www.un.org/Docs/sc).
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the clean slate of nominations from the caucusing group,taupdaferences play no role;(
= 0). At the other end of the spectrum,Nf;||= E;:| (every eligible member of a region is
nominated to the UNGA), then the regional preferences playreotdple, thusy = 1. We

assume that; adjusts linearly between these two extremes, suchhat:

_‘th‘—nﬁ

a, =+———.
‘Ejt‘—njt

4.3 Election Probabilities

We view the elections to the UNSC as choosingeémh regionn; € {0,1,2} countries from
the set of eligible countries according to theitytifunction Uiz, wheren; = NPM| — Ayl
This setting extends the well-known choice modeMafFadden (1973) in two important
respects. First, the set of alternatives is timgiag. This occurs becausg €ountries move
between the setd\(,Eg,lj) from year-to-year as a result of the realizatiohsl; and (i)
entry and exit fronR,, principally as new members join the UN and otHease® Second,

the number of members to be chosen fignms also time-variant, and need not be unity.

The tractability of McFadden’s model is lost whexs, in the UNSC, more than a single
alternative is chosen simultaneously. To retaiot#daility, we therefore model election by the
UNGA as a sequential process, in which countriességcted one-by-one. This methodology
develops that of Manski and Sherman (1980), whoausaultiple-discrete choice model to
examine household car purchases. Whereas a farmayybmy two of the same car, however,
a country cannot have dual membership of the UNS&nhy year, so we must explicitly rule
out this possibility. Formally, in each of rounds, there is a new realizationsaind a single
country fromE; is elected according to utility maximizatiody (= 1 < Ujj > Uy VK #i). In
the case wheny = 2, if the same country is elected in both royris result is annulled and

the whole process repeated until two distinct coestare selected.

If we assume, following Manski and Sherman (1980pt theej in equation (1) are

18 we computex;; using Costa Rica (2005), which contains full UN®@dting records for all UNSC elections
prior to 2004. Voting records for 2004 onwards taten directly from the relevant UNGA minutes. GoRica
(2005) does not explicitly identify the “Chairmarlist” countries. In the overwhelming majority ofeetions
the patterns of voting in the UNGA clearly identtfye “Chairman’s list” countries (who garner lamgembers
of votes) from countries who are merely recipiesftgotes cast in protest or error (who garner amg or two
votes). In a small number of cases the voting patelentify the “Chairman’s list” countries ledearly, as a
country garners an intermediate number of votewdt five and fifteen. In these cases we identigy/ get of
“Chairman’s list” countries as those that received or more votes. Our main results are, howewdyst to
any choice of threshold between three and twentgysvo

¥ In the sample period 69 countries joined the UNJ &ive (Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Yemen Arab
Republic, West Germany and Yugoslavia) left. Tdbfgovides further details.
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independent across regions and time and have aaényipe-1 extreme value distributions,
we then have that’

Pd; .. =11C; DA ) =1 (2)
Prd; .. =1IC, O1,)=0; (3)
0% =Pd, ., =1/C, OE,,n, =0)=0, @
exda' GA+( )u.. )
: =Pid, ., =1|C, OE,,n, =1 O oy 5
Pi ’( w =1 it N ) szE: exdajtukt (1_ajt)ukjt) (5)
2p|t( p|lt)
2 =Pid, ., =1IC, OE,,n, 2# 6
put r( ij,t+1 | jt n ) 1- z (pkjt) ( )

KOE ¢

When only one seat is contested in a region, thgilolitional assumptions oy imply that
the probability in equation (5) of a single counitging elected to the UNSC froy follows
the conditional logit forni* We then usep)i}t to form equation (6) as the binomial probability
of observing a distinct country pair containi@g, where the denominator corrects for the
impossibility of a single country obtaining dual migership. Note that, by construction,

ZkeEn ”t =n;.. Equations (2)-(4) require no further explanation.

Using equations (1)-(6) the likelihood of havingsebved a givelNPM; is therefore

1 if n, =0
N — 1 ; —1-
I-jtIt - pijt if njt _1'
2k]NI;|M it piﬂ f

J 1 - .
—F— if n,. =2

- > (p&jt)z !

kOEjt

% Elections are not independent across time, howdsaech year’s election depends on the outcome @f th
previous year's election in a recursive mannerngwo the evolution of;.

2L Although these distributional assumptions arersfrove note their necessity for retaining the ctodal
logit form. Also, when estimating the final liketibd in equation (7), we can allow for the posdipitif within-
group clustering. Because we model the probakuiitghoosingC; in yeart as conditional on the number of
eligible countries in yeat; our model, like the original conditional logitnplicitly addresses fixed effects for

year. For an approach that relaxes our distribatiassumptions at some conceptual and computatiosakee
Hendel (1999).
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whereL? uses the relevant multinomial distribution to carepthe joint probability of having
observed a given country pair. The likelihood fumet for having observed

{NPM:te{1,..T}} isthen

;
logL=> > logLj". (7)

i0Jd t=1
4.4 mputation

The Appendix summarizes the descriptive statisttsour data. While each individual
variable is well-populated, when taken togethea @goup, a significant number of country-
years have observations missing for at least om&abla (2,396 of 5,342). Dropping
incomplete country-years is problematic for botkdietical and practical reasons. From a
theoretical perspective, as the probability of gbecin equations (5,6) are functions of the
characteristics of every member of the eligible agtficially excluding a country-year biases
the estimates for the remaining countries in thedry From a practical perspective, the
sample size becomes unduly small for some regiteseby leading to a failure of model

convergence.

We therefore employ multiple imputation techniq(tes imputations? Of the variables that
contain missing values, those that are continuaes emach imputed using a truncated
regression (to reflect, e.g., non-negativity coaists) that includes as independent variables
all those that are fully observed. IMF program jggration (the only binary variable to have
missing observations) is similarly imputed, but twia logistic regression. In the large
majority of cases we need only impute at most dsenvation per country-year, so only a
small proportion (around 6 percent) of the datanfsothat enter the regression analysis are

imputed.
4.5 Preference change

Preferences, both regional and global, may charge tome. In particular, Kim and Russett
(1996) present evidence of a shift in preferencesiral the end of the Cold War: voting
patterns in the UNGA shifted from an East-West magon towards a North-South
orientation?® Accordingly, we consider two distinct time periodsluring and after the Cold
War. We report separate estimates for these twiogsefor variables where the effects for

2 The variables that contain missing values aretddnStates/Russia voting in the UNGA, regional stafrUS
loans/grants; debt service; shared regional idgploantrol of corruption; and IMF program particijuen.
% Although Voeten’s (2000) analysis suggests mudtlsuchanges between the two periods.
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each period differSpecifically, we split each variable into two, rdotg one of them as 0 for
all observations in the post-Cold War period anmbdéng the other as 0 for all observations
during the Cold War. We keep only those “split” iabtes where the different effects for the
Cold War and post-Cold War periods are statistycsitjnificant at the five percent level.

4.6 Country-specific effects

We would like to control for country-specific efts¢ as outlying countries that exhibit an
idiosyncratic effect might drive some results, aibcure others. A complication is that a
country-specific effect, if present at all, may stxat either the regional or global (UNGA)
level, or at both levels. We therefore test sepdydor country-specific effects at the regional

and global levels.

To allow for a regional and a global country-spieatfffect for each of the 190 countries (past
and present) in the sB, a priori, requires the inclusion of 380 countnglicator variables,
which exhausts the degrees of freedom for certgions in the earlier years, and prevents
estimation of the model. Instead, we test for theffects. To test for a regional country-
specific effect, the likelihood of a model that lumes both a country indicator in the
appropriate region and in the UNGA (the encompassindel) is compared to the likelihood
of a model that includes a country indicator ontythe UNGA (the nested model). We
employ the likelihood ratio test of Meng and Rul§it92), which allows for multiply
imputed data. This test is performed for each agumdividually at the ten percent
significance level. To further test for a globaluotry-specific effect we repeat the above

procedure, but the nested model instead exclugesaimntry indicator in the UNGA.

It is possible, however, that the regional and glatmuntry-specific effects are individually
insignificant, but jointly significant, or are inddually significant, but jointly insignificant.
To test for these cases, we further compare tledilikod of the encompassing model with a

nested model that excludes the country indicatdwoith the relevant region and the UNGA.
5. Results

We present two sets of results. The first set (@&al) comes from estimating the likelihood
function in equation (7) for UNSC elections betwed¥0 and 2005, using the full set of
controls we consider. We drop explanatory varialftesn groups where, in the case of
continuous variables, they exhibit no within-grougriance, or in the case of indicator
variables, where they are active for fewer thareghcountries in a group, and therefore

become difficult to distinguish from a country-sifieceffect. To match the timing of the
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election process, we lag the independent varidbleme year relative to UNSC membership.
We report robust standard errors, adjusted forirtiputed data, and clustered on region x
year, thereby allowing for within-region and withyear correlation, respectively, and
heteroskedasticity. We control for the operationhaf Arab swing seat by the inclusion of an

indicator for Arab countries eligible for electitmthe seat in a given year (see Table 2).

Different model specifications arise according tbether preference shifts are tested for
before or after testing for country-specific eflecWe therefore perform these two tests
iteratively until an “equilibrium” model is reached which the identified preference shifts

are consistent with the identified country-speatfitects, and the reverse also holds.

The method described in Section 4.6 allows a regiaountry-specific effect for 28
countries, and a global country-specific effect i countrie$’ We include indicator
variables for these countries in the full modeTable 3a, though, for reasons of space, we do
not report their effects in the TafféAmong the countries our method identifies as aibs
outlier is Nigeria, an African country known to agucceeded with an overt policy of
gueue-jumping (Security Council Report, 2009: 6aud Arabia and Panama are also
identified, which is consistent with Schwartzbe2§9@3) and Zacher (2004), who highlight
that Saudi Arabia has never served on the UNSGven gained a regional nomination,
while Panama has been a member of UNSC unusuddiy ef it served three terms on the
UNSC in the sample period (only Brazil and Argeatserved more). Last, Mexico is also
identified: participation in the UNSC elections 2001 marked the end of two decades in
which it had adopted a policy of not seeking etetto the UNSC (Malone, 2000: note®?).

Table 3b presents the results from a reduced naatained from the findings in Table 3a.
We employ a general-to-specific algorithm thateath iteration, removes the variable with

the lowest t-statistic from the model, until alhraining variables are statistically significant

% The regional country-specific effects we allow e (by region), Africa: Benin, Central African fReblic,
Chad, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Guinea, &adcar, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, South Asric
Zimbabwe; Asia: India, Japan, Nepal, Pakistan,ipiites, Saudi Arabia; EE: Bulgaria; the GRULAC:sBo
Rica, Mexico, Panama; the WEOG: Australia, AustBalgium, Greece, Spain, Switzerland. We allow dor
global country-specific effect for Australia, Austr Burkina Faso, Egypt, Germany, Greece, Madagasca
Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Poland, Romania, Slay&tdvenia, and West Germany.

% These are available in the replication materials.

% For more on the Mexican case, see, for exampleaSe and Kenny (2006: 298-314). We are grateful to
Diego Dewar for this suggestion.
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at the ten percent level. The reduced model retdah®f the 43 country-specific effects

allowed for in the full moded’

Before discussing the results, we stress specidiazain interpreting the results for Eastern
Europe and the UNGA because of the limited numlb@bservations that they include. The
EE group contains the fewest countries and the ingstited data, while only 35 out of the

180 elections in our sample are contested in th&ARP

Turning to the results, we hypothesize above thebuntry’s commitment to peace should
influence UNSC membership because of the expligidejines in the UN Charter. We find
evidence to support this conjecture, albeit in seha different guises in each region. Clear
evidence of a commitment to peace comes from ttegniational war indicator included in
Africa, Asia and the UNGA. Table 3b shows that, Adrica and Asia, involvement in an
international conflict significantly reduces a ctiyis chances of sitting on the UNSC, and
that this effect is statistically significant atettone percent confidence level. The implied
marginal effects of the model in Table 3a suggést,instance, that participation in an
international war reduces the probability of electby around 0.01 in Africa — during-Cold
War?® This may seem small, but recall that the averdggtien probability in Africa is only
3/53~ 0.06. Hence, involvement in international conftiats this probability by around one-
sixth. This effect, however, seems to have chamgest time. In Africa, involvement in
international war ceases to influence UNSC elecéfter the Cold War. In Asia, we see the
opposite effect: Table 3b shows that the distastevar has developed more recently. Both
sets of results indicate that the norm against simgocountries at war exists not only in the

regions but also in the UNGA — throughout both tipeeiods.

%" The regional country-specific effects retainedha reduced model are (by region), Africa: Beniental
African Republic, Chad, Guinea, Madagascar, Maldauritius, Mozambique, South Africa, Zimbabwe; &si
India, Japan, Nepal, Philippines, Saudi Arabia; @RULAC: Costa Rica, Panama; the WEOG: Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Switzerland. It retains a glolsaluntry-specific effect for Australia, Austria, Bima Faso,
Egypt, Germany, Greece, Madagascar, Nigeria, Pan@omaania, Slovakia, and West Germany. The refuits
these are available in the replication materials.

% The estimates for the UNGA in Tables 3a-b seem different order of magnitude compared to thenestiés
for the regional groups. This can be explained wéfierence to equation (1), which weights UNGA prefces
by a;;, and group preferences by (ki) in the composite utility function. Even for eliet years with non-zero
values ofy, its value is typically close to zerB(o | ;s # 0) = 0.038, so the apparently large UNGA effeots w
estimate are offset by the very low weight UNGAferences receive in the composite preference.

2 We calculate elasticity and marginal effect estemaor 20086, the final year of our sample, usiggation
(5). We evaluate these using the mi predict comnian8tata 12, at the group-specific meags Different
estimates apply to “clean slate” and “contestedt&bns. The former are evaluatetrat 0, and the latter at
E(at | o # 0). We find negligible differences between thestmeges, however, so we do not report each
separately. Estimates also vary accordingitave report estimates for, = 1, but in group-years with, = 2, a
different estimate based on equation (6) does appbyactice. Last, the estimates vary across ydaesto the
evolution of the eligible set. We have evaluated #stimates for 2006 under different assumed diigib
conditions, and find this source of variation todfeninor proportions.
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Domestic conflict also impacts a country’s chanmieslection. Table 3b shows that in Africa,
Asia, and EE, ongoing civil unrest decreases a tcgsnchances of receiving a regional
nomination. These findings continue to hold in firesence of the full set of controls in
Table 3a. Interestingly, however, the UNGA does aygpear to shun countries in civil war.
To the contrary, during the sample period it thiieges elected such countries in contested
elections: Nicaragua in 1982, Peru in 1983, and mlaain 1993. These cases help to

constitute a statistically significant positiveest of civil war for the UNGA decision.

We also detect a role for peacekeeping troop dmutians, although not in every region.
Specifically, Table 3b shows that in Asia, the GRdLand the WEOG, the more troops a
country contributes, the more likely it is to gaiINSC membership. In Table 3b, the effect in
Asia and in the WEOG is significant at the one petdevel, but only at the 10 percent level
in the GRULAC. A one percent increase in troop dbations produces a range of effects
across regime from a 1.1 percent rise in electimbability in WEOG, down to a 0.22

percent rise in the GRULAC. We find no evidenceaable for troop contributions in Africa

or EE. The UNGA, if anything, also favors countrieish higher troop contributions, but the
effect is not statistically significant in Table 8ad is dropped from the model in Table 3b.

In the WEOG, both sets of results indicate that aeatic countries were more likely to be
elected in the Cold War era (all countries in the@G are coded as democratic in the post-
Cold War era). The only authoritarian regime evected to represent the WEOG was Spain
in 1968. The dictatorships in Portugal and Greem&nwon election. Since democratizing,

Spain has been elected three times, and Portuddbesece have each been elected twice.

With respect to foreign aid, we find only weak eande that it plays a role, and not always in
a consistent direction. In both sets of resultsk- IMogram participation plays a role only in
Asia, where it is negatively associated with UNS€&#on. The IMF has become supremely
unpopular in Asia since the East Asian Financidki€r so Asian support may genuinely
decline for governments cooperating with the instin. Alternatively, IMF program
participation might indicate political or econonnweakness, reducing the incentives to apply,
and the probability to receive, temporary UNSC mersbip. New World Bank projects are
positively associated with receiving a regional mmation in Africa and Asia in both sets of
results. Yet this result is not robust. For examptiedoes not hold for either region in
specifications where we do not include indicatorialdles for country outliers. Nor does it
hold when we do not include the Pariah state viiator if we employ an alternative coding

of the pariah state variable. Moreover, Table 3bw&hthat countries with more newly
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approved World Bank projects are actually lesslyike be elected by the UNGA. This latter
finding disappears in the presence of additionatrods in Table 3a, however. US grants and
loans play a role only in Africa (Table 3b), whdyeth associate negatively with UNSC

election.

Of interest, more heavily indebted countries argatikely to be elected in Africa and the
GRULAC. As debt service contains the most imputaldies of our variables, it is sensible to
be cautious in interpreting these results. Inddkd, result for Africa holds only in the
reduced specification (Table 3b), not in the presenf the control variables. Still, given the
turn-taking norm in these regions, governments e a good idea of when they will get
their chance to serve on the UNSC, and thus putagemacroeconomic policies in

anticipation of the windfall in foreign aid that . 8C membership brings.

Turning to the role of international power, thetistacal significance of one of our measures
holds across all regions: the more populous a eputite more likely it is to take a seat on
the UNSC. In Table 3b the statistical significarafethe effect holds at least at the five
percent level in all five regional groups (althougtly during the post-Cold War period for
EE and the GRULAC). The coefficient estimates irbl€a3b imply that a one percent
increase in population generates an increase ati@beprobability of between 0.51 percent
(Africa) and 3.9 percent (Asia during Cold War).eTpopulation effect weakens somewhat in
the presence of additional controls in Table 3al, disappears entirely in EE. The additional
controls in Table 3a, however, do not have effeotsust to the reduction algorithm we
employ. Interestingly, we find no evidence that lGA takes population into account in

its voting decisions.

In light of the significance of population, one figexpect the statistical significance of a
country’s level of economic development. Only inislAand the GRULAC, however, do we
see a robust effect (significant at the one percemfidence level in Table 3b): richer
countries in these regions are more likely to gadpresentation on the UNSC. Larger
countries are more likely to obtain a regional noemion in Africa and the GRULAC in

Table 3b, but a weak result to the reverse holdsenWVEOG. The UNGA does not appear to

take territorial size into account in its electecisions.

As for political connections to powerful countriege see evidence in both sets of results for
the WEOG that countries voting with the United 8sain the UNGA may actually be less
likely to gain group nomination. A further findifgr WEOG, though only in Table 3b, is
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that voting with the Soviet Union/Russia is alseasated with a lower probability of
election. In contrast, voting with the Soviet UniRnossia is associated with a higher
probability of election in Africa and the GRULAGterestingly, in Table 3b, voting with the
Soviet Union/Russia is associated with a largeteseffect in the UNGA, significant at the
one percent level. The finding suggests a strongeSanfluence within the UNGA. The

finding fails to hold in the presence of furthentwls in Table 3a.

The “Pariah state” indicator for countries subjectJS and/or UN sanctions shows evidence
of a change in preferences over time. During thkel @dar, sanctioned countries were largely
unable to obtain a regional nomination, as inditde the strong negative findings in Africa,
Asia and the GRULAC in both sets of results. Sitive Cold War, however, Table 3b
indicates that sanctions do not predict UNSC ebectFor, in this period, Cuba in 1989,
Nigeria in 1993, Indonesia in 1994, Sudan in 2@0@ Syria in 2001 all obtained a regional
nomination. Cuba, Indonesia and Syria went on to @ection in “clean slate” votes in the
UNGA, Nigeria triumphed in a contested vote, andlé&ulost in a competitive vote. The
success of Cuba explains the isolated positivarfgéor Pariah in the GRULAC post-Cold
Warr.

We also investigate whether membership in partigodditical groupings influences election
to the UNSC. We find evidence that such memberghatters in some regions and in the
UNGA, although the effects go in different directso In Table 3b, we see that membership
in the G77 — but not in the NAM — has a negativieafin Asia, but a positive effect in the
GRULAC. In the GRULAC dual membership in NAM and TGalso positively predicts
regional nomination in Table 3b. Such dual membpr#&h negatively associated, however,
with the probability of winning a contested votetire UNGA. Sole membership in NAM
(and not in the G77) is included only in the UNGAdas coded 1 for only five countries —
Belarus, Cyprus, Malta, Tanzania and Yemen. Thgelaegative effect of this variable in the
UNGA (post-Cold War) appears to be an artifacthaf tata: Only Belarus was involved in
competitive elections in this period, losing first1993, and again in 2001. No statistically
significant effects from OIC membership are foundTiable 3a, and it is, unsurprisingly,
dropped from the model in Table 3b. MembershipU$QANZ is unrelated to the regional
nomination process in the WEOG in Table 3b, butsdagpear to positively influence the
UNGA. As for groupings external to the UN, EU memdb@p appears to raise a country’s
probability of receiving a regional nomination, bdor those EU members in EE, and for

those in the WEOG. NATO membership, however, hasffiect on regional nomination
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probability for members of the WEOG, but a pronathaegative effect for members of EE.

The UNGA, however, shows no preference for memljgistthese groupings.

Do cultural traits of a country influence its elect prospects? In both sets of results we find
evidence that countries with a history of Britighianialism experience a greater probability
of election in Asia and the GRULAC, but the effdoes not hold for Africa, the WEOG, or
the UNGA. We test for an effect of French colorhatitage in Africa and the UNGA. We
find no statistically significant result for AfricsFor the UNGA, we detect a marginally
significant positive effect for the Cold War perjoshen former French colonies may have
had an advantage in UNGA elections. Yet, we findt@ng negative effect of French
colonialism for the UNGA during the post-Cold Weaerjpd (in both sets of results): no
former French colony has triumphed in a competitection since the end of the Cold
War2® A common political ideology is seen in Table 3bb associated with an increased
probability of election for EE and GRULAC. The find survives the presence of further
controls for the GRULAC but not for EE. We find awidence of an effect of shared political
ideology for the UNGA, which contrasts with Potrafk (2009) finding that government
ideology affects a country’s UNGA voting behavior.

We also consider religion, in particular the prdjmor of the country’s population that is
Muslim or, alternatively, Catholic. There are thfemlings regarding Muslim countries. The
first, present in both sets of results, is thahim GRULAC Muslim countries are less likely to
be elected to the UNSC in the post-Cold War eraieNbat this finding may just be an
artifact of the data, however, and not evidenca ofal bias against Muslim countries in the
GRULAC region. After all, there are only three cties coded as having a significant
Muslim population (Suriname: 19.6 percent, Guyartagercent, and Trinidad and Tobago
5.9 percent). Both Guyana and Trinidad and Tobageesl on the UNSC during the Cold-

War era, but none have served in the post-Cold éhéar

The second finding, present only in Table 3a arauisbto reduction, is that in the WEOG

Muslim countries are less likely to be electedht® UNSC. Here the effect appears driven by
one country, Turkey, which never won election te thtNSC during the sample period, but
served three earlier terms representing Asia anel subsequent term representing the

WEOG. The final finding, present only in Table &bthat Muslim countries are less likely to

% Given that UNSC membership is consequential foeigm aid, membership is a transmission channel by
which colonial history can affect current developtné&ee Feyrer and Sacerdote (2009), lyer (201@)Banhn
and Gallego (2012) for recent analyses.
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be selected to represent EE. Albania, Azerbaijasni and Herzegovina, and Macedonia
are the only countries in EE coded as having afgaggnt Muslim population; none of them
have ever won election to the UNSC. As for the Glathvariable, a higher proportion of
Catholics among the population is associated wikbmaer probability of election in Asia —
but no other region (the finding holds in both TesbBa and 3b).

The regions appear to have heterogeneous preferenee corruption. In Table 3b we find
no role for corruption in Africa, Asia, or EE. Ihda GRULAC, however, corruption pays: we
find a negative effect on a country’s chances abb@Eng a UNSC member (significant at the
ten percent level in Table 3b). On the other hamdruption does not pay in the WEOG,
where control of corruption is positively assocthigith UNSC election in Table 3b. The
relationship of the UNGA with corrupt countries apps to have changed over time. During
the Cold War, the UNGA appears to have been subbeb choosing corrupt countries:
control of corruption associates negatively with & election by the UNGA. In the post-
Cold War period, however, Table 3b indicates thet UNGA has tended to shun more

corrupt countries.

Finally, we find widespread evidence of the operatof a turn-taking norm — not only in
Africa: the longer a country has been waiting tgegr on the Council the higher the
probability of receiving the endorsement of theioegl caucus. Table 3a shows the
importance of the effect at the five percent sigaifice level or stronger in the presence of
our control variables and Table 3b shows the siganice level strengthens to the one percent
confidence level in the reduced model. The estimate Table 3b imply a range of
substantive effects across regions: a one peroengdase in waiting time increases election
probability by 8.2 percent in Asia and 6.1 perdarthe WEOG (post-Cold War), down to an
increase of just 1.6 percent in EE. The common encgption that membership on the UNSC
rotates therefore finds some support in the elatpmatterns at the regional level. As might be
expected, the UNGA does not appear influenced bytdim-taking rights that apply within
the regions.

6. Conclusion

The Security Council is the preeminent organ of theted Nations. Membership confers
significant international influence and also ecomoipenefits. We set out to consider the

characteristics of countries toward which the UNS€xtion process diverts these economic
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benefits towards. To that end, we considered fifferént perspectives as to the determinants
of election to the UNSC.

As candidature decisions at the regional levebfelho codified rules (with the exception of
Africa), and governments keep their negotiationkir closed doors, many factors likely
remain unobserved. It is thus appropriate to toeatresults with caution. Nevertheless, if
election to the UNSC were entirely random, we wondd expect the types of systematic

relationships we report in Section 5.

Our results suggest that the regional nominatioacgss tends to allocate membership, and its
associated economic benefits, according to a comigeo between a norm to elect more
populous countries and a norm for each countryetive a turn. Mediating this central
compromise are a norm against nominating counineslved in civil or international war
(as prescribed by the UN Charter) and norm in favbrcountries that contribute more
personnel to UN peacekeeping missions (in AfriceiaAand the WEOG). During the Cold
War, the regions of Africa, Asia, and the GRULAC ynaave followed a norm against
nominating pariah countries whose presence on th8@would have upset one or more of
the permanent members. If so, the norm seems t® \Wwaakened or disappeared in the post-
Cold War era.

The UNGA has the opportunity to participate meahiltg in the UNSC election process
rather infrequently. When it has a say, it reinésrcthe regional nomination norms of
directing membership away from countries involvedhiternational conflict. Since the end of
the Cold War, the UNGA has also systematically dded membership away from countries
perceived as having high levels of corruption. dntcast to the regional groups, however, the
UNGA decisions do not appear influenced by regidoai-taking norms or by the size of a

country’s population.

Perhaps surprisingly, after controlling for othafluences, we find little evidence that the
level of economic development influences electionbpbility. There is also a lack of
consistent evidence for a role of foreign aid, amdy occasional evidence for cultural

influences.

These findings speak to a number of literatures.ifsiance, our findings that the GRULAC
tends to select countries that fail to control gption, while the UNGA has shifted away
from electing such countries, informs the debater avhether corrupt governments receive
more or less foreign aid (e.g., Alesina and Wed@02). Our finding that countries involved
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in civil or international conflict sacrifice foremgaid through fewer appearances on the UNSC
suggests an additional cost of conflict that istgdie considered in the literature that seeks to
measure such costs (e.g., Bozzeli al, 2011). Last, our finding that preferences over
election to the UNSC exhibit heterogeneity acr@eggans may prove useful, as a case study,
to scholars interested in the evolution of normg.(é8inmore and Samuelson, 1994; Bendor,
2001). Because Security Council participation issamuential for different types of foreign
aid, a heterogeneous election process implies INGC membership may serve as an
instrument that such scholars can use as a mea$urgernational political importance.
UNSC membership should prove most useful if pojpahasize and the turn-taking norm are

exogenous to the outcome variable of intefést.

As no published empirical analysis of the determisaf UNSC election currently exists, we
note that our study represents a first step andr dffe following suggestions for future
research. As an extension to our analysis, researchay seek to augment country-level data
with personal-level data on UN Ambassadors. Mal@@00), citing Dutch officials, notes
that up to a quarter of UN representatives votéout instructions from their capitals. The
personal characteristics and interactions of tréviduals on the New York scene may
therefore play a role in some elections. While wspgct that this avenue of research would

prove fruitful, we note that it would involve intgire and detailed data collection.

As for reform of the UNSC, we propose considerindnatv currently determines
representation: Election depends partly on a randaw of idiosyncratic factors, partly on
how populous a country is, and partly on a norngiging everyone a turn. Those who feel
that big, powerful countries should serve on theS@Nmore often — perhaps because they
play a crucial role in global politics — should tty undermine the regional nomination
process and push for more contested electionseatJGA level. After all, we find no
evidence of a turn-taking norm when the UNGA desidentested elections. Allowing for

reelection, for example, would enable big counttesin for election more often.

Other reformers, who may feel that every countrgusth have its turn on the world stage,
should favor endowing the regional groups with plogver to elect their own representatives.

For, all of the regions follow the turn-taking notm some extent. Alternatively, one could

31 We stress here that turn-taking is likely an exmges source of variation that scholars can useitamas a
statistically significant effect for the 81 percagitthe sample, where regions make the decisiom-faking,
however, does not hold for the UNGA, so scholary mish to flag the contested elections (19 percérihe
sample) as factors such as corruption, internatiwag and voting with the Soviet Union/Russia agp play
a role. See, for example, Bueno de Mesquita andhS2010) and Drehest al (forthcoming) for recent studies
using UNSC membership as an instrument.
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ensure turn-taking if election relied on an actaéhtion across all UN members. We suspect
that interests on both sides — in favor of largeintbes and in favor of taking turns —

counterbalance each other so that the status dikeligto prevail.
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Table 1: UNSC Membership (terms held between 1971- 2006)

Africa Asia EE GRULAC WEOG
Algeria 2 Japan 7 Romania 3 Argentina 5 Italy
Benin 2 India 4 Bulgaria 2 Brazil 4 Canada 3
Cameroon 2 Pakistan 4 Poland 2 Panama 3 Spain
Congo 2 Bangladesh 2 Ukrafne 2 Peru 3 Australia 2
Democratic Rep. of the Congo 2 Indonesia Yugdalav 2 Venezuela 3 Austria 2
Egypt 2 Malaysia 2 Belar(s 1 Chile 2 Belgium 2
Gabon 2 Philippines 2 Czechoslovakia 1 Colombia 2 Denmark 2
Ghana 2 Bahrain 1 Czech Republic 1 Costa Rica 2 Germahy 2
Guinea 2 Iraq 1 East Germany 1 Guyana 2 Ireland 2
Kenya 2 Jordan 1 Hungary 1 Jamaica 2 Netherlands
Mauritius 2 Kuwait 1 Slovakia 1 Mexico 2 Norway 2
Nigeria 2 Nepal 1 Sloverfla 1 Bolivia 1 Portugal 2
Tunisia 2 Oman 1 Albania 0 Cuba 1 Sweden
United Rep. of Tanzania 2 Qatar 1 Armenia 0 Ecuador 1 West Germarly 2
Zambia 2 Rep. of Korea 1 Azerbaijan 0 Honduras 1 nlafAd 1
Zimbabwe 2 Singapore 1 Bosnia & Herzegofina 0 Nicaragua 1 Greece 1
Angola 1 Syrian Arab Rep. 1 Croatid 0 Trinidad & Tobago 1 Malta 1
Botswana 1 Thailand 1 Estonia 0 Antigua & Barbuda 0 New Zealand 1
Burkina Faso 1 United Arab Emirates 1 Georgia 0 bBdos 0 Andorra 0
Cape Verde 1 Yemén 1 Latvia 0 Bahamas 0 Iceland 0
Cote d'lvoire 1 Afghanistan 0 Lithuania 0 Belize 0 Israel 0
Djibouti 1 Bhutan 0 Rep. of Moldova 0 Dominica 0 ethtenstein 0
Ethiopid 1 Brunei 0 Serbia & Montenedto 0 Dominican Rep. 0 Luxembourg 0
Gambia 1 Cambodia 0 TFYR Maceddhia 0 El Salvador 0 Monaco 0
Guinea-Bissau 1 Cyprus 0 Grenada 0 San Marino 0
Libya 1 DPR Korea 0 Guatemala 0 Switzerland 0
Mali 1 Fiji 0 Haiti 0 Turkey 0
Madagascar 1 Iran 0 Paraguay 0
Mauritania 1 Kazakhstan 0 St Lucia 0
Morocco 1 Kyrgyzstan 0 St Vincent & the Grenadines 0
Namibia 1 Laos 0 St Kitts & Nevis 0
Niger 1 Lebanon 0 Suriname 0
Rwanda 1 Marshall Islands 0 Uruguay 0
Senegal 1 Maldives 0
Somalia 1 Micronesia 0
Sudan 1 Mongolia 0
Togo 1 Myanmar 0
Uganda 1 Nauru 0
Burundi 0 Palau 0
Central African Rep. 0 Papua New Guinea
Chad 0 Saudi Arabia 0
Comoros 0 Samoa 0
Equatorial Guinea 0 Solomon Islands 0
Eritred 0 Sri Lanka 0
Lesotho 0 Tajikistan 0
Liberia 0 Timor L'este 0
Malawi 0 Tonga 0
Mozambique 0 Tuvalu 0
Sao Tome & Principe 0 Turkmenistan 0
Seychelles 0 Uzbekistan 0
Sierra Leone 0 Vanuatu 0
South Africa 0 Vietnam 0
Swaziland 0 Yemen Arab Rép. 0

1 Yemen and Yemen Arab Republic were both membetiseoE)N until 1990 when they united, representetheriUN by the single member Yemen.
2 Eritrea was part of Ethiopia until around 1991itrEa officially joined the UN as a separate meniber993 and Ethiopia retained its membership efiNGA.

8 Czechoslovakia dissolved in 1992. The Czech Répaht Slovakia subsequently joined as separateh®iesin 1993.
4 Yugoslavia dissolved in 1992, being replaced Ipasate membership for Bosnia & Herzegovina, Cro&iavenia, TFYR Macedonia and Serbia & Montenegro.
5 East Germany was a UNGA member in the EE group/dest Germany a member in the WEOG. Effective fi®80 they were represented as a single membee WH#OG.
5 Although only gaining full independence in 199Xkraine and Belarus were founding members of the hiiNjng separate membership from the USSR. AccgrttirNogee (2004),
this arrangement was agreed between the UK, USAJSE8R at the Yalta Convention in 1945, so as te e USSR three votes in the UNGA.
" Israel joined the UN in 1949 but only became apterary member of the WEOG, and thus eligible fectbn to the UNSC, in 2000.
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Table 2: Potential deter minants of UNSC election

Do governments practice a turn-taking norm, rotgtmembership through eligible candidates?

Turn-taking norm

Number of years since most recently becoming déditr election to the UNSC divided by
number of other countries eligible (author caldolas).

Does foreign aid determine election?

IMF program participation

New World Bank projects
Regional share of US loans
Regional share of US grants
Debt service

Indicator coded 1 if a country participated in 84Flprogram during any part of the year, 0
otherwise (Vreeland, 2007).

Number of new World Bank projects starting durihg year (Dreheet al, 2009a).

Annual share of (gross) US loans going to the ayu{@@ECD, 2006).

Annual share of US grants going to the country (DEZ006).

Debt service as a percentage of gross nationairiad@Vorld Bank).

Is election driven by international power or retatiships with powerful countries?

Population (log)
GNI per capita (log)
Territory (log)
Pariah state

US voting in UNGA

USSR/Russia voting in UNG/

o][e
JUSCANZ

G77 only
NAM only
G77 and NAM

EU
NATO

Log of population (UN Statistics Division).

Log of real GNI per capita in $US (UN Statisticss/Bion).

Log of territorial size in square kilometers (ClAdtbook).

Indicator coded 1 if a country is subject to UN/&ictions (Morgant al, 2006).

Voting in line with the United States at the UNGA%-all votes the same; abstain = 0.5
(Voeten and Merdzanovic, 2008; coded as in DrehdrSturm, 2012).

Voting in line with the Soviet Union/Russia at tHAIGA — % all votes the same; abstain =
0.5 (Voeten and Merdzanovic, 2008; coded as in &rahd Sturm, 2012).

Indicator coded 1 if a country is a member of Qd@therwise (http://www.oic-oci.org/).
Indicator coded 1 if a country is a member of JUSIZAO otherwise
(http://www.eyeontheun.org/view.asp?p=55&I=11).

Indicator coded 1 if a country is a member of the&y @nd not a member of NAM, 0
otherwise (http://www.g77.0rg/).

Indicator coded 1 if a country is a member of NAMianot a member of the G77, 0
otherwise (http://www.nam.gov.za/).

Indicator coded 1 if a country is a member of tty @nd NAM, 0 otherwise.

Indicator coded 1 if a country is a member of Eldti@erwise (http://www.europa.eu/).
Indicator coded 1 if a country is a member of NATytherwise (http://www.nato.int/).

Do governments follow a norm of choosing countt@smitted to peace?

Civil war
International war

Peacekeeping troops (log)
Democracy indicator

Control of corruption

Indicator coded 1 if a country is engaged in al girdr, O otherwise (Fearaet al, 2007).
Indicator coded 1 if a country is engaged in aarimitional war, 0 otherwise (Ghosnal,
2004).

Log (plus 1) of the average monthly military mangowupplied to UN peacekeeping
operations per year (Heldt, 2008).

Indicator coded 1 if contested elections fill theeutive and legislative branches of
government, 0 otherwise (Cheibabal, 2010).

Score indicating perceptions of the extent to wigiahlic power is exercised for private
gain (Kaufmanret al, 2011).

Do shared cultural traits play a role?

% Muslim

% Catholic

Shared regional ideology
Former British colony
Former French colony

Controls
Arab seat

Muslims as a proportion of the total pagiidn, time invariant (Przeworskt al, 2000).
Catholics as a proportion of the togbylation, time invariant (Przeworséd al, 2000).

Proportion of the chied@miives in the region sharing the same politidablogy — left,
center, right (Beclet al.,, 1999).

Indicator coded 1 if a coynis a former British colony, 0 otherwise (Przeworst al,
2000).

Indicator coded 1 if a courgrgt former French colony, 0 otherwise (Przewoeskl.,
2000).

Indicator for Arab countries eligible &ection to the Arab swing seat (coded 1 for Arab
countries in Africa every fourth year beginning 297 for Arab countries in Asia every
fourth year beginning 1970; O otherwise).
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Table 3a: Full modd

Variable: Africa Asia EE GRULAC WEOC UNGA
<1989 >1989 <1989 >1989 <1989 >1989 <1989 >1989 <1989 >1989 <1989 > 1989
Turn-taking norm 5(-135;; 85; Zng;) 1.(%%*3) 10.357*;) 357473)
SR S I S I
Popiaion (09 L N U VR, R R
Tertitory (log) ww  om G o wm o o
UsawingineUNGA 02 9m amo g wE o w
Russia voting in the UNGA (65'_93 é:g‘g (—152:?3? (3'3%? 222292.;11)1 (ggs}éel)4
paria St E N OB - T - 5D
MEpogam pariepaton 655 A% 2@ em o amo
New World Bank projects %_21?; 0(-025 ) 0(6.14%) (()Ogg) ggg) (1722
Regional share of US loans (‘313? (502)3 (f{j%l) (2-524()5 (23772} -23?3.553)
RegonalshareofUs s 0 0 08 g%, 42 um o
osencecion) G802 88 1B 4R,
m o - - - oEm
JUSCANZ - — — — é?,g (333.'936?
ey I
o R R
- wm - g
G77 only, not in NAM - -%5;* - 9(.33;* _ -2(3%237)*
NAM only, notin G77 — — — - _1(86873)9 -9395418%*)*
Peacekeeping troops (log) (%-_}29; 0(033) %?5%) Oigi) 12(33: Y 5.8%1)
Democracy ox 0w am o _ am om kn S,
Former British colony 033 6(275% - 4(-1??;; 5.26 227
Former French colony (%-221) - — _ 22.'29? -839.'2];3?*
il war - - o
memaonavar 6 1% 62 6 : oS
i (4 B AR gy pmomn wen e s
catolic (%) o wr w s am o ue
Shared regional ideology o3 oo 250 (2;-'579) 430 40.90,
Comolorcompton 9 0mgm o ep aw gmma
Arab seat z(bz-g; 252;1238*)* - - - (géﬁ)

Numbers in parentheses are robust standard etustered on region x yearsignificant at 10%, significant at 5%,

significant at 1%.
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Table 3b: Reduced model (general-to-specific)

Variables Africa Asia EE GRULAC WEOG UNGA
<1989 >1989 <1989 >1989 <1989 >1989 <1989 >1989 <1989 >1989 <1989 > 1989
Turn-taking norm 4(371; Gifg; 0-(%%; 1-305;;) 6-?9*0*2) _
GNI per capita (log) - 087 - Loz’ — _
Population (log) o oo Com — Mo o % -
Territory (log) %_zg - - 0(-095; ) -C()O-gg _
USA voting in the UNGA - - - - “E?SSQZZI) -
Russia voting in the UNGA 5,79 - — 1017 3513 40987
Pariah State '18;‘;“ '1?1-%5; - -18(-1505: 3?19;5) _ _
IMF program participation — %O%g - — _ _
New World Bank projects %?&; 0<b2.g> - - _ ?22306')
Regional share of US loans gggl) — - — _ -1(%%)5
Regional share of US grants — %3?9? - — - - _
Debt service (% GNI) 0(521;; - — %35) - _
JUSCANZ — — — — _ 7(21.12!.28;
“ T T
NATO — — — '2<11'.33)M _ _ _
G77 and NAM — — — 4(1635) — -zei'jZ)*
G77 only, not in NAM - '1(‘1??72;* - 3(11(?;) _ _
NAM only, not in G77 — — — - —_ _ -62}%?3?”
Peacekeeping troops (log) - 0(-0313(; - %Eg 1£§Z) —
Democracy - - %oiff; - — 2%325) _ _
Former British colony — 5(118”;) — 1(-0367; - _
Former French colony — - — — — -9&21523)**
Civil war e i - - g
International war 1(7033 lzlig - _ _ -4?7%: 37())** -9(51%.34626*)*
st (0 - S A
Catholic (%) — -ﬁggﬁj - — _ _
Shared regional ideology - - 1(078% 3(.337;) _ _
Control of corruption — — — (C(JJZZZ)' 1(397;) 3(713?7) 15(31.3;/7)
Arab seat 1(f§; ) 25(-2352;* - - - _

Numbers in parentheses are robust standard etustered on region x yearsignificant at 10%, significant at 5%, significant at 1%.



Appendix: Descriptive Statistics (by region)

Variabl Africa Asia EE GRULAC _ WEOCGC UNGA
ariable (5771 max) (n=1823max) (n=1519max) (n=516max) (n=1123max) (n=790 max) (n= 1204 max.
_taki 0.507 0.826 2.031 0.951 1.002 0.878
Turn-taking norm 5342 (0.355 (0.424 (1.396 (0.6:0) (0.870) (0.761
GNI per Capita (|og) 5771 6.133 7.003 7.582 7.436 9.387 7.269
.o17 @572 (0.791 (0.937 (0.964 (1.5¢0)
Popu|ation (|og) 5771 15.368 15.424 15.954 14.787 15.381 15.265
(1.556 (2.344 (0.991 (2.087 (2.063 (1.910)
Territory (log) 5771 12.143 11.326 11.511 10.998 11.306 11.518
(2.062 (2576 (0.916 (2.852 (3.044 (2.495
USA voting in UNGA 5596 0.366 0.368 0.442 0.390 0.550 0.411
(0.121 (0.136 (0.115 0.127 (0.103 (0.136
Russia voting in UNGA 5596 0.755 0.755 0.782 0.743 0.664 0.743
(0.108 (0.110) (0.102 (0.105 (0.103 (0.105
Pariah state 5771 0.037 0.072 0.010 0.045 0.003 0.036
(0.190 (0.259 (0.098 (0.208 (0.050 (0.186
IMF program participation 5551 0.417 0.189 0.405 0.399 0.042 0.322
(0.493 (0.392 (0.491 (0.450) (0.201 (0.467
New World Bank projects 5771 1.754 1.735 1.525 1.653 0.280 1.566
(1.852 @.012 (2.051 2.418 (1.054 (2.289
Regional share of US loans 4485  0.020 0.023 0.054 0.032 0.050 0.028
(0.094 (0.068 (0.161 (0.085 (0.214 (0.100)
Regional share of US grants 4882  0.020 0.023 0.050 0.032 0.047 0.030
(0.059 (0.055 (0.105 (0.054 (0.205 (0.101
Debt service (% GNI) 3069  1.497 1.435 1.543 1.814 1.639 1.642
(0.710) (0.701 (0.877 (0.623 (0.659 0.722
olIC 5771 0.447 0.467 0.056 0.016 0.046 0.269
(0.497 (0.499 (0.231 (0.126 (0.209 (0.444
JUSCANZ 5771 0.000 0.034 0.000 0.032 0.338 0.067
(0.000 (0.182 (0.000 (0.176 (0.473 (0.251
EU 5771 0.000 0.001 0.031 0.000 0.434 0.076
(0.000 (0.036 ©0.174 (0.000 (0.496 (0.264
NATO 5736 0.000 0.000 0.069 0.000 0.576 0.101
(0.000 (0.000 (0.253 (0.000 (0.494 (0.301
G77 and NAM 5771 0.980 0.789 0.000 0.649 0.000 0.636
(0.139 (0.408 (0.000 0.477 (0.000 (0.481
G77 only, not in NAM 5771 0.000 0.103 0.029 0.319 0.000 0.089
(0.000 (0.304 (0.168 (0.466 (0.000 (0.285
NAM only, not in G77 5771 0.020 0.036 0.070 0.000 0.046 0.027
(0.139 (0.187 (0.255 (0.000 (0.209 (0.163
Peacekeeping troops (log) 5732  0.933 0.972 1.540 0.671 3.371 1.274
(2.005 (2.220) (2.334 (1534 (2.7¢0) (2319
Democracy 5732 0.155 0.259 0.463 0.714 0.975 0.459
(0.362 (0.438 (0.499 (0.452 (0.158 (0.499
Former British Co|0ny 5739 0.309 0.496 0.000 0.326 0.100 0.294
(0.462 (0.500) (0.000 (0.469 (0.301 (0.456
Former French Co|0ny 5771 0.336 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.113
(0.472 (0.000 (0.000° (0.000° (0.000 (0317
Civil war 5771 0.116 0.107 0.025 0.098 0.000 0.091
(0321 (0.310) (0.157 (0.297 (0.000 (0.287
International war 5729 0.031 0.058 0.012 0.003 0.013 0.023
0.174 (0.234 (0.108 (0.052 (0.112 (0.149
Muslim (%) 5734 0.359 0.453 0.114 0.010 0.052 0.238
(0.388 (0.433 (0.237 (0.037 (0.207 (0.368
Catholic (%) 5734 0.220 0.096 0.487 0.657 0.529 0.360
(0.268 (0.220) (0.284 (0.325 (0.412 (0.369
Shared regional ideology 4725  0.127 0.079 0.414 0.291 0.375 0.187
(0.164 (0.101 (0.400) (0.188 (0.148 (0.182
Control of corruption 5360 -0.560 -0.213 -0.305 -0.073 1.596 0.001
(0.627 (0.801 (0.693 0.773 (0.759 (1.033
Arab seat 5771 0.048 0.068 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.025
(0.213 (0.251 (0.000 (0.000° (0.000 (0.156

* UNGA statistics are reported for elections thatdlve a contested vote in the UNGA.

33



