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Abstract

What explains the outcome of bargaining between European Union member states?
While existing research on decision-making in the EU highlights the importance of
member states’ structural power, preference intensity, and the EU’s institutional de-
sign, this paper introduces an additional source of bargaining power in negotiations
between EU members: Through issue linkage EU members leverage temporary privi-
leged positions in other international organizations to obtain more favorable bargaining
outcomes in the EU. Specifically, EU member states are more successful in bargain-
ing over the EU budget while they hold a non-permanent seat on the United Nations
Security Council. As temporary members of the UN Security Council EU members
can promote security interests of other European countries inside the most important
UN body, and they can use their influence to secure economic side-payments in the
form of larger receipts from the EU budget. The study tests this argument by inves-
tigating over-time variation in EU budget receipts of individual member states that
served on the UN Security Council as non-permanent members. Analyses of new data
on EU spending between 1976 and 2014 show that EU members obtain an additional
937 million Euro from the EU budget over the course of a two-year term on the UN
Security Council, on average. This amount corresponds to a fifth of EU members’ av-
erage annual receipts from Brussels. Thus, the study reveals intricate linkages between
bargaining processes inside the EU and the UN.



1 Introduction

With annual budgets of more than USD 150 billion combined, the European Union
and the United Nations have far greater resources than any other international organi-
zation in the world (Ingadottir, 2011). Even though their membership and mandates
overlap and issue linkage is common within both, we do not know whether and how
bargaining processes across these two uniquely capable international organizations are
connected. This paper investigates whether states can leverage a privileged position in
one international organization to augment their leverage inside another. Specifically,
this study empirically shows that European Union (EU) member states are more suc-
cessful in bargaining in the EU while they hold a non-permanent seat on the United
Nations (UN) Security Council. Temporary membership in the UN Security Council
enables EU members to promote the interests of other European countries inside the
most important UN body. Their influence at the UN allows these EU members to
secure economic side-payments, which take the form of larger receipts from the EU
budget. Over the course of a two-year term on the UN Security Council, EU members
obtain an additional 937 million Euro in net receipts from the EU budget, on average.
This amount corresponds to 20 percent of the EU members’ average annual receipts
from Brussels in 2014. Thus, this study reveals that bargaining processes inside the

world’s largest international organizations (by budget and staff size) are intricately
linked.

Issue-linkage has long been recognized as a core function of international regimes
(Keohane, 1984) and as a routinely used strategy in intergovernmental negotiations
(Sebenius, 1983; Davis, 2004; McKibben, 2015). The literature on intergovernmen-
tal bargaining in international organizations concurs that decisions in international
organizations are rarely taken in isolation but rather linked to simultaneous or an-
ticipated future decisions. For instance, Moravesik (1998, 1991, p. 25) argues that
major reforms of the EU were shaped through bargaining between the Union’s three
most powerful members, France, Germany, and the UK, which bought off minor powers
through side-payments. In a similar vein, Schneider (2009, 2011) shows that each round
of EU enlargement brought with it side-payments to the perceived losers of enlarge-
ment. More diffuse forms of reciprocity are also common in international organizations:
Heisenberg (2005, p. 69) explains that the prevailing consensus in the Council of the
EU is “shorthand for ‘selling’ preferences that are not strongly held for advantages in



other issue areas or in future negotiations (‘favor bank’).” EU member states recipro-
cally grant each other pre-election windfalls from the EU budget in order to improve
incumbents’ chance of winning national elections (Schneider, 2013). In addition to
linking substantive choices, member states of international organizations also estab-
lish inter-temporal linkages between decision-making procedures in these institutions:
Stone (2011) argues that the most powerful members of an international organization
exercise informal control when their core interests are at stake, in exchange for grating
minor powers an outsized influence on the organization’s policies at other times.

While the literature on bargaining inside international organizations ascribes great
causal weight to issue linkage, it focuses on issue linkage within individual organiza-
tions rather than across organizations, even though the same states simultaneously
interact with each other in multiple institutions. A notable exception is the literature
on vote-buying in international organizations, which shows that great powers use their
strong influence in international financial institutions and multilateral aid providers
to buy developing countries’ votes in other international fora - and especially in the
UN Security Council - with aid and loans (Kuziemko and Werker, 2006; Eldar, 2008;
Dreher, Sturm and Vreeland, 2009b,a; Lim and Vreeland, 2013; Vreeland and Dreher,
2014; Dreher, Sturm and Vreeland, 2015). While this literature has enriched our under-
standing of issue linkage across international organizations, it cannot explain the causal
relationship investigated in this study. First, this literature focuses on the exchange of
developing countries’ votes against side-payments through international organizations
controlled by developed countries; thus it leaves open the question whether issue link-
age across international organizations also occurs between developed countries. Second,
European countries rarely qualify as swing voters on the Council whose votes would
be worth buying.! Therefore, vote-buying in the UN Security Council cannot account
for the finding that EU members secure economic side-payments from the EU budget
while serving as non-permanent members in the UN Security Council.

This paper explains why temporary members of the UN Security Council obtain
side-payments even without selling their votes. Unable to enforce formal EU treaty
obligations that require concertation, consultation, and exchange of information re-

!This is because they are not “sure to vote against the donor in the absence of a vote-aid trade, but could
be swayed to vote differently by an enticement” (Vreeland and Dreher, 2014, p. 35). Even in the absence of
vote-buying, EU members that temporarily serve on the UN Security Council are more likely to vote with
potential vote-buyers (United States, United Kingdom, and France) than any other UN Security Council
member (see Voeten (2000) and Lai and Lefler (2011) on UN voting).



garding the work of the UN Security Council, EU member states have turned to offer-
ing side-payments to those EU countries that serve as non-permanent Security Council
members in order to entice them to promote the interests of EU member states that
do not have a seat at the Security Council’s famous horseshoe table. The causal mech-
anism that links EU members’ behavior in the Council to their receipts from the EU
budget is diffuse reciprocity: EU members secure higher EU budget receipts while serv-
ing on the Security Council, and this side-payment is tied to the expectation that they
will pursue other EU members’ interests if and when the Council’s agenda touches
on them. To test this argument, this study leverages the exogenous timing of EU
members’ two-year terms on the UN Security Council. Analyses of over-time variation
in individual EU members’ receipts from the EU budget show that joining the UN
Security Council is associated with a large windfall from the EU budget. This pa-
per presents the first empirical evidence of economic side-payments made to European
states that serve as temporary members on the UN Security Council. While the ex-
isting literature cites numerous examples of issue linkage within the European Union,
this paper presents and empirically tests the argument that EU decision-makers also
link the Union’s intergovernmental bargaining with negotiations in other international
organizations. Thus, this study shows that states can use a temporary privileged posi-
tion in one international organization to attain a better bargaining position in another
institution. This conclusion suggests that states’ position in networks of international
organizations shapes the interactions that take place within each of these organizations.
In turn, this finding informs the increasingly prominent network analysis approach to
the study of international relations and organizations (see, e.g., Hafner-Burton, Kahler
and Montgomery, 2009; Maoz, 2012; Bueger, 2013).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Part two and three provide a
background on interstate bargaining over the EU’s budget and over the UN Security
Council’s response to security threats. The following part introduces the argument
that bargaining over the EU budget and negotiations in the UN Security Council are
intricately linked. Part five summarizes the research design for empirically testing this
proposition. The empirical results from a qualitative plausibility probe, parametric
and non-parametric quantitative analyses, tests of causal mechanisms and alternative
explanations, and covariate balance analyses are presented and discussed in part six.
Part seven concludes.



2 Negotiating the EU’s budgetary allocation

The procedures for devising and adopting the EU’s budget have repeatedly changed
over the years (Lindner, 2006). Since the 1980s, multi-year agreements on spending
priorities, which are called “Financial Perspectives”, have laid down the broad con-
tours of the EU’s budget. The EU Commission, which is composed of international
civil servants, prepares the first draft of the Union’s annual budget on the basis of
the parameters set out in the multi-year framework agreement. Following two read-
ings in the intergovernmental Council of the EU and the directly elected European
Parliament, the budget is adopted by a qualified majority in the Council of the EU
and a simple majority in the Parliament. While the Parliament’s importance in the
budgeting process has gradually increased, it has traditionally had “a negligible impact
on the broad outlines of the budget since it is substantially easier to garner a simple
majority in the Parliament than it is to garner a qualified majority in the Council” of
the EU (Kauppi and Widgrén, 2004, p. 224-5, see also Carrubba, 1997, p. 473 on the
Parliament’s restrained role during an earlier period).

While some EU members contribute significantly more to the EU budget than they
receive, other states benefit from substantial net financial transfers from the EU, be-
cause their receipts surpass their contributions. The EU’s budget for 2014 provides for
expenditures that amount to Euro 142 billion; 87 percent of these funds are spent on
structural funds and the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) (European Com-
mission, 2015). Eligibility for funding from these programs is based on the need for aid
and economic reform, and thus EU member states with large agricultural sectors and
those whose economic development lags behind the EU average receive more funding
from the EU budget than others (Aksoy and Rodden, 2009).

The economic factors listed in the formal mandates of the EU’s various programs
cannot fully explain EU budget allocation (see, e.g., Kauppi and Widgrén, 2004; Ak-
soy and Rodden, 2009). According to the Commission, the annual budget appropria-
tions explicitly leave room for “necessary political negotiations” (European Commission
2008, p. 159, cited in Schneider, 2011, p. 4). Kauppi and Widgrén (2004) argue that
‘power politics’ shape the outcome of these negotiations in the Council; their empirical
analyses show that the distribution of voting power in the Council explains most of the
variation in EU budget allocation across member states. Small states are favored in the
distribution of EU transfers; because of their over-representation in the EU Council,



small states are attractive coalition partners for states that assemble a legislative coali-
tion through issue linkage (Rodden, 2002; Mattila, 2006; Aksoy and Rodden, 2009).
Moreover, small states that can credibly threaten to veto EU enlargements successfully
obtain side-payments in the form of larger receipts from the EU budget (Schneider,
2011). Finally, the proposal-making power associated with the rotating Council presi-
dency enables member states to attain preferable negotiation outcomes (Aksoy, 2010;
Aronow, Carnegie and Marinov, 2013). All these studies show that the allocation of
the EU budget is not exclusively ‘need-based’, as the official mandates of the EU’s pro-
grams would suggest. Instead, EU member states’ receipts from the Union’s budget are
also shaped by states’ structural power, leverage derived from the Union’s institutional
rules, and EU members’ issue-linkages strategies.

3 Bargaining inside the UN Security Council

Deliberations and negotiations in the Security Council mostly take place in informal
meetings of some or all members, which are held off the record and which are closed
to non-members. The UN Security Council is responsible for responding to threats to
international peace and security, which can take the form of military aggression, inter-
state crises, civil war, mass atrocities, terrorism, and proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (Frowein and Krisch, 2002). The Council has vast discretion in designating
crises or actions as threats to international peace and security (Wellens, 2003; Math-
eson, 2006). The Council’s tool kit for addressing security threats includes authoriz-
ing military interventions against aggressors, deploying peace operations, establishing
transitional administrations, imposing sanctions, initiating criminal proceedings before
international tribunals, and sponsoring crisis diplomacy efforts (Luck, 2006).

The UN Security Council has fifteen members, five of whom are permanent (China,
France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States). The other ten members
serve on this body for non-renewable two-year terms. Apart from France and the
United Kingdom, the UN Security Council typically includes one or two EU member
states as non-permanent members. The adoption of a resolution by the Council requires
nine positive votes. The permanent members have the right to veto any non-procedural
decision by the Security Council. Formal models indicate that the voting power of non-
permanent Council members is very small (O’Neill, 1996; Winter, 1996; Voeten, 2001;
Hosli et al., 2011, p. 171). At the same time, accounts by diplomats who served on the



Security Council suggest that the Council’s non-permanent members exert substantial
influence on the Council’s work on several issues (see, e.g., Ryan, 2003; Pleuger, 2005;
Keating, 2008). A recent study leverages the natural experiment of the rotation of
Africa’s Security Council seats between African regions to show that minor powers
with non-permanent seats have a sizable impact on the Council’s response to civil
wars in Africa (Mikulaschek, 2014). Non-permanent Council members can use their
influence inside the Security Council to build ‘diplomatic capital’ to be spent on the
pursuit of unrelated foreign policy goals. In the words of the former ambassador of New
Zealand on the Security Council “a term in the Security Council - at the recognized
pinnacle of global prominence - is a rare opportunity to lift the national game and
perform at the global level and achieve an impact which is disproportionate to actual
size. Achieving success in this environment allows a small state a unique opportunity
to recharge its diplomatic capital which can be of benefit for many years to come”

(Keating, 2008).

4 Temporary UN Security Council membership as a source of

bargaining power in EU budgetary negotiations

Issue linkage is a widely used bargaining strategy in international organizations. Link-
age is established “by the players’ beliefs that cooperative behavior in one setting
influences the prospects for cooperation in other settings characterized by different is-
sues” (Lohmann, 1997, p. 30). Issue linkage can be either express or implied (Sebenius,
1983, p. 288). It encompasses side-payments and log-rolling bargains (Davis, 2004, p.
156). Substantive issue linkage ties together two issues that exhibit some intellec-
tual coherence while tactical issue linkage connects unrelated issues for the purpose of
manipulating the bargaining outcome (Aggarwal, 1998, p. 16-7). Bargains over side
payments or log rolls may be struck over two or more decisions in the same interna-
tional organizations (internal issue linkage), or they may involve an exchange of a vote
in one institution for a vote in another institution (external issue linkage).? Linking
together disparate issues can open up possibilities for mutually acceptable bargains
(Young, 1989, p. 365) when governments have varying preference intensities across
different issues, with marginal gains in some issue-areas more important to some than

to others.

2This distinction is inspired by the typology of log-rolls in Eldar (2008, p. 5).



How can EU member states translate temporary membership in the UN Security
Council into more favorable bargaining outcomes in the EU? The argument in brief
is as follows: EU member states attach great importance to the work of the UN
Security Council. At the same time, they have failed to effectively institutionalize the
promotion of the interests of EU members that do not serve on the UN Security Council
inside that body. In the absence of formal procedures that successfully translate these
interests into policies of the UN Security Council, EU member states have resorted to
issue linkage: EU member states that temporarily serve on the UN Security Council
promote the interests of other EU member states in exchange for larger receipts from
the EU budget while they occupy a privileged position at the UN. Thus, their ability to
promote the interests of other EU member states at the UN Security Council enhances
the leverage of EU member states in bargaining over the EU budget.

The UN Security Council plays a key role in the foreign and security policy of
the European countries.® The fact that the UN’s headquarters in New York and
Geneva were the first places outside Brussels where EU member states implemented
an institutionalized coordination process shows that they attach great importance to
the UN (Rasch, 2008, p. 2, 8). As of 2006, 1,300 coordination meetings were held
annually in New York (Farrell, 2006, p. 33). Already in 1970, when the European
Political Cooperation (which preceded the Common Foreign and Security Policy) was
inaugurated, EU member states declared that they should try to coordinate their
positions in international organizations. In 1987, the Single European Act turned this
proclamation into a commitment. The 1993 Maastricht Treaty aimed to oblige UN
Security Council members to coordinate their actions and to speak with one voice (see
article 34 of the Treaty on European Union as amended by the Treaty of Lisbon). One
year later, the EC Council opened an office in New York.

As impressive as these steps toward coordinating European foreign policy may ap-
pear, they did not successfully harmonize EU member states’ policies inside the UN
Security Council. The EU Council’s office in New York remains a “liaison and informa-

3For instance, the European Security Strategy, which was drafted by the EU’s High Representative for
the Common Foreign and Security Policy and adopted by the European Council in 2003, stresses that
“the fundamental framework for international relations is the United Nations Charter. The United Nations
Security Council has the primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security.”
(European Council, 2003, p. 9). The Council has imposed sanctions or established field missions in many
crisis theaters in the EU and its neighborhood, such as in Cyprus, the former Yugoslavia, Libya, Ukraine,
Georgia, and Azerbaijan. It also provided the legal mandate for numerous EU military missions and placed
Kosovo under UN administration in 1999.



tion bureau” rather than a political institution, and individual member states “call the
shots” (Farrell, 2006, p. 37; see also Winkelmann, 2000, p. 423). More importantly,
EU members with permanent seats on the UN Security Council do not consistently
implement their obligations under the EU Treaty to inform other member states, to
concert their positions, and to defend the EU’s positions and interests on the Security
Council (Rasch, 2008; Winkelmann, 2000, p. 427). France and the UK view the EU
Treaty’s stipulation that EU member states shall carry out these obligations “without
prejudice to their responsibilities under the provisions of the United Nations Charter”
(art. 34) as an authorization to withhold privileged information from EU member
states that do not serve on the UN Security Council, to refrain from consulting other
EU members on confidential negotiations inside the Council, and to refuse to use the
veto right conferred to them by the UN Charter to defend the EU’s interests (Rasch,
2008; Hill, 2006, p. 57). They also repeatedly blocked steps toward institutionalizing
EU coordination in the UN Security Council, such as the proposal by Germany and
Spain to offer a seat to the EU Presidency within their delegations in New York during
their term on the Council (Pirozzi, 2012, p. 97). In conclusion, consecutive attempts
to institutionalize the pursuit of European interests on the UN Security Council by
adding formal coordination obligations to the EU Treaty have not been successful.

The failure of formal mechanisms to translate the interests of EU members that
do not serve on the UN Security Council into the positions taken by their European
colleagues inside the Council created a pressure to achieve this objective through the
pursuit of informal issue linkage. Unable to enforce the obligation of EU member
states that serve on the UN Security Council to coordinate their positions, EU member
states use side-payments to entice countries that temporarily serve on the UN Security
Council to share information about the Council’s deliberations and to promote the
interests of those EU members that do not serve on the Council. These positive
incentives take the form of higher receipts from the EU budget over the course of the
two-year terms of non-permanent members of the Security Council.

Why do EU members need to offer side-payments to other European states to entice
the latter to pursue the formers’ interests in the UN Security Council? The failure of
formal mechanisms aimed at achieving European coordination inside the UN Security
Council does not fully answer this question. Two additional conditions need to be
satisfied for issue linkage to occur. The first prerequisite is that EU members with a
temporary seat on the UN Security Council are in a position to effectively promote the
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interests of other EU member states if they choose to do so. They can do so in two
ways. First, they can share privileged information about the UN Security Council’s
closed-door deliberations and about the positions of individual Council members with
other EU member states. Thus, they enable other EU member states to influence
the Council’s work through informal bilateral contacts with other Council members.
Second, EU members that temporarily serve on the Council can directly influence
the Council’s work in ways that affect the interests of other EU member states. In
1993, for instance, the Belgian government drafted a non-paper on behalf of the Eu-
ropean Community for the UN Secretary-General, which became the basis of the UN
Secretary-General’s report titled An Agenda for Peace that redefined the role of the
United Nations in the post-Cold War era (Liegeois, 1993, p. 8). Belgium also drafted
all UN Security Council resolutions on the former Yugoslavia, together with France and
the United Kingdom, prior to its exit from the UN Security Council at the end of 1992
(Liegeois, 1993, p. 16-7). During its term on the Security Council in 2011 and 2012,
Germany was in charge of drafting the Council’s resolutions on Afghanistan (Lieber-
man, 2013). Germany’s work impacted the interests of many EU member states, whose
troops were deployed to Afghanistan under a mandate of the UN Security Council at
the time. Between 2006 and 2010, Belgium and Austria chaired the Al-Qaida and
Taliban Sanctions Committee of the UN Security Council, and they used this role to
push for reforms of the UN Security Council’s counter-terrorism regime that aimed to
make this regime compatible with decisions on human rights by the European Court

4 These are but a few examples of instances in which EU member states

of Justice.
influenced the UN Security Council’s work in ways that impacted the interests of the

EU and those of its member states.

The second precondition for issue linkage is that EU member states’ preferences and
the intensity of their preferences over the security policies on the UN Security Council’s
agenda do not perfectly align. Different EU member states have specific regional
interests rooted in their history, geography, and economic and political relationships.
Prominent examples include the engagement of Belgium in Central Africa and Spain
in the Mediterranean (Tallberg, 2008, p. 693). Their intense preferences over security
threats related to these regions are not shared by all other EU members. EU members
that serve as temporary members of the UN Security Council may not be willing to
incur political costs from promoting security interests of other EU member states inside

4 Author’s phone interview with a Belgian diplomat on 8/4/2015. See also United Nations Department of
Public Information (2010).

11



the Council. These political costs arise when an EU member promotes policies inside
the Security Council that are not favored by some great powers, thus creating friction
that makes it more difficult for this EU member to build coalitions inside the Council
to promote its own priorities. Costs also arise when Council members share privileged
information about the body’s deliberations with EU members that do not serve on the
Council, because attempts at greater transparency of confidential negotiations tend to
“offend” permanent Council members (see, e.g., Gowan 2014, p. 6).° In the absence
of issue linkage, non-permanent members of the UN Security Council prefer to use
their limited agenda-setting power and bargaining leverage in the Council to address
the security concerns that matter most to themselves and refrain from speaking out on
issues that affect some of their EU colleagues. This explains why EU members resort to
side-payments to EU members with a non-permanent seat on the UN Security Council
in order to incentivize them to promote the interests of EU members that lack a seat
on the Council.

5 Research design

5.1 Identification strategy and estimation procedure

Annual bargaining over the EU budget is a hard case for testing the argument that
EU members obtain side-payments from fellow EU members while they serve on the
UN Security Council. This is because most distributional bargaining occurs for the
multiannual financial frameworks, leaving little leeway for side-payments agreed in the
context of annual budget negotiations (Lindner, 2006; Schneider, 2013).° If evidence
of side-payments can be found in the outcome of annual budget negotiations, it is
likely that EU members with temporary seats on the UN Security Council also secure
side-payments in other arenas of EU decision-making.

This study leverages over-time variation in individual EU member states’ receipts

5The permanent representative of Belgium on the Security Council in 2007 and 2008 explains the cost
of sharing confidential information with EU members outside the Council: “one cannot ... expect the EU
Security Council members to lay all their cards open on the table. However much they would like to be
EU-loyal, they have loyalties, and perhaps obligations too, towards the other Security Council members that
they must respect for the sake of being and continuing to be trusted fellows within that principal organ of
the United Nations.” (Verbeke, 2006, p. 55)

6 At the same time, Aksoy (2010) and Schneider (2013) show that states can use annual budget negotiations
to secure greater gains when they hold the Council presidency and and ahead of close national elections.
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from the EU budget to systematically investigate whether temporary membership in
the UN Security Council is associated with larger revenues from the Union’s budget.
In other words, the study does not compare whether some countries receive more funds
from the EU budget than others, but it evaluates whether any given country receives
more funds when it serves on the UN Security Council than that same country does
otherwise. Thus, it investigates an unbalanced panel of country-year observations for
each EU member that served, at any point, as non-permanent member of the UN
Security Council and for each year during which it was part of the EU.

The causal identification strategy rests on the assumption that the timing of an
individual EU member state’s two-year term on the UN Security Council is unrelated
to other determinants of over-time variation in that country’s receipts from the EU’s
budget.” The identifying assumption merely implies that co-variation between a given
EU member state’s Security Council membership status and its success at securing
receipts from the EU budget are not driven by some time-varying characteristic that
explain both the timing of temporary Security Council membership and over-time
variation in EU budget receipts. Covariate balance analyses support this assumption
(see Part 6.6), which is plausible since the timing of the process through which a
country joins the UN Security Council as a non-permanent member greatly varies from
the timing of bargaining over the EU budget. The formal timetable for the adoption
of the EU’s annual budget for year ¢ runs from March to December of year t — 1, but
in practice the bulk of budgetary bargaining takes place during the second half of the
year t — 1 (Aksoy, 2010, p. 191). States attain non-permanent membership in the UN
Security Council for a non-renewable two-year term through a secret election in the
UN General Assembly where each UN member state has one vote. European states
typically announce their candidacy for election to the UN Security Council between
four and fifteen years before the election takes place.® The vote is held in September,
and all elected countries join the Council on 1 January of the following year. Under
an arrangement that dates back to 1965, the ten seats for temporary UN Security
Council members are allocated to specific world regions. Two non-permanent Security
Council seats are always filled by states in the ‘Western Europe and Others’ caucus,
which includes the fifteen EU members prior to the 2004 enlargement, Malta, Western

"This assumption is consistent with the empirical observation that the same time-invariant characteristics
of countries (such as size) may both influence the likelihood of serving as a non-permanent Security Council
member and their overall success in EU budgetary bargaining.

8For instance, Ireland announced in 2005 its candidacy for a seat on the Council in 2021 and 2022 (Irish
Parliament, 2013).
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European states that are not EU members, as well as Australia, Canada, and New
Zealand. Except for Cyprus, which forms part of the group of Asian states, all states
that joined the EU since 2004 are members of the Eastern European group, for which
one non-permanent seat on the Security Council is reserved. In the “Western Europe
and Others’ and in the Eastern European group, the number of candidate countries
typically exceeds the number of open seats. Therefore, candidate countries campaign
for election to the UN Security Council for several years (Malone, 2000). Whether a
given EU member state wins or loses the election in the UN General Assembly in a
given year is plausibly orthogonal to over-time variation of that country’s EU budget
receipts, because the decision to run for election predates annual budget negotiations
by several years. There is no reason to suspect that that country’s membership in the
UN Security Council affects its receipts from the EU budget through any mechanism
other than issue linkage.? If EU members that serve as temporary members of the UN
Security Council are able to leverage their influence on the Council’s work to attain
side-payments through the EU’s annual budget, we expect that their UN Security
Council membership during year t — 1 will have a positive effect on the transfers they
receive from the European Union during year ¢, which was negotiated during year ¢t — 1.

Table 1 lists all EU members that served as non-permanent Security Council mem-
bers between 1976 and 2013. During this period, for which detailed data on EU budgets
is available, thirteen EU members served as non-permanent members of the UN Secu-
rity Council. Germany served five times, Italy four times, Belgium, Denmark, Ireland,
the Netherlands, Portugal, and Spain twice, and Austria, Greece, Luxembourg, Slo-
vakia, and Sweden had one two-year term on the Council after acceding to the EU.
Thus, states that joined the EU early had more opportunities to be elected onto the
Council. Moreover, large EU member states serve on the UN Security Council more
often than small states.!” At the same time, large EU members attain a larger share
of the EU budget than small states simply by virtue of the size of their population
and national economy. This fact does not confound the estimation of the effect of UN
Security Council membership on EU budget receipts, because all statistical models
include country fixed-effects.

9Structural funds and agricultural aid account for the vast majority of EU member states’ receipts from
the EU budget; these are entirely unrelated to the agenda of the UN Security Council. Serving as a temporary
member of the UN Security Council membership does not imply any financial or military obligations that
could be shared with other EU member states (see Part 6.5 below).

0Dreher et al. (2014) also observe this pattern in other world regions.
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Table 1: EU member states with non-permanent seats on the UN Security Council, 1975-2013

Year Number of 1st EU member 2nd EU member 3rd EU member
EU members on UNSC on UNSC on UNSC

2013 28 Luxembourg

2012 27 Germany Portugal

2011 27 Germany Portugal

2010 27 Austria

2009 27 Austria

2008 27 Belgium Italy

2007 27 Belgium Ttaly Slovakia

2006 25 Denmark Greece Slovakia

2005 25 Denmark Greece

2004 25 Germany Spain

2003 15 Germany Spain

2002 15 Ireland

2001 15 Ireland

2000 15 Netherlands

1999 15 Netherlands

1998 15 Portugal Sweden

1997 15 Portugal Sweden

1996 15 Germany ITtaly

1995 15 Germany Italy

1994 12 Spain

1993 12 Spain

1992 12 Belgium

1991 12 Belgium

1990 12

1989 12

1988 12 Germany Italy

1987 12 Germany Ttaly

1986 12 Denmark

1985 10 Denmark

1984 10 Netherlands

1983 10 Netherlands

1982 10 Ireland

1981 10 Ireland

1980 9

1979 9

1978 9 Germany

1977 9 Germany

1976 9 Italy

1975 9 Italy

Note: The table lists all EU member states that served as members of the UN Security Council
on non-renewable two-year terms between 1975 and 2013. It shows that in most years, one or
two EU members served as temporary members of the UN Security Council. Over time, the EU’s
representation on the UN Security Council grew stronger due to successive EU enlargements. In
addition to the non-permanent Council members listed in the table, France and the United Kingdom
hold permanent seats on the Council. 15



The analysis does not address the separate question whether France and the United
Kingdom receive higher receipts from the EU budget in exchange for representing
European interests on the UN Security Council. The choice to focus on EU countries
that temporarily serve on the UN Security Council was made for substantive and
methodological reasons. Econometrically, the permanent membership of France and
the UK in the Security Council renders it impossible to use country-fixed effects models
to estimate the effect of their participation in the Council on over-time variation in
EU budget receipts. The use of pooled regression models that leverage cross-country
variation would be problematic since France and the UK undoubtedly vary on a number
of dimensions from other EU members (in addition to their permanent seat on the
Security Council).

All models have panel-corrected standard errors. Since Durbin-Watson tests of an
untransformed model point to serial correlation of the error terms, all models use a
Prais-Winsten transformation of the error term to correct for AR(1) autocorrelation
within panels.

5.2 Data and variables

The primary dependent variable in this study measures EU members’ receipts from the
Union budget lagged by one year (in millions of constant 2014 Euro). Original data
on EU budget receipts was gathered from the European Commission’s Annual Reports
on Allocated Expenditure. Additional analyses investigate EU members’ lagged net
receipts from the EU budget (measured in millions of constant 2006 Euro) using data
that was compiled by the European Court of Auditors and presented in Schneider
(2011).

The main independent variable of interest is a binary measure that captures whether
a given state was a temporary member of the UN Security Council at the time when
the EU budget for a given year was negotiated (i.e., during the preceding year). In-
formation on the UN Security Council’s composition was retrieved from the website
of the UN Security Council. The models control for several variables that have been
found to be associated with the size of EU member states’ receipts from the EU budget.
The natural log of population (in millions) is included since larger countries qualify
for higher EU funds, all else being equal. The natural log of the number of persons
employed in the agricultural sector and the national GDP as a share of the EU average
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serve as proxies for the eligibility for funds from the Common Agricultural Policy and
the Union’s structural funds. The data on each of these variables was published by
Eurostat. EU Presidency takes a positive value if the country presided over the Coun-
cil of the EU during the first or second half of the year during which the budget was
negotiated. ‘SSI Council (perc.)’ relies on the Shapley-Shubik index (SSI) to concep-
tualize voting power in the Council of the EU. It defines the power of a state as the
frequency with which that state’s membership in a coalition on the Council of the EU
is pivotal when all voting coalitions are assumed equally likely. Domestic EU support
is measured as the percentage of citizens who believe that “EC/EU membership is a
good thing” minus the percentage of those believing that “EC/EU membership is a
bad thing” in the Eurobarometer survey. The two final controls account for the EU’s
successive enlargements. The number of EU members accounts for increasing conflicts
over the EU budget, and a dichotomous measure labeled ‘extraordinary phase’ records
whether a country experienced distributional conflict from the year after accession to
the year before the EU adopts a new multi-annual budget plan. Data for these last
four controls was presented in Schneider (2011). Table 4 in the Appendix summarize
the descriptive statistics of all variables. While EU budget data is available from 1976
to 2014, some of the controls are only available for the period between 1977 and 2006.
Therefore, the descriptive evidence on EU budgets, presented in the first part of the
next section, covers the entire period for which budget data is available, while the tem-
poral scope of the cross-sectional time series models in subsequent parts of the results
section is limited to the period from 1977 to 2006.

6 Results and discussion

6.1 Descriptive evidence

Between 1976 and 2014, 13 EU member states served 26 two-year terms on the UN
Security Council. Figure 1 shows how these states’ receipts from the EU budget evolved
before, during, and after each of these terms. The blue line depicts the average of these
26 time series. It shows that in each year, EU members’ average receipts stay within
a range of approximately +250 million Euro from last year’s receipts, with one major
exception: the budget that was negotiated during their first year on the UN Security
Council increased EU members’ receipts by 780 million Euro, on average. In only five
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Figure 1: EU budget receipts before, during, and after UN Security Council term
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Note: The figure displays the change in receipts from the annual EU budget before, during, and
after 26 terms on the UN Security Council served by EU members between 1975 and 2013. Year
t=0 is the first year of the two-year term (shaded area). The budget data for year ¢ describes the
budget that was negotiated during year ¢{. The blue line shows the average change in EU budget
receipts for the 26 time series. It shows that EU members that join the UN Security Council receive
780 million Euro more, on average, from the first budget that was negotiated after they joined the
Council. During the second year on the UN Security Council (t=1) receipts typically revert back
to their normal levels.

of these 26 cases, EU members received fewer EU funds from the first budget that was
negotiated after they gained a seat on the Council.!! During the second year on the
UN Security Council, EU budget receipts tend to revert back to normal.

How likely is it that this pattern merely arose due to random chance? Permutation
tests allow us to answer this question without any parametric assumptions (Pesarin
and Salmaso, 2010; Keele, McConnaughy and White, 2012). If serving on the UN
Security Council does not increase receipts from the EU budget, receipts will be the
same, in expectation, irrespective of whether a EU member is temporarily on the
Council or not. If so, then one should obtain outcomes that are similar to the observed
outcome depicted in Figure 1 even if the timing of the 26 Security Council terms is

HThese are the first year’s of Austria’s first term as an EU member, Denmark’s second term, Germany’s
fifth term, Italy’s fourth term, and Spain’s first term.
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Figure 2: Distribution of estimated effect under null hypothesis and observed effect
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Note: This figure displays the observed average change in EU budget receipts during the first year
on the UN Security Council (in red) and the distribution of the corresponding mean for 300,000
randomly selected data permutations, which were generated by randomly reshuffling the timing of
UN Security Council membership in the 26 ten-year time series shown in Figure 1. If the observed
average change shown in red was due to random chance, we would expect many of the permutations
to yield results that are similar to it. However, only 0.1 percent of the permutations yield a result
that is at least as positive as the observed result, suggesting that the increase in EU funds member
states secure during the first year on the UN Security Council is very unlikely due to random
chance.
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randomly reshuffled within each ten-year time series. Permutation tests are conducted
by randomly reshuffling the value of the binary variable of interest, which indicates
whether the EU member just joined the Council before the EU budget was negotiated
or not. Its value is separately reshuffled within each of the 26 time series. The 26
reshuffled time series are combined and stored, and the process is repeated many times.
A large number of permutations of the observed data is generated in this way. The
null hypothesis that the UN Security Council membership does not increase receipts
from the first EU budget negotiated as a Council member is tested by calculating a
p-value on the proportion of permutations with a value of the test statistic that is at
least as supportive of the alternative hypothesis (that the null hypothesis is incorrect)
as the average that was actually observed and shown in Figure 1 (Pesarin and Salmaso,
2010; Dafoe and Caughey, 2012). If only a small number of permutations yield values
that are as extreme as the observed value of the test statistic, the null hypothesis
can be rejected with a high level of confidence. Figure 2 compares the distribution of
the means of the data permutations with the observed mean. The permutation test
rejects the null hypothesis that EU members do not receive more EU funds from the
first budget that is negotiated while they serve on the UN Security Council (p<0.01).
If this null hypothesis is assumed to be true and if membership in the UN Security
Council is randomly reshuffled many times, then we find that only less than 0.1 percent
of the data permutations that are generated in this process display a positive effect of
joining the UN Security Council on EU budget receipts that is at least as large as the
one that was observed. In short, random chance is a very unlikely explanation of the
EU budget windfall during the first year on the UN Security Council.

6.2 Qualitative plausibility probe

The case of Ireland’s term on the UN Security Council in 2001 and 2002 illustrates
that temporary UN Security Council membership is associated with higher EU budget
receipts. After a multi-year campaign that cost 1.5 million Euro (de Breadun, 2000),
Ireland defeated Italy in a vote held in the UN General Assembly on 10 October 2000.
Even before it entered the Council, it was expected that “Ireland’s approach will by
and large reflect the overall stance of the European Union on foreign policy issues”
(Ibid.). This expectation was met over the following two years (Ryan, 2003, p. 22).
On the Council, Ireland insisted on providing more comprehensive weekly briefings for
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all EU members than in previous years; this initiative was very positively received by
EU countries that did not serve on the Council, leading Germany and Spain, which
replaced Ireland on the Council in 2003, to vow to continue this innovation (Doyle,
2004, p. 96). Ireland was also open to bilateral requests for briefings from other EU
countries, unlike France and the United Kingdom (Doyle, 2004, p. 99, see also Rees,
2003, p. 248). Ireland’s willingness to share information came at a critical time, when
EU members started, in January 2001, to hold regular briefings (‘Article 19’ meetings)
on the Council’s work for those EU countries without a seat on the Council (Rasch,
2008, p. 78-80). Ireland also placed great emphasis on articulating EU priorities in the
Council, in contrast to the other two EU members (Doyle, 2004, p. 96, see also Joint
Committee on Foreign Affairs (Irish Parliament), 2002, p. 25).

Ireland’s EU-centric approach to its term on the UN Security Council was surpris-
ing in light of Ireland’s position as an outlier among EU members at the UN. Between
1990 and 2002, Ireland’s votes in the General Assembly diverged more frequently from
the EU’s majority position than the votes of any other EU member, except for France
and the United Kingdom, whose insistence on independent diplomacy at the UN was
discussed above (Young and Rees, 2005). Ireland voted more often in line with de-
veloping countries on Palestine, the Middle East, and Apartheid than any other EU
member ([bid.). At the turn of the millennium, the top priority for Irish foreign policy
was to demonstrate that European integration did not diminish the autonomy of Irish
diplomacy at the UN (Gillissen, 2006), especially while the government was campaign-
ing for a popular vote in favor of the EU’s Treaty of Nice in two referenda in June 2001
and October 2002. The UN figured prominently in the campaign against the treaty,
which contrasted European security policy and a gradual loss of Ireland’s neutrality
with Ireland’s traditional focus on the UN (Connolly and Doyle, 2005, p. 362).12 Thus,
Ireland’s choice to use its term on the UN Security Council to promote EU policies

and coordination was far from obvious.

Ireland’s dedication to EU coordination in the UN Security Council coincided with
a strong increase in the country’s receipts from the EU budget. In the four years before
Ireland took a seat on the Council, its annual receipts from the EU budget decreased by
486 million Euro, on average, reflecting Ireland’s growing wealth. In contrast, the 2002
budget, which was the first one negotiated after Ireland joined the Council, increased
Ireland’s receipts by 304 million Euro. The two following EU budgets provided for

12K g, a campaign poster against the Nice Treaty read ‘Hello NATO, good-bye UN’ (Doyle, 2004, p. 74).
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another total increase of 128 million Euro, before the trend reverted back to the status
quo before Ireland’s UN Security Council membership, with annual receipts shrinking
by 308 million Euro, on average, over the next four years. This pattern aligns with the
observable implication of the argument tested in this paper. Moreover, issue linkage
played a key role in two major foreign policy decisions of the government of Bertie
Ahern, who was Ireland’s prime minister at the time of its Security Council term: the
government’s muted criticism of the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq was motivated by concern
about future economic relations with the U.S., which were viewed as tied to Ireland’s
position on the Iraq war (Connolly and Doyle, 2005), and the decision to deploy Irish
peacekeepers to Chad and the Central African Republic has been ascribed to Ahern’s
desire to win French support for his candidacy as EU President (Henke, 2012, ch. 6).
In conclusion, it is plausible that the windfall from the EU budget during Ireland’s
term on the UN Security Council and Ireland’s EU-centric diplomacy in the Council
were causally linked. The next part of this paper presents results from a systematic
test of this argument that uses data on all EU members that temporarily served on
the Council.

6.3 Results from cross-sectional time series models

Non-permanent membership in the UN Security Council has a substantial effect on EU
member states’ receipts from the Union’s budget. Since the timing of EU members’
UN Security Council membership is exogenously determined (see above), individual
EU members’ receipts from the EU budgets should be higher, in expectation, while
they serve on the UN Security Council than otherwise. Country- and year-fixed effects
models may thus show the expected effect even if they do not include controls for other
determinants of success at distributive bargaining in the EU, because these potential
confounders are expected to be orthogonal to the timing of Security Council member-
ship. Models 1 in Table 2 shows that while a given EU member holds a non-permanent
seat on the UN Security Council, its annual receipts from the EU budget are 512 mil-
lion Euro higher than they are otherwise. This result is robust to including controls
and to removing time fixed effects (see Models 2 and 3). Temporary UN Security
Council membership is also associated with higher net receipts from the EU budget.
The effect is significant (p<0.05) in the full model, weakly significant (p<0.055) in the
model without year fixed-effects, and it approaches significance (p<0.103) in Model 4,
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which does not include any controls.

The increase in EU funds is both statistically and substantively significant. During
their two-year term on the Council, EU members gain more than 1 billion Euro in ad-
ditional receipts from the EU budget and approximately 937 million Euro in additional
net receipts. The latter amount (in 2006 constant Euro) corresponds to 0.5 percent of
the median EU country’s GDP in 2014. Denmark, Greece, and Slovakia served on the
UN Security Council in 2006, the most recent year included in the analyses summa-
rized in Table 2. During that year, Denmark received 1.77 billion Euro from the EU
budget, while Greece and Slovakia received 8.01 and 0.82 billion Euro, respectively.
The average increase in net receipts from the EU budget over the course of a two-year
term on the Council (1.02 billion Euro, see Model 6 in Table 2) amounts to 58 percent
of Denmark’s total annual receipts in 2006, 13 percent of Greece’s income from the
2006 EU budget, and 124 percent of the EU funds paid to Slovakia during the same
year.

6.4 Analysis of causal mechanisms

The windfall from the EU budget that is associated with UN Security Council mem-
bership could stem from specific or diffuse reciprocity. Specific reciprocity consists in
the exchange of items of equivalent value in a strictly delimited sequence through issue
linkage whereas diffuse reciprocity involves conforming to generally accepted standards
of behavior, does not necessarily require equivalence in the value of traded items, and
unfolds through a less narrowly bounded sequence of events (Keohane, 1986, p. 4).
Specific reciprocity would thus involve a trade of a specific action (e.g., a vote) in
the UN Security Council in exchange for economic side-payments. In contrast, dif-
fuse reciprocity may feature a side-payment in exchange for less tangible favors that
are not clearly delimited in advance; such favors may consist in information-sharing
throughout the two-year term on the Council as well as the preparedness to pursue
other EU members’ interests if and when the Council’s agenda touches on them.!?
The theoretical argument presented in this paper rests on the mechanism of diffuse
reciprocity.

I3Repeated interaction between a moderate number of governments over a long period of time encourages
reputational sanctions and norms of mutual trust, which render such non-simultaneous issue linkage possible
(Aksoy and Rodden, 2009, p. 625, Rodden, 2002, p. 160).
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The timing of the side-payment helps adjudicate between alternative causal mech-
anisms (Grzymala-Busse, 2011). Specific reciprocity would have the observable im-
plication that side-payments are made whenever the recipient does a favor in return.
Assuming that both years of a term on the Council offer an equal number of opportu-
nities for such favors, we would expect to observe a similar number of side-payments
during EU members’ first and the second year on the Security Council. In contrast,
diffuse reciprocity has the observable implication that EU members provide a side-
payment to the UN Security Council member upfront with the expectation that the
EU member with a seat on the UN Security Council will return the favor in the future
if and when an opportunity arises. This dynamic is similar to the logic Vreeland and
Dreher (2014, p. 17) ascribe to vote-trading in the UN Security Council in exchange
for development aid to developing countries. Thus, diffuse reciprocity implies that
side-payments are most likely to be made early on during EU members’ temporary
Council membership, i.e. through the first budget that is adopted after the election of
the EU member to the UN Security Council.

The empirical evidence is more consistent with a diffuse reciprocity mechanism
than with specific reciprocity. The EU budgetary windfall associated with a seat on
the Security Council materializes in the first budget that is negotiated after the EU
member’s election onto the Council (see Figure 1). The effect of membership in the UN
Security Council on EU budget receipts and net receipts is only significant during the
first year on the Security Council. During the latter half of a term on the Council, EU
receipts are insignificantly higher than they are otherwise (see models 7-12 in Table 3).
These results suggest that diffuse reciprocity is the more plausible causal mechanism
that underlies issue linkage, in line with the theoretical argument presented in this

paper.

6.5 Tests of alternative explanations

Further analyses show that the additional revenues from the EU budget associated
with temporary membership in the UN Security Council are not some type of burden-
sharing that compensates EU members that join the UN Security Council for the costs
of serving on the Council. Holding a temporary seat on the Security Council does
not impose any legal obligations. In practice, however, temporary membership in the
Security Council often leads countries to contribute more UN blue helmets (see, Bove
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and Elia, 2011; Voeten, 2014). If additional revenues from the EU budget compensated
EU members on the Security Council for the cost of contributing more personnel to
UN peace operations while serving on the Council, we would expect that EU members
contribute more UN peacekeepers when they serve on the Council than they do at other
times. However, three country fixed-effect Prais-Winsten regressions of the number of
UN peacekeepers contributed by EU members on UN Security Council membership
shows that EU members do not contribute more UN peacekeepers when they hold a
temporary seat on the Council; this result is robust to including or excluding year
fixed effects and all controls in the main model (see Models 13-15 in Table 5 in the
Appendix). These analyses cover the period from 1990 to 2014, for which data on indi-
vidual states’ contributions of troops, military observers, and civilian police is available
from Perry and Smith (2013). Since EU members do not contribute significantly more
peacekeepers when they serve on the UN Security Council, an alternative explanation
based on burden-sharing is implausible.

A temporary term on the UN Security Council is often associated with a tempo-
rary increase in the foreign ministry’s budget.' If EU members used the additional
resources earmarked for diplomacy in the UN Security Council to boost their capacity
to successfully negotiate on the EU budget, the association between a seat on the Se-
curity Council and higher EU budget receipts would be spurious. Country fixed-effect
Prais-Winsten regressions of the number diplomats who represent a given EU member
state vis-a-vis the EU in Brussels on that state’s presence on (or absence from) the
UN Security Council and on the other covariates and fixed effects in Model 5 above
indicates that EU members do not significantly enhance their diplomatic strength in
Brussels while serving on the UN Security Council (see Models 16-18 in Table 5 in
the Appendix).!6 Therefore this analysis refutes the alternative explanation based on

141t is equally implausible that the additional receipts from the EU budget are designed to share the
cost of campaigning for election onto the Security Council. While systematically collected data on the cost
of campaigns is unavailable, anecdotal evidence suggests that the additional revenues from the EU budget
associated with temporary membership in the Security Council dwarf the cost of running for a seat on
that body, thus making compensation for campaign expenditure an implausible alternative explanation. For
instance, Australia’s electoral campaign against Finland and Luxembourg in 2012 was expected to cost 12.7
million AUD (approximately 8.7 million EUR at the time) (Sydney Morning Herald, 2010), Ireland spent
1.5 million EUR to campaign against Italy and Norway in 2000 (de Breadun, 2000), Canada’s campaign in
1998 against Greece and the Netherlands cost 1.9 million CND (approximately 1.1 million EUR at the time)
(Malone, 2000, p. 13), while the cost of the same country’s campaign against Finland and Greece ten years
earlier was “in the tens of thousands of dollars” (Sears, 1988).

15For instance, Belgium created five additional diplomatic positions at its permanent mission to the UN
in New York while it served on the Security Council in 2007 and 2008 (Genin and Fischer, 2007, p. 18).

16This analysis relies on original data on the number of staff of each EU member’s permanent representation
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foreign ministries’ resource allocation.

6.6 Covariate balance tests

Covariate balance analyses corroborate the identifying assumption (explained and jus-
tified in Part 5.1), which implies that there are no time-varying factors that determine
both the timing of a given EU member state’s Security Council membership and over-
time variation in that state’s success at securing receipts from the EU budget. An OLS
regression of EU members’ presence on (or absence from) the UN Security Council on
all the control variables in the model and country-fixed effects shows that not a single
predictor of receipts from the EU budget is significantly associated with membership
in the UN Security Council at the 90 percent confidence level (see Table 6 in the Ap-
pendix). When year-fixed effects are added to this model, only one control (‘important
year’) becomes significant; random chance seems to be the most plausible explanation
since EU members typically cannot anticipate which year will be an important one for
the EU when they announce their candidacy for a seat on the Security Council four
to fourteen years ahead of time. The models control for important years to avoid bias.
Apart from this variable, the timing of an EU member’s temporary membership is not
explained by factors that the previous literature has identified as determinants of EU
members’ receipts from the EU budget. Covariate balance on observables assuages
concerns about covariate imbalance on unobservables, which cannot be included into
the model as controls. Thus, this result corroborates the conclusion that the windfalls
from the EU budget associated with a non-permanent seat on the Security Council are
due to issue linkage rather than endogeneity and selection bias.

7 Conclusion

EU members that join the UN Security Council as non-permanent members experience
a substantial increase in EU budget receipts. This effect of holding a temporary privi-
leged position at the UN is consistent with the argument on issue linkage presented in
this paper: unable to enforce formal rules that require concertation, consultation, and

to the EU in Brussels for the period from 1994 to 2014. The data was extracted from the Interinstitutional/
Official Directory of the European Union, which was published once a year between 1994 and 2014, except
in 2008 and 2013; data is missing for these two years and unavailable prior to 1994.
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exchange of information regarding the UN Security Council, EU member states offer
side-payments to those EU countries that serve as non-permanent Council members in
order to incentivize them to share information about the Council’s confidential consul-
tations and to promote the interests of those EU members that are not represented on
the Council. Thus, this study shows that bargaining processes in the UN and in the
EU are intricately linked.

The timing of the EU budget windfall that the Union’s members receive when they
hold a non-permanent seat on the UN Security Council suggests that diffuse reciprocity
is the causal mechanism that explains issue linkage between bargaining processes in
the two largest international organizations in the world. Future research should more
systematically investigate the other side of the issue-linkage that bargaining over the
EU budget to temporary membership in the UN Security Council by examining how
EU member states use their influence as non-permanent UN Security Council members
for the benefit of other EU member states. This analysis will shed more light on the
mechanism that explains the empirical pattern shown in this paper.

This study makes three contributions to the literature on the UN Security Council.
First, it complements and extends the existing literature by showing that developing
countries are not the only states that receive side-payments while temporarily serving
on this body. Second, it reveals that side-payments are even made to those Council
members that are the most unlikely candidates for vote-buying. Even in the absence
of a side-payment, EU members with a temporary seat on the Council are more likely
to vote with potential vote-buyers (United States, United Kingdom, and France) than
Council members in any other world region; therefore, vote-buying is an implausible
explanation of the findings in this paper. Instead of buying votes, side-payments to EU
members are made in exchange for more intangible favors. By suggesting that vote-
buying is not the sole - and perhaps not even the main - rationale for side-payments
to UN Security Council members, this study sheds new light on previous findings of
side-payments to members of the Council. Finally, this paper helps answer a question
about Security Council elections that the existing literature has left open: why do
the most competitive elections for seats on the UN Security Council pit against each
other Western developed countries, even though they are not eligible for the side-
payments discussed in the previous literature? While states seek a temporary seat
on the Council in order to shape the body’s substantive work (Mikulaschek, 2014),
their desire to temporarily boost their leverage in EU bargaining may constitute an
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additional motivation for EU members to incur the costs of campaigning for election
to the UN Security Council.

The findings in this paper also make an important contribution to the literature
on intergovernmental bargaining in the EU. While previous studies on bargaining in
the EU Council concur on the importance of internal issue linkage (i.e., explicit or
implicit linkage between EU decisions), this paper presents the first empirical evidence
on external issue linkage (i.e., links between bargaining in the EU and negotiations
in other international organizations). Thus, it reveals that holding a temporary privi-
leged position in another international organization is a source of bargaining power in
intergovernmental negotiations in the EU - in addition to structural and issue-specific
power, the EU’s institutional design features, and internal issue linkage strategies,
which have been the focus of the previous literature.

While the analyses in this paper are restricted to the European Union and the
United Nations, temporary privileged positions in other international organizations
may also increase states’ bargaining power across institutional fora. Organizations as
diverse as the International Monetary Fund, World Bank, African Union, Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Europe, and the UN General Assembly and Human
Rights Council assign temporary privileged roles to their member states, which may
enhance the latters’ bargaining power in other institutional fora. In turn, privileged
roles in other organizations may also improve states’ leverage inside the UN Security
Council. Thus, Belgium’s ambassador on the Security Council observed that “the
Republic of Congo can capitalize on chairing the African Union in 2006” during its
term on the Council (Belgian Senate, 2006, p. 7, author’s translation).

At a time regime complexes are becoming ever denser and when the mandates of
international organizations increasingly overlap (see, e.g., Keohane and Victor, 2011;
Morse and Keohane, 2014), the substantive importance of issue linkage across inter-
national organizations is likely to increase over time. If these trends continue in the
future, states will find a growing number of opportunities to leverage a key role in one
international organization to augment their bargaining power in another.
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Appendix

Table 4: Descriptive statistics, 1977-2006

Variable N Mean St.dev. Min. Max.
Receipts 305 5,833.0 4,744.7 14.39  20,360.0
Net receipts 304 -191.1  3,958.6 -17,360.0  9,336.0
Temp. UNSC member (¢-1) 305  0.115 0.319 0 1
1st year on UNSC (¢-1) 305  0.059 0.236 0 1
2nd year on UNSC (¢-1) 305 0.056 0.230 0 1
Population size (In.) 305 16.13 1.433 12.80 18.23
Agricultural labor force size (In.) 303  -1.383 1.619 -5.878 1.147
GDP /cap. relative to EU 305 104.0 43.20 28.94 301.2
SSI in EU Council 305 6.779 4.227 0.952 17.86
EU Presidency 305 0.154 0.362 0 1
Domestic EU support 305 51.42 21.18 -18.00 86.00
EU size 305 14.19 4.629 9 25
Extraordinary phase 305 0.125 0.331 0 1
UN peace operation contribution 185 329.9 452.9 0 3,434
EU mission size 144 55.11 20.72 7 121

Note: In line with the empirical strategy of this study, the descriptive statistics only describe those EU
countries that ever served as temporary members on the UN Security Council.
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Table 6: Non-permanent UN Security Council membership and determinants of EU budget
receipts

Model 19 Model 20
Independent variables UNSC member UNSC member
Population size (In.) -0.297 0.281
(0.764) (1.225)
Agricultural labor force size (In.) 0.029 -0.039
(0.113) (0.163)
GDP/cap. relative to EU 0.002 0.001
(0.001) (0.002)
SSI in EU Council -0.011 -0.007
(0.023) (0.029)
EU Presidency 0.012 0.010
(0.051) (0.053)
Domestic EU support -0.002 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002)
EU size 0.004 0.011
(0.011) (0.022)
Extraordinary phase -0.118 -0.296**
(0.073) (0.122)
Country f.e. Yes Yes
Year f.e. Yes
Observations 303 303
Number of panels 13 13
R? 0.083 0.122

Note: *** p < .01; ** p < .05; * p < .1. OLS regression with standard errors in parentheses. In order to
specify conservative covariate balance tests standard errors are not inflated by clustering them. Positive
coeflicients designate variables’ positive marginal effects on the likelihood that a given EU country holds a
temporary seat on the UN Security Council, controlling for several possible confounders. Model 20 includes
year fixed effects, which are omitted from Model 19.

33



References

Aggarwal, Vinod K. 1998. Reconciling Multiple Institutions: Bargaining, Linkages,
and Nesting. In Institutional Designs for a Complex World: Bargaining, Linkages,
and Nesting, ed. Vinod K. Aggarwal. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press pp. 1-31.

Aksoy, Deniz. 2010. “Who gets what, when, and how revisited: Voting and proposal
powers in the allocation of the EU budget.” Furopean Union Politics 11(2):171-194.

Aksoy, Deniz and Jonathan Rodden. 2009. “Getting into the game: legislative bar-
gaining, distributive politics, and EU enlargement.” Public Finance and Management
9(4):613-643.

Aronow, Peter M., Allison Carnegie and Nikolay Marinov. 2013. “The Effects of Aid
on Human Rights and Democracy: Evidence from the Rotating Presidency of the
Council of the European Union.”.

Belgian Senate. 2006. “La Belgique au Conseil de Sécurité de 'ONU: Auditions.”
Documents du Sénat: 3-1969/3 14 Dec.

Bove, Vincenzo and Leandro Elia. 2011. “Supplying peace: Participation in and troop
contribution to peacekeeping missions.” Journal of Peace Research 48(6):699-714.
Bueger, Christian. 2013. “Actor-Network Theory, Methodology, and International Or-

ganization.” International Political Sociology 7(3):338-42.

Carrubba, Clifford J. 1997. “Net Financial Transfers in the European Union: Who
Gets What and Why 77 Journal of Politics 59(2):469-496.

Connolly, Eileen and John Doyle. 2005. The place of the United Nations in contempo-
rary Irish foreign policy. In Obligations and Responsibilities: Ireland and the United
Nations, 1955-2005, ed. Michael Kennedy and Deirdre McMahon. Dublin: Institute
of Public Administration pp. 362-383.

Dafoe, Allan and Devin Caughey. 2012. “Honor and War: Southern U.S. Presidents
and the Effects of Concern for Reputation.” Working Paper .

Davis, Christina L. 2004. “International Institutions and Issue Linkage: Building
Support for Agricultural Trade Liberalization.” American Political Science Review
98(01):153-169.

de Breadun, Deaglan. 2000. “Having a voice and striding on world stage.” Irish Times
Oct. 11.

Doyle, John. 2004. “Irish Diplomacy on the UN Security Council 2001-2: Foreign
Policy—making in the Light of Day.” Irish Studies in International Affairs 15:73—
101.

34



Dreher, Axel, Jan-Egbert Sturm and James R. Vreeland. 2015. “Politics and IMF
Conditionality.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 59(1):120-148.

Dreher, Axel, Jan-Egbert Sturm and James Raymond Vreeland. 2009a. “Develop-
ment aid and international politics: Does membership on the UN Security Council
influence World Bank decisions?” Journal of Development Economics 88(1):1-18.

Dreher, Axel, Jan-Egbert Sturm and James Raymond Vreeland. 2009b. “Global horse
trading: IMF loans for votes in the United Nations Security Council.” Furopean
Economic Review 53(7):742-757.

Dreher, Axel, Matthew Gould, Matthew D. Rablen and James Raymond Vreeland.
2014. “The determinants of election to the United Nations Security Council.” Public
Choice 158(1-2):51-83.

Eldar, Ofer. 2008. “Vote-trading in International Institutions.” Furopean Journal of
International Law 19(1):3-41.

European Commission. 2008. Furopean Union Public Finance. Luxembourg: Office
for Official Publications of the European Communities.

European Commission. 2015. Financial Report 2014. Brussels: European Union.

European Council. 2003. A Secure Europe in a Better World: Furopean Security
Strategy. Brussels: European Union.

Farrell, Mary. 2006. EU Representation and Coordination within the United Nations.
In The Furopean Union at the United Nations: Intersecting Multilateralisms, ed.
Katie V. Laatikainen and Karen E. Smith. New York: Palgrave Macmillan pp. 27—
46.

Frowein, Jochen A. and Nico Krisch. 2002. Article 39. In The Charter of the United
Nations: A Commentary. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press pp. 717-29.

Genin, Corentin and Santiago Fischer. 2007. 2007-2008: La Belgique au Conseil de
sécurité des Nations unies: Role et action diplomatique. Brussels: Commission
Justice et Paix - Belgique francophone.

Gillissen, Christophe. 2006. “The Back to the Future? Ireland at the UN Security
Council, 2001-2002.” Nordic Irish Studies 5:23-40.

Gowan, Richard. 2014. Australia in the UN Security Council. Sydney: Lowy Institute
for International Policy.

Grzymala-Busse, Anna. 2011. “Time Will Tell? Temporality and the Analysis of
Causal Mechanisms and Processes.” Comparative Political Studies 44(9):1267-97.
Hafner-Burton, Emilie M., Miles Kahler and Alexander H. Montgomery. 2009. “Net-

work Analysis for International Relations.” International Organization 63(3):559-92.

35



Heisenberg, Dorothee. 2005. “The institution of ‘consensus’ in the European Union:
Formal versus informal decision-making in the Council.” Furopean Journal of Polit-
ical Research 44(1):65-90.

Henke, Marina. 2012. The International Security Cooperation Market: Coalition Build-
ing in Pursuit of Peace. Dissertation. Princeton University.

Hill, Christopher. 2006. The European Powers in the Security Council: Differing Inter-
ests, Differing Arenas. In The Furopean Union at the United Nations: Intersecting
Multilateralisms, ed. Katie V. Laatikainen and Karen E. Smith. New York: Palgrave
Macmillan pp. 49-69.

Hosli, Madeleine O., Rebecca Moody, Bryan O’Donovan, Serguei Kaniovski and
Anna C. Little. 2011. “Squaring the circle? Collective and distributive effects
of United Nations Security Council reform.” Review of International Organizations
6(2):163-187.

Ingadottir, Thordis. 2011. Financing international institutions. In Research Handbook
on the Law of International Organizations, ed. Jan Klabbers and Asa Wallendahl.
Northhampton, MA: Edward Elgar pp. 108-31.

Irish Parliament. 2013. Written answer by Eamon Gilmore, Minister, Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade. Dublin: Oireachtas.

Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs (Irish Parliament). 2002. Report of the Delegation
of the Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs: Visit to the United Nations Organisation
in New York. Dublin: Oireachtas.

Kauppi, Heikki and Mika Widgrén. 2004. “What determines EU decision making?
Needs, power or both?” Economic Policy (July):221-66.

Keating, Colin. 2008. “The United Nations Security Council: Options for Small States.”
Public speech in Reykjavik, Iceland. 16 June.

Keele, Luke, Corrine McConnaughy and Ismail White. 2012. “Strengthening the Ex-
perimenter’s Toolbox: Statistical Estimation of Internal Validity.” American Journal
of Political Science 56(2):484-499.

Keohane, Robert O. 1984. After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World
Political Economy. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Keohane, Robert O. 1986. “Reciprocity in International Relations.” International Or-
ganization 40(1):1-27.

Keohane, Robert O. and David G. Victor. 2011. “The Regime Complex for Climate
Change.” Perspectives on Politics 9(1):7-23.

Kuziemko, Ilyana and Eric Werker. 2006. “How Much Is a Seat on the Security Coun-

36



cil Worth ? Foreign Aid and Bribery at the United Nations.” Journal of Political
Economy 114(5):905-930.

Lai, Brian and Vanessa A. Lefler. 2011. “UN Security Council non-permanent mem-
bership: equitable distribution for equitable representation?” Working Paper .

Lieberman, Amy. 2013. “The Masterminds Behind Security Council Resolutions.” Pass
Blue March 14.

Liegeois, Michel. 1993. “La Belgique au Conseil de securite de 1’Organisation des
Nations Unies.” Courrier hebdomadaire 1401-1402.

Lim, Daniel Yew Mao and James Raymond Vreeland. 2013. “Regional Organizations
and International Politics: Japanese Influence over the Asian Development Bank
and the UN Security Council.” World Politics 65(1):34-72.

Lindner, Johannes. 2006. Conflict and Change in EU Budgetary Politics. New York:
Routledge.

Lohmann, Susanne. 1997. “Linkage Politics.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 41(1):38—
67.

Luck, Edward C. 2006. UN Security Council: Practice and promise. New York:
Routledge.

Malone, David M. 2000. “Eyes on the Prize: The Quest for Nonpermanent Seats on
the UN Security Council.” Global Governance 6(1):3-23.

Maoz, Zeev. 2012. “How Network Analysis Can Inform the Study of International
Relations.” Conflict Management and Peace Science 29(3):247-256.

Matheson, Michael J. 2006. Council Unbound: The Growth of UN Decision Making
on Confict and Postconflict Issues after the Cold War. Washington, D.C.: United
States Institute of Peace Press.

Mattila, Mikko. 2006. “Fiscal transfers and redistribution in the European Union:
do smaller member states get more than their share?” Journal of European Public
Policy 13(1):34-51.

McKibben, Heather E. 2015. State strategies in international bargaining: Play by the
rules or change them? Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Mikulaschek, Christoph. 2014. “Why Does the United Nations’ Approval of US Military
Interventions Affect American Public Attitudes ?” Working Paper .

Moravcesik, Andrew. 1991. “Negotiating the Single European Act : National interests
and conventional statecraft in the European Community.” International Organization
45(1):19-56.

Moravcesik, Andrew. 1998. The Choice for Furope: Social Purpose and State Power

37



from Messina to Maastricht. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Morse, Julia C. and Robert O. Keohane. 2014. “Contested multilateralism.” Review of
International Organizations 9(4):385-412.

O’Neill, Barry. 1996. “Power and Satisfaction in the United Nations Security Council.”
Journal of Conflict Resolution 40(2):219-237.

Perry, Chris and Adam C. Smith. 2013. Trends in Uniformed Contributions to UN
Peacekeeping: A New Dataset, 1991-2012. New York: International Peace Institute.

Pesarin, Fortunato and Luigi Salmaso. 2010. Permutation Tests for Complex Data:
Theory, Applications and Software. Chichester, UK: Wiley.

Pirozzi, Nicoletta. 2012. The EU’s contribution to the effectiveness of the UN Security
Council between presence and impact. In The FU, the UN and Collective Security:
Making multilateralism effective, ed. Joachim Krause and Natalino Ronzitti. New
York: Routledge pp. 94-114.

Pleuger, Gunter. 2005. “Deutschland im Sicherheitsrat: Bilanz aus zwei Jahren als
gewachltes Mitglied.” Vereinte Nationen 2005(1):1-4.

Rasch, Maximilian B. 2008. The European Union at the United Nations: the func-
tioning and coherence of EU external representation in a state-centric environment.
Boston: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers.

Rees, Nicholas. 2003. “Ireland’s Foreign Relations in 2002.” Irish Studies in Interna-
tional Affairs 14:241-266.

Rodden, Jonathan. 2002. “Strength in Numbers?: Representation and Redistribution
in the European Union.” Furopean Union Politics 3(2):151-175.

Ryan, Richard. 2003. “Ireland on the World Stage: At the United Nations and on the
Security Council.” New Hibernia Review 7(4):9-25.

Schneider, Christina J. 2009. Conflict, Negotiation and Furopean Union Enlargement.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Schneider, Christina J. 2011. “Weak States and Institutionalized Bargaining Power in
International Organizations.” International Studies Quarterly 55:1-25.

Schneider, Christina J. 2013. “Globalizing Electoral Politics: Political Competence and
Distributional Bargaining in the European Union.” World Politics 65(3):452-490.

Sears, Val. 1988. “Canada bids desperately for U.N. plum.” Toronto Star Sep. 12.

Sebenius, James K. 1983. “Negotiation Arithmetic: Adding and Subtracting Issues
and Parties.” International Organization 37(2):281-316.

Stone, Randall W. 2011. Controlling Institutions: International Organizations and the
Global Economy. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

38



Sydney Morning Herald. 2010. “A useful exercise in flag waving.” Sydney Morning
Herald July 27.

Tallberg, Jonas. 2008. “Bargaining Power in the European Council.” Journal of Com-
mon Market Studies 46(3):685-708.

United Nations Department of Public Information. 2010. Press Conference by Austria
on Two-Year Tenure on Security Council. New York: United Nations.

Verbeke, Johan. 2006. EU Coordination on UN Security Council Matters. In The
United Nations and the European Union: An Ever Stronger Partnership, ed. Jan
Wouters, Frank Hoffmeister and Tom Ruys. The Hague: T.M.C. Asser Press pp. 49—
60.

Voeten, Erik. 2000. “Clashes in the Assembly.” International Organization 54(2):185—
215.

Voeten, Erik. 2001. “Outside Options and the Logic of Security Council Action.”
American Political Science Review 95(4):845-858.

Voeten, Erik. 2014. “Does participation in international organizations increase coop-
eration?” Review of International Organizations 9(3):285-308.

Vreeland, James R. and Axel Dreher. 2014. The Political Economy of the United
Nations Security Council. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Wellens, Karel. 2003. “The UN Security Council and new threats to the peace: back
to the future.” Journal of Conflict and Security Law 8(1):15-70.

Winkelmann, Ingo. 2000. “Europaeische und mitgliedstaatliche Interessenvertretung
in den Vereinten Nationen.” Zeitschrift fuer auslaendisches oeffentliches Recht und
Voelkerrecht 60(2):413-445.

Winter, Eyal. 1996. “Voting and Vetoing.” American Political Science Review
90(4):813-823.

Young, Helen and Nicholas Rees. 2005. “EU Voting Behaviour in the UN General
Assembly, 1990-2002: The EU’s Europeanising Tendencies.” Irish Studies in Inter-
national Affairs 16:193-207.

Young, Oran R. 1989. “The Politics of International Regime Formation: Managing
Natural Resources and the Environment.” International Organization 43(3):349-375.

39



	Introduction
	Negotiating the EU's budgetary allocation
	Bargaining inside the UN Security Council
	Temporary UN Security Council membership as a source of bargaining power in EU budgetary negotiations
	Research design
	Identification strategy and estimation procedure
	Data and variables

	Results and discussion
	Descriptive evidence
	Qualitative plausibility probe
	Results from cross-sectional time series models
	Analysis of causal mechanisms
	Tests of alternative explanations
	Covariate balance tests

	Conclusion

