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Abstract

After the inability to intervene in Syrian civil war, the debate about reforming the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has been revived. This thesis investigates the voting behavior in the UNSC using a game-theoric model including vote trading. Results show that, whenever possible, voters are more concerned with buying winning coalitions than with maximizing global welfare. Veto members are the most important determinants of the outcome of votes with and without vote trading due to their disproportionate power. It is shown that a trade-off between performance and vote trading exists: increasing performance increases vote trading and vice versa. It is discussed that the optimal reform is to reduce the disproportionate power of the veto by reducing it to an 80% qualified majority rule.  Additionally, the number of non-permanent seats may be increased. 
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Introduction
Syria burns. With the rebellion reaching its second anniversary, the UN estimated the death toll on 93,000 people (Beemsterboer, 2013). The international community cries out for the violence to stop, pressuring the United Nations to intervene. However, these cries go unheard as the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is paralyzed in the decision making on this topic. Adding insult to injury, a peace-keeping force in Mali has been authorized. This makes one think: if the situation in Mali is critical enough to send a peace-keeping force, why not in Syria?
The answer to this question is fairly trivial and not suitable for research. Veto member Russia is an ally of Syria, effectively blocking all resolutions regarding intervention by the UNSC.  

The Syria example shows a problem in the ability to act when necessary. The ability to act when necessary is called performance in other research papers and this thesis will use the same definition. 

The performance problem of the UNSC has been researched in many academic fields. However, vote trading in the UNSC has had marginal attention. This practice distorts the decision-making process, prohibiting deliberate decision making. As the UNSC members are expected to act according to goals of the UN Charter, this creates a problem. Given the current performance issues and the minor attention from economics in the UNSC, vote trading is the main topic of this thesis. The goal is to analyse vote trading in the UNSC and make a recommendation that increases welfare and keeps vote trading at acceptable levels. 
That being said, the approach of the problem needs to be determined. Economic research papers like Kuziemko & Werker (2006), Bueno de Mesquita and Smith (2010) and Dreher, Sturm and Vreeland (2008) use statistical analyses to show increases in payments between UNSC countries during their elected terms. The papers conclude the payments can be seen as bribes. While such analysis is valuable, the approach of this thesis will be game theoretic. The main reason is that such analysis has never been done for the UNSC while it can give insights in the voting process rather than measuring monetary flows. The game theoretic approach can also derive the efficiency and welfare from actions taken. Welfare is not the same as efficiency however. In this thesis, welfare-enhancing decisions are decisions that further the goals stated in the UN Charter. Efficient decisions are decisions that increase the cumulative utility for the UNSC members only. 
Welfare will be the main measure on which the recommendations are based as this will increase global security. The UNSC is dealing with issues that affect the whole international community but member states have their own agendas, creating a classic principal-agent problem. This means that efficiency does not reflect the goals of the UN Charter and is therefore an inaccurate measure. It can give a valuable insight in the way decisions are made however. 

If the decision-making process of the UNSC can be improved, the next question is how? The question of reform vexed the UNSC for many years and goes back to at least 1963, in which an amendment was adopted that enlarged the non-permanent seats on the UNSC from 6 to 10 (UN General Assembly Working Group, 2004). With the 1998 speech of Nelson Mandela in the General Assembly of the United Nations (UNGA), this debate was revived. This debate led to many reform proposals, only the proposals relevant for vote trading and the rules of decision-making (the voting rule) will be discussed. 
The vote trading debate and the reform debate lead to the following main question: 

How does vote trading distort the decision-making process in the United Nations Security Council and can the resulting problems be overcome by reforming? 
This question covers the vote trading problem, but there is an immediate observation. While vote trading always has a negative connotation, it will be shown that vote trading is not always bad for performance. Also, there is a tight trade-off between performance and vote trading so tipping the scales to either side will decrease welfare. This results in the tweaking of the current voting rule rather than change it radically. 

Chapter 2 will show the current structure of the UNSC and its performance over the years. Chapter 3 captures the vote trading literature. While the focus lies on economic literature, an overview of political science is also included. Lastly, evidence of vote trading in the UNSC is discussed. Chapter 4 introduces a vote trading model based on a spatial representation of preferences with two voting rules, reflecting the UNSC. The model is built in several steps, starting with a game-theoretic model in chapter 4. Chapter 5 extends this model with vote trading. Chapter 6 addresses the effects of vote trading on welfare. Finally, chapter 7 addresses the reform possibilities. This is largely based on the Open-ended Working Group of the UN, tasked with exploring the options for reform. From these reform options, a recommendation is made about the direction of the reforms. 

2. Background Security Council

This chapter addresses the structure of the UNSC as well as a brief historical background to gain an understanding about this UN body. First, the structure of the UNSC will be discussed by using the rules of procedure and the UN Charter. Second, some historical changes are presented. 

Structure UNSC

The structure of the UNSC can best be explained by using its mission statement as stated in the UN Charter: “We, the peoples of the United Nations, determined to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war, […]” (UN Charter Preamble). With WWII at an end, the victors included the major powers in the world. These powerful states realized the UNSC was doomed to fail if they were not permanently in it. When the UNSC was being created, these states had disproportionate influence in the process, resulting in the five permanent veto members: the US, the USSR (later Russian Federation), China, France and the UK (Russet et al., 1997). Next to this power argument, the veto was also introduced as a way of enforcing cooperation between these five members (Snyder, 1997). 

These five countries were hardly a good representation of the global population. Six non-permanent seats without veto power were added, resulting in a Council of eleven members. After continuous complaints to empower the non-permanent members  the 1963 Charter Amendment was adopted, increasing the number of non-permanent members from six to ten (Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council, 2009). The seats are distributed according to five regions: 3 African, 2 Asian, 2 Latin American, 1 East-European and 2 West-European seats. Non-permanent members are elected for two-year periods and cannot be re-elected immediately after they served the previous period. 
The voting process of the UNSC is stated in article 27 of the UN Charter: 

1. “Each member of the Security Council shall have one vote.

2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters shall be

made by an affirmative vote of nine members.

3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters shall be

made by an affirmative vote of nine members including the

concurring votes of the permanent members; provided that, in

decisions under Chapter VI, and under paragraph 3 of Article 52,

a party to a dispute shall abstain from voting.”

Procedural mentioned in Art. 27.2 include anything that directly affects the meeting, like adoption of the agenda, invitation of non-UNSC members in meetings, etc. Non-UNSC members or experts may be invited to meetings when issues are complex. In the last decennium, more non-members or experts have been invited to UNSC meetings. This suggests that conflicts have increased in complexity (Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council, 2009).
The veto privileges set the UNSC apart from the other UN bodies, most notably from its most important forum, the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA). This is necessary because of the nature of the decisions: the UNSC decides on security measures, including military interventions. These decisions have to be backed by the most powerful states, whereas the UNGA is a general forum. The anomalous structure results in friction among member states about the legitimacy of the decisions the UNSC makes, especially regarding veto power (Hosli et al. 2011). Non-permanent members claim permanent members used their power to secure national interests rather than acting according the goals of the UN Charter on more than one occasion (UN General Assembly Working Group, 2004).

Abstention from voting, mentioned in Art 27.3, can either be voluntarily or non-voluntarily. A member has to abstain non-voluntarily on all non-procedural decisions when it is part of a military conflict, which is referred to as a dispute. Obligatory abstention has never occurred, as members in a dispute refer to it as a conflict, avoiding the sanction. In all other cases, abstention is voluntarily. 

The term ‘concurring votes’ in Art 27.3 has become the topic of debate, as abstentions were treated as negative votes in the early days but are now seen as non-affirmative votes. Earlier, abstention by a veto member would defeat the resolution, but after strategic use of abstentions this has been changed so that resolutions will be blocked only by a negative vote (Hosli et al., 2011). Interestingly, in the 605 qualified majority rule abstentions are still treated as negative votes. In the early days of the UNSC this lead to vast majorities abstaining from voting to defeat a resolution on several occasions (Todd, 1969). A second topic is the difference between procedural and non-procedural matters as it is sometimes not clear to what group issues belong. When it is not clear, a simple majority decides how the issue will be seen (Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council, 2009). 

The last rule is an unwritten one, but important for this thesis: as a common practice, only one issue will be up for vote every meeting. As a procedural matter it has to be voted on, which opens the possibility for establishing vote trading agreements to exclude agenda topics. While selectivity of topics is a problem in the UNSC, this is more often the result of a so-called hidden veto than vote trading on the level of agenda setting. A hidden veto is the threat of a permanent member to block a resolution when it is brought up for vote, resulting in issues not being put on the agenda. Even the expectation of such a threat can deter members from putting issues on the agenda, a so-called double hidden veto (Hosli et al, 2011). 

Performance

In the early days the Cold War held a tight grip on the UNSC. The US and the USSR were responsible for more than half of the submitted draft resolutions (30% and 37.5% respectively). During that time the Western countries held a vast majority in the UNSC, while the East was mostly represented by just the USSR and an eventual ally from Eastern Europe. This lead to a regular use of the veto by the USSR during the first twenty years (105 times) and not a single veto by the US (Todd, 1969). Because of their position, the US could always scramble enough allies to vote against harmful resolutions (Russet et al., 1997). 

After 1965, the Southern states gained more autonomy and voiced their opinions more often. That led to more debates between North and South, as opposed to the West-East debates in the early days of the Cold War (Todd, 1969). Because of this the US lost influence in the UNSC, resulting in a more frequent use of the veto power by the US (90 times in the period 1970-1997). The use of the veto by the USSR (later the Russian Federation) decreased to 19 times in the period 1970-1997. Southern states generally were more neutral than the Eastern states on most issues but very anti-Western on decolonization issues. The change in the use of the veto clearly shows the connection between influence in the UNSC and the use of the veto (Russet et al., 1997). 

Since this period, the Western Alliance started to crumble. As the threat of the USSR faded, so did the bond that tied the Western Alliance together. Disagreements among Western states arose, mostly between the US and its European allies. Combining this with the continuing shifts in geopolitical power, this further dissolved the Western Alliance (Glennon, 2003). 

Even in the early days there were voices that opted for a better global representation in the UNSC, which resulted in the 1963 Charter Amendment, increasing the number of non-permanent members from six to ten. After this change, the UNSC never changed its structure again. The reason is the threshold for such reforms are described by Hosli et al. as ‘relatively high’ (Hosli et al. 2011), a two-third majority of the UNGA including the permanent members.

The reform debate was revived with the speech of Nelson Mandela in the UNGA meeting of September 21, 1998 in which he argued that the UN should reform to better serve the interests of the world population (Venter, 2003). The speech sparked the reform debate, which resulted in several possible reform options.  It also put pressure on the UN working group researching the options for more equal representation and expansion of the Security Council to present viable reform options. 

Throughout the chapter the veto privilege has been a major influence in the UNSC and is under constant debate. Justification for this veto is twofold: the veto members represent the majority of global power and a veto promotes cooperation between those nations. However, on the second account historical records show the veto more often prevented cooperation than promoted it. In the Cold War the tensions between the West and the East crippled the UNSC, and after the 1970’s the US cast more vetoes when dealing with Southern countries. As expected, after 1970 the permanent members did cooperate at times as summed up by Snyder: “[The US and the USSR] cooperated on some issues, including at times the Arab-Israeli conflict. Collective security was implemented two times, once each in Korea and Kuwait. Sanctions were applied to South Africa. […] With the end of the Cold War and the success of the Persian Gulf War, many hope that the United Nations can now play the leading role in promoting international peace and security.”(Snyder, 1997, pp. 5-6). Besides these actions, in the period 1990-1997 the use of force was authorized in six more conflicts, and less after this period (Venter, 2003). 

The last sentence of this quote expresses hope for a better tomorrow, but fifteen years after the article of Snyder the situation has not changed. Most notably, the Iraq issue six years later and more recently the situation in Syria show that the UNSC is still unable to act. 

3. Literature

Section 3.1 explains vote trading, section 3.2 give a literature overview in the fields of political science and economics. Finally, the evidence of vote trading in the UNSC is discussed including the harm it causes on the decision-making process. 
3.1 Forms of Vote Trading

Two different kinds of vote trading can be distinguished: vote buying and logrolling. The use of these forms depends on the structure of the voting process and the kind of decision that needs to be made. 
Vote buying

Vote buying is the practice in which one voter buys votes of other voters in order to get the qualified majority to pass a vote. This party can use the metaphorical carrot (bribing) or the stick (coercion) to reach the preferred results. 

Eldar (2008) uses the same distinction to explain vote trading in several international institutions. Bribery is the practice of one voter being compensated for voting in line with the vote buyer. When coercing, one party threatens another party with monetary and/or political sanctions if the second party does not vote in a particular way, usually a threat to cut foreign aid. Political sanctions come in many forms and sizes; these are much harder to measure and the severity varies. 

Power determines the susceptibility to vote trading, which can be measured by political influence, money and military power. In general, poor nations have less political influence than rich countries. Therefore, poor countries are more susceptible to bribes by permanent members than rich countries (Kuziemko & Werker, 2006, Dreher and Vreeland, 2011, Bueno de Mesquita and Smith, 2010).

Second, when a country gains more power, responsiveness to punishment by coercion diminishes. This is straightforward: powerful countries have leverage. Also, an increase in power means an increase in (access to) money, which makes vote buying less effective. Power in the UNSC has been measured by O’Neill (1996). The analysis shows that each permanent member has on average 19.6 percent power, leaving 2 percent for the other 10 members. This suggests permanent members are much less susceptible to coercion. 
Logrolling

Logrolling is best described by the saying: “You scratch my back and I’ll scratch yours.” In this form of vote trading voter 1 will vote for a decision important for voter 2 in the first round and in return voter 2 will vote for a decision important for voter 1 in the next voting round. However, cooperation in games is only possible under very strict conditions (Osborn, 2004, p. 428). 
Two forms of logrolling exist: external logrolling and internal logrolling. External logrolling can be used whenever two parties are in two different institutions together. In one institution voter 1 will vote for an issue voter 2 prefers and in the other institution voter 2 will vote for and issue vote 1 prefers. In the model this form of logrolling will be treated as vote buying because it is limited to the UNSC. Internal logrolling is the same practice but within the same institution. In situations in which two voters prefer different bills to be passed, voter 1 will vote for the issue voter 2 prefers and vice versa. External logrolling is more prevalent in the UNSC, most notably through the IMF, UNICEF and the trade of political favours (Dreher and Vreeland, 2011, Kuziemko and Werker, 2006, Bueno de Mesquita and Smith, 2010). Funding a vote trade through these institutions keeps the costs for the US manageable. 

3.2 Literature overview

Being a political subject, theories about vote trading find their way in many academic fields. The model presented will focus on the efficiency of the voting process, so this thesis will focus on the economic field.  However, political science can give valuable insights so this field will be reviewed as well. 

Economic literature focuses on the determinants of trade agreements, the stability of these agreements and whether or not this improves outcomes. Gibbard (1973) makes a general point about the manipulation of voting schemes using Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem. Whenever a game has no dictator and has three or more outcomes, it can be manipulated. Also, Dummett and Farquharson (1961) claim that any voting scheme with a majority rule can be manipulated. The UNSC does not meet all conditions of the former, but it does meet the conditions of the latter. 
Schweizer (1990) places ‘The Calculus of Consent’ of Buchanan and Tullock (1962) in a game theoretic perspective. This model deals with decision making on two levels: on the constitutional level the rules of the voting process are established, on the operational level decisions are made based on these rules. Voters incur costs when deciding. External costs arise when a decision is made contrary to a voter’s preference; decision making costs are costs made during the decision-making process to ensure a preferred decision. The rules of the game (voting rule) decides the magnitude of the costs. Stricter voting rules mean less external costs but more decision making costs.

Tullock (1959) describes a game with a small number of voters and transparent voting. Voters with shared preferences create logrolling coalitions, which results in the passage of more bills than is efficient. Adding weight to preferences increases efficiency. Voters with the largest preferences will target and compensate indifferent voters, creating a net benefit. Riker and Brams (1973) assume large external costs to other voters, making logrolling inefficient. The size of the external costs thus determines efficiency. Increasing the qualified majority will reduce logrolling as it becomes harder to form agreements. Schwartz (1975) also assumes large external costs but has opposite results. As voters are aware of the net losses, they will use logrolling to block all bills. This is most efficient if the bills are voted on as a package rather than voting on the separate bills. 

Bernholz (1978) shows a vote trading model in institutions in which voters have cyclical preferences. These preferences result in unstable vote trading agreements. The non-trader can always make a better offer to one of the vote traders, breaking down the agreement. Stratmann (2004) generalizes the debate and he shows that voting rules determine efficiency. A unanimity rule can result in a social optimal level of welfare through logrolling. Letting voters with the largest preferences decide is the key as this eliminates cheap coalitions through indifferent voters. 

Casella, Palfrey and Turban (2012) test efficiency of vote trading with or without coalition leaders. When preferences are private and member can sell their vote under majority rule, the market clears because the most indifferent voters will sell first. Whenever preferences are known the market becomes a struggle for domination of the indifferent voters between the most intense members, leading to inefficiencies. Whenever the members team up in two groups with opposite preferences, bargaining improves welfare. This only works if both groups are equally large. When group leaders are absent, the struggle for dominance between the most intense members leads to a web of vote trades in which the minority has a substantial chance of winning, reducing welfare below no-trade levels. 

In the political science field, Gilligan (1991) discusses institutions and their performance. While institutions can make efficient decisions, this efficiency falls apart when preferences diverge. In these situations vote trading can be used to enhance efficiency, making it a necessary evil. 

Eldar (2008) explains vote trading using incentives of countries to sell their vote. This willingness is measured the indifference on a subject and the belief that a voter cannot influence the outcome. When willing to sell votes, the value is determined by 1) the bargaining power of vote buyers 2) the possibility to form a collective bloc to increases prices and 3) the competition between voters. Whether vote trading increases performance of an institution depends on the decision type. Preference decisions are decisions which only affect the voters, so every voter maximizes his utility. This results in mutually beneficial vote trading. Judgement decisions have a collective good to take in consideration. For the voters maximizing utility is still optimal so this leads to welfare-decreasing decisions. Vote trading has a negative effect as it also originates from utility maximization rather than welfare maximization.
Kochin & Kochin (1998) show how the forming of coalitions can change the outcome of the vote. The article starts with the arguments against vote trading; egalitarianism and efficiency. The former argument is that poor voters place more value on money and wealthy voters on the influence votes have. This creates an incentive to trade votes giving disproportionate power to the wealthy. Inefficiencies arise when these wealthy people use this power to make decisions which are only in their interest. Epstein (1985) argues that the efficiency argument gives a rationale to poor voters not to sell votes, because they know the wealthy will make decisions that are not in their interest. 

Collective action by the poor can eliminate this problem. This becomes harder in votes with large groups of voters because more voters need to be rallied (Kochin & Kochin, 1998). 

Wiseman (2004) shows that when a coalition is established, it will use vote trading itself to bribe a minimal qualified majority.  This is called a winning coalition. Vote buyers funds are finite so they have to keep the costs as low as possible. How coalitions use vote trading is empirically tested by Snyder (1991), who claims that in a situation with a single vote buyer the voting rule is precisely met in a model with perfect information. This claim is supported by evidence. When imperfect information and a second vote buyer are introduced, supermajorities are bribed. As budget constraints are unknown, estimations about the budget constraint of the other vote buyer have to be made so vote trading increases (Groseclose & Snyder, 1996). The inclusion of a presidential veto decreases coalition size (Neustadt, 1960). A president can influence voters to change their votes, resulting in a smaller success rate of forming coalitions, decreasing their size. 


Which voters should be targeted? Stokes (2005) argues that election candidates target indifferent voters when the vote is anonymous to keep the costs low. Nichter (2008) shows that politicians target their supporters to encourage them to vote (so-called turnout buying). The exact opposite of what Nichter describes happens in the UNSC as the data of Todd (1969) shows. In the early years of the UNSC, the US never used its veto because it persuaded members not to vote, defeating resolutions by abstention. Morgan and Várdy (2010) underline this statement, calling this practice negative vote buying. Finan and Schechter (2012) show that politicians target reciprocal voters because it ensures commitment of the bribed voter. 

3.3 Empirical evidence

So how prevalent is vote trading? Very common, and does not limit itself to the UNSC. Reports show cases of vote trading in the UN General Assembly (de Lange, 2010), the EU Council of Ministers and the Commission (Golub, 2011, Crombez, 1999), the US Senate and the US House of Representatives (Bombardini and Trebbi, 2011, Nunez, Rosenthal, 2004, Wiseman, 2004) and presidential elections in several West African countries, China, Argentina, Taiwan, Thailand and Japan (Vicente, Wantchekon, 2009, Kennedy, 2010, Brusco, Nazareno, Stokes, 2004, Stokes, 2005, Wu, Chuang, 2004, Callahan, McCargo, 1996, Cox, Thies, 2000). Vote trading in institutions by legislators entails both forms of vote trading while presidential candidates only use vote buying. 

Most of the literature regarding the UNSC concerns itself with statistical analysis about foreign aid and only captures vote buying. Kuziemko and Werker (2006) show that election to the UNSC increases foreign aid from the US by 59 percent and from other UN bodies by 8 percent on average. This percentage increases even further when there is a vote on key resolutions. After the two year term, foreign aid returns to pre-election levels. This point is underlined by Dreher, Sturm and Vreeland (2008) and Bueno de Mesquita and Smith (2010), showing that only non-permanent members are being bribed. Dreher, Sturm and Vreeland (2008) show that bribes differ among countries. Industrialized countries, countries in the Middle East, eastern European countries and countries aligned with the USSR in the Cold War receive considerably less extra foreign aid than other countries. The authors argue that is the case because these countries are less susceptible to bribes because of their views regarding US policies or are allies of the US. 

Because logrolling is difficult to measure, evidence only comes in examples as every case is different. One of these examples by Eldar (2008) will be discussed briefly to show the extent of vote trading. Another example will be taken from Malone (1997) to illustrate logrolling. 

The first is Resolution 678, on deploying armed forces against Iraq in the First Gulf War (Security Council meeting 2951, 1990). For supporting this resolution (or abstain from voting), some promises were made by the US: 1) financial aid for Colombia, Côte d’Ivoire, Ethiopia, and Zaire, 2) “a promise to the USSR to keep Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania out of the November 1990 Paris Summit conference and to persuade Kuwait and Saudi Arabia to provide it with hard currency to make overdue payments to its commercial creditors.” (Eldar, 2008, p. 17). 3) A deal with China to lift trade sanctions resulting from the Tienanmen Square massacre, a loan from the World Bank and a promise to resume normal diplomatic relations. When Yemen voted against the resolution, 4) the US cut $70 million of annual foreign aid. 

This example clearly shows the difference between non-permanent members and the permanent members. When dealing with non-permanent members vote buying is used, with dealing with (more powerful) permanent members logrolling agreements are established. The text of the resolution (Security Council meeting 2951, 1990) shows that not only Yemen but also Cuba voted against the resolution, but received no sanction from the US. This further underlines the results of Dreher, Sturm and Vreeland (2008) as Cuba is no ally of the US. 

The example of Malone (1997) is less extensive. It shows results of Security Council resolution 940, regarding intervention in Haiti. France and the US liked to intervene in Haiti in order to restore democracy and eliminate the military regime but Russia and China objected. However, the US objected to Resolution 937 regarding a peacekeeping mission in Georgia which Russia preferred. China, on the other hand, had issues with Taiwan and needed a loan from the World Bank to which the US objected. Bilateral negotiations resulted in the adoption of Resolution 937 and 940, China receiving a loan from the World Bank and two concessions:” […] as shown by the US Congress's renewal of China's most-favoured-nation status in early 1996 and the easing of tensions over Taiwan's presidential elections.” (Malone, 1997, p.139) 
Again, the US uses logrolling agreements to deal with permanent members. The most interesting is China, where multiple concessions are made in order to make them abstain from voting. This observation is on par with literature: China has a strong bargaining position, because it knows it can change the outcome of the vote single-handedly and it is not indifferent about the resolution. Therefore, the US granted a considerable amount of favours. 

3.4 Harm of vote trading

The determinants of vote trading can be brought down to power and preferences. A voter with power has the means to bribe other voters but will only use this power when his preferences are sufficiently intense. That is why coalitions are so prevalent in nearly every form of decision-making. Vote traders target the most indifferent members up to the voter decisive to make the vote pass. This means that the members with the largest preferences and power will dominate the voting process. The efficiency of vote trading depends on the benefits of the vote traders and the external costs. The question is how this reflects on the UNSC.

For the UNSC these determinants have consequences. First, there are clear power differences in the voting process as veto members hold effectively all the power. The non-permanent members lack power, diminishing their role to potential candidates for bribery. Evidence shows only the US engage in vote trading and their behaviour has resemblances with the article of Kochin & Kochin. Because of vote trading the US hold the power and abuse it to further their agenda on multiple occasions (UN General Assembly Working Group, 2004). This power is curbed by the existence of other permanent members. So while the permanent members are the primary initiators of vote trading, they also hold enough power to block the effects of a vote trade. This does not mean that adding more veto members is a cure for the vote trading problem, as more veto members increase rigidity. 
Second, the UNSC is more efficient with veto members than without veto members. Simple majorities have a high level of vote trading, resulting in an inefficient level of adoptions. As shown, the presence of veto members decreases vote trading. Veto members can increase efficiency if they are indifferent enough, but decrease efficiency if they have a bias against adoption. A striking example on how a veto hampers decision making is Syria. Russia blocks intervention while it is known that Russia supplies weapons to the Syrian regime (Volkskrant, 2013). The motives behind this veto are questionable to say the least. Vote trading can be efficient given indifferent veto members. However, the motives behind vote trading always distort deliberate decision making. Therefore, levels of vote trading should be as small as possible. 
In practice, the US acts as a single coalition leader in buying votes. One would suspect minimal majorities as shown by Snyder, but according to the Repertoire of the Practice of the Security Council 2008-2009: “During the period 2008-2009, the vast majority of resolutions -106 out of 113 resolutions or 94 per cent - were adopted unanimously.” (Repertoire of the Practice of the UNSC, 2009, p.75). The other seven resolutions were adopted with 14 in favour and 1 abstention. This shows that either everyone agrees on subjects or that the US buys supermajorities. However, as shown by the example of Malone, the US bribed four non-permanent members (and penalized Yemen) in addition to the five permanent members, a minimal majority. Since that is the only data available on the actual vote trading by the US, it can only be assumed that the US follows the behaviour presented in Snyder (1991). 

A last point is the involvement of non-permanent members. These members are selected through a simple majority vote in the UNGA. Kuziemko and Werker show that the US communicates to potential members that benefits await elected countries. The result is that indifferent members compete for election purely for the monetary benefits. When these members get elected votes get cheaper, furthering the goals of the powerful few. In effect, the vote trading games starts before members are even elected. 

4 The Game Theoretic Model
This chapter introduces a game theoretic model of the voting game in the UNSC. In section 4.1 this model will be introduced. Section 4.2 focuses on deriving the equilibrium and section 4.3 concludes with a discussion of the results.

4.1 The model

When a UN country thinks intervention is necessary a draft resolution is written and is put on the agenda for the next meeting. In the meeting a there is a debate after which there is a vote. 
A resolution can be adopted or defeated. By normalization, payoff is zero when a resolution is defeated
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 Stands for the uncertain factors in adopting a resolution, which is drawn by nature. Its distribution is
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Is the expected payoff of adoption for a UNSC member. This is a continuous variable with a uniform distribution. The exact distribution depends on the information about
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Before the debate, member states will receive a private signal 
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 So smart members always receive a correct signal. 
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 So dumb members receive correct signals only half of the time. The members’ type is defined by 
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During the debate stage, members send message 
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 to the other members about state of the conflict
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. For complexity reasons it is be assumed no lying is possible, so
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. Also, it is assumed the information is hard, so every member will observe the exact same information. The number of positive messages observed by members is important in solving the equilibrium, and is denoted by
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After the debate the members vote on the resolution:
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 Is a vote in favour of adoption (
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a vote in favor of the status quo. The votes will be cast simultaneous as to reflect the voting in the UNSC. 
Conditional on probability
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, posterior beliefs will be formed using Bayes’ Rule. After messages are sent members update their beliefs about
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.
The game is divided in four steps:

1) Every member receives his value of
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, which is public information. Members observe their own preferences as well as the preferences of the other members. 
2) Every member receives a private signal
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 about state of the conflict 
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3) The communication stage commences. Every member sends message 
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 about the state of the conflict
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. Members observe 
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and update their beliefs about
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. After this, vote trading agreements may be established.
4) In the voting stage the votes are cast, in which either implementation or the status quo follows. After the vote has ended, bribes are paid. 
A model with 15 players is nearly impossible to solve, so the model will involve only three players. The reason is that a model with more members will become overly complex and a model with fewer members would reduce the qualified majority to a unanimity rule. 
Resolutions are adopted depending on the voting rule. A voting rule is the minimal number of positive votes needed to adopt a resolution, denoted by
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. There are two rules: a 60% majority rule and unanimity rule which are denoted by 
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The efficiency of the decisions is given by the simple sum of the utility functions,
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 is simply a measure of 
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 as the international community is only interested in unbiased adoptions: 
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. The measures look alike, with the efficiency measure only adding preferences. This is exactly what needs to be measured however: the way preferences can change the outcomes of the game. 
4.2 Equilibrium
In solving the model, the decisive member needs to be determined for both voting rules. Only if both these members vote in favor will a resolution be adopted. Under unanimity rule, the veto member is always decisive. Under majority rule, the member with the second-highest preferences is decisive. The member with the highest preferences is most likely to vote in favour, after that the member with the second-highest preferences. When the member with the second-highest preferences votes in favour, so will the member with the highest preferences. 
Using backward induction, the first step is the vote. Members will vote in favour if 
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These borders can be used to create preference intervals. Whenever 
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 a member prefers adoption if
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, illustrated above the interval by the arrows. The members will vote according to the preference intervals. The values of the borders are calculated in appendix 1. 

These preference intervals can also be used to show a bias in favour or against resolutions. When 
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Figure 1: Spatial representation of p
Next the voting strategies have to be derived. A voting strategy does not only depend on 
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 but also on the beliefs about
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. These beliefs are updated after signals are sent as signals contain information about
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These beliefs are a part of the calculations of appendix 1. Whenever
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. When these values of 
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 are observed, adoption is expected to be profitable. Because of symmetry, the opposite also holds:
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 adoption incurs a loss. Based on these posterior beliefs and payoffs every member assesses their preferred decision. Their preference intervals correspond to the posterior beliefs; a member in preference interval 
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 etc. Strategies will therefore come down to their places in the preference interval and
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Given their places in the preferences intervals and perfect information, members cannot do better than voting for their preferred outcome as voting against their preferences is irrational. Therefore, these strategies are equilibrium strategies. The minimal number of positive signals members needs to observe to vote in favour is denoted by
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This equilibrium strategy counts for both voting rules as every member makes the same assessment. Under majority rule the member with the second-highest preferences will decide and under unanimity rule the veto member decides. Adoption is only possible if both decisive members vote in favour, so the outcome of the game depends on the decisive member with the lowest preferences. 
4.3 Discussion

The outcome of the game depends on the preference intervals of the members and the number of positive signals
[image: image101.wmf]k

. The veto member is a special case as a negative vote from him always defeats the resolution. This has one simple implication: if a resolution is to be adopted, all veto members must prefer adoption. It seems very trivial, but is very important in the vote trading debate. Vote trading is about creating winning coalitions; because of bargaining power possibilities on winning coalitions decrease when veto voters are present.

Winning coalitions can occur naturally, which shall be called inherent winning coalitions. Whenever payoffs of members are close enough they may share preference intervals and dominate the voting process. It also may be the case that non-veto members have a winning coalition under majority rule but not under veto rule. Outcomes of these games then depend on the most negatively biased party, as the requirements for both rules need to be met to secure adoption. This further shows the disproportionate power of the veto member. 

The current voting system is generally efficient, but it also depends on the veto voter. The efficiency stems from the fact that at least two members have positive utility, generally creating a net benefit. Alternatively, when a majority makes a loss, they vote against adoption giving a net utility of 0, which is better than the expected loss. The net benefits depend on the payoffs however. The veto may block efficient resolutions when he has a negative bias and both other members prefer adoption. Consider the case where the veto member is in interval 
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 is observed. The veto member will block the resolution as he makes an expected loss, without veto members this resolution would be adopted. This block is inefficient, because in this case
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 (appendix 2.1). As mentioned in chapter 3 vote trading may be used in these cases to break this impasse and still adopt the resolution, which is efficient. The probability this happens is
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. Inserting 
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Regarding welfare, the current decision-making process has ambiguous effects as
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The first reason for this is the random payoffs, which determines the placement in the preference intervals. A winning coalition with a positive (negative) bias will adopt (block) welfare-decreasing (enhancing) decisions. Second, the majority rule has the best decisive member. The member with the second-highest preference is the most unbiased, which is most likely to vote according to the public opinion. In reality this is even better because there are more than two non-permanent members. This increases the probability that the decisive member is actually unbiased. Third, the veto member generally promotes biased decision making. His vote only promotes the preferences of one member, so a negatively biased veto can pose significant problems. However, the probability of a bias is
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(appendix 2). While this probability is smaller than being unbiased, multiple veto voters as in the UNSC increase the probability of at least one member being negatively biased. 
All in all, the majority rule has the largest probability to make welfare-enhancing decisions. As will be shown, these decisive members are also the ones most susceptible to vote trading. Veto members have disproportionate power and act on it whenever they can, leading to biased decision making. 
5 Vote Trading
The chapter will be structured as follows: section 5.1 covers the conditions under which vote trading can arise. Section 5.2 discusses the equilibrium for vote buying as well as coercion. Section 5.3 addresses logrolling and section 5.4 discusses the differences between the outcomes with and without vote trading.

5.1  Conditions for successful vote trading

The conditions presented in this section will hold for every form of vote trading. When other conditions are necessary they will be specified in their respective sections. 

First, the structure of the vote trading behaviour is consistent with observations. This means there is only one vote buying party. 

Second, in the setting of vote buying inherent winning coalitions cannot exist. The vote buyer is the member with the largest positive bias as he has the surplus and preferences to do so. This member will be denoted as
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[image: image115.wmf]2

=

k

 as to and will be denoted as
[image: image116.wmf]0

p
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to make vote trading possible (appendix 2.2), a member meeting this condition is denoted by
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. Consistent with observations vote trading will only be used to adopt resolutions, not to defeat them. Veto members generally engage in vote trading, as they can maintain the status quo if they wish to do so.  
The timing of vote trading is as follows: an agreement is established after the debate stage and before the vote. After the vote payments are made. This creates a problem as the seller will never trust the buyer to make the payment. It will be assumed members can trust each other in making the transaction, as observed by Finan and Schechter (2012). 

Lastly, vote trading is a bilateral action. Whether or not the remaining member knows about this does not matter, when a vote trading agreement is established he is irrelevant. 

5.2 The  Vote Trading Game
This section will be divided in a section about vote buying and a section about coercion. The one takes the approach of raising profits of adoption, the other takes the approach of incurring a penalty in when voting for the status quo. 

Bribery
The goal of vote buying is to make 
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 Has a rationality constraint as a bribe lowers his payoff. When both parties agree, the utility functions of both players change, which is denoted by
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First, the probability of successful vote trading is
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, while controlling for the conditions of section 5.1 (appendix 2.3).  Inserting 
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 may exist in reality. This member wants to trade votes with a higher rationality constraint. The mechanics of vote trading remains the same so for the argument it is safe to ignore such situations.
The rationality constraint of 
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The minimal bribe needed is calculated the same way: 
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Bribes are offered on a take-it-or-leave-it basis, so 
[image: image148.wmf]+

p
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By setting
[image: image152.wmf]min

g

, 
[image: image153.wmf]+

p

 captures surplus
[image: image154.wmf]min

max

g

g

-

. When negotiation is possible, the height of the bribe depends on the bargaining power the receiver holds. A member with a lot of bargaining power can force 
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 to pay a higher bribe up to
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. This is observed in the UNSC: the veto members with power will hold out, defeating resolutions if the bribe is not sufficient. After that renegotiations take place on a new resolution and bribe until it is satisfactory. 
In equilibrium, when the conditions of section 5.1 hold and
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 so the resolution is adopted.
Coercion

Coercion revolves around punishing the decisive member if he votes for the status quo. Whenever a member votes against a resolution he receives a penalty of value
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, which can be seen as an external cost. Coerced members cannot choose whether to accept or reject a contract. The utility function for the members involved in vote trading will be denoted by 
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Coercion is no contract, so willingness of 
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 does not have to be taken into account. The probability of successful coercion changes to 
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 (appendix 2.4), assuming that 
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loses more from voting the status quo than adoption so is best off by playing a loss-minimizing strategy and vote in favor. This makes coercion loss-incurring for 
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Logrolling

In this section, only internal logrolling will be handled. External logrolling is treated as a bribe which is handled in 5.2.1.
Internal logrolling is the act of voting for each others preferred outcomes in two rounds of voting. In this model members do not know the preferences of subsequent games so a logrolling agreement will be impossible to establish. For the sake of the argument it is assumed that they can. The conditions of section 5.1 still hold. 
The benefits of a logrolling agreement depend on the expected utility functions for both members. Let us denote the games as
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Given the conditions of section 5.1, no adoption is possible in the right hand side as the placements in intervals are fixed and
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 in both games, logrolling is mutually beneficial and this condition will hold. This means that logrolling depends on the willingness of both members to make a loss if they are
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 in account, and the same counts for the other logrolling member. The benefits of trading votes are equal, as is
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 is needed for successful logrolling in both games for
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In equilibrium, logrolling is preferred over the status quo if the conditions of section 5.1 hold and if
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. Both members prefer adoption of both resolutions over the status quo and will rationally vote in favour on both resolutions. 
5.3 Consequences Vote Trading
Vote trading is a simple reallocation of resources. Whether it is by a direct bribe, coercion or an exchange of votes for favours, it is mutually beneficial for the parties involved and harmful for the other members. As no inherent coalition is possible, the remaining member is either 
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is observed, creating a net loss for the remaining member. 
The veto always has to be present in the trade of votes, so they will always benefit from vote trading. This underlines the observation that veto voters are the main instigators of vote trading. 
When vote buying, if
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, adoption generates small expected gains for the vote trading members but a relatively large loss for the other members. These observations have been made in previous chapters and will be underlined in the next chapters. 

However, vote trading is not all bad as suggested on multiple occasions and that mostly depends on the form of vote trading. Vote buying is generally used with simple majorities and exploits other members through coercion and the market for votes, which is perceived as bad. When the voting rule becomes stricter, vote trading becomes harder. The reason is that 1) more members need to be bribed and 2) these members gain more bargaining power. A stricter voting rule reduces vote trading, but it also hinders the decision making as more negatively biased members become decisive. This is where logrolling comes in: because members cannot bribe others, exchanging favours for favours saves the decision making process. These positive statements on logrolling should be read with caution, as logrolling only reflects the preferences of a positive biased vote buyer, not the state of the world. The question is if that is desirable. In the UNSC both vote buying as logrolling apply, making vote trading harmful as well as the oil that makes the machine run. 

6
Welfare
While the welfare function has been specified, this aspect has been ignored until now.  While results of the game with or without vote trading are interesting, the goal of this chapter is to see the effects of vote trading on welfare. Section 6.1 addresses vote trading in the light of the efficiency and welfare function. Section 6.2 gives an overview of the UNSC reform debate and discusses the necessity of reform. Finally, section 6.3 briefly discusses secondary objectives for possible reforms.

6.1 Vote trading vs. Welfare/Efficiency

In analysing the overall effects of vote trading versus no vote trading, first efficiency and then welfare will be handled. Welfare is most important, but efficiency gives an insight in the decision making. 

Vote trading is rarely efficient. While it is mutually beneficial for vote traders (with exception of coercion), it incurs losses on non-traders. These costs outweigh the benefits because preferences for adoption are artificially induced. Consider any case in which a vote trader buys a vote from an unbiased decisive voter. Normally, this member would vote in favour when
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, creating a large profit for both vote traders and a cost or small profit for the other member. When his vote is bought, the decisive member also votes in favour when
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 Is so low that the vote buyer only makes a small profit, the bribed member gets compensated for his loss and the remaining member takes the full loss. The expected value is 
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 so vote trading is always inefficient (appendix 3).
Vote trading can also be efficient in some situations, most notably in situations in which two non-veto member share preferences and the veto member does not. As the veto member is necessary for successful vote trading, non-veto members have to bribe the veto member vote in favour. As the veto member has considerable bargaining power, such vote trades are hard to establish. 

Vote trading always decreases welfare. The reason is that efficiency is based on utility functions while welfare is based on unbiased decision making. Adopting a resolution enhances welfare if, and only if,
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. Vote trading always results in a bias, as vote trading only occurs if
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. Of course this does not say that decisions without vote trading are always unbiased, but vote trading decreases the probability on welfare enhancing decisions. The impasse-breaking ability of logrolling is the only way in which vote trading may increase welfare. 
6.2 Necessity of Reform
Is the UNSC in need of reform to combat vote trading? The previous shows that vote trading is always welfare decreasing, with exception of very specific cases. So the answer to this question is yes. The reforms should be considered carefully however.

The main reason for this follows from the vote trading debate: making voting stricter in any way reduces vote trading but will also increase rigidity. As the optimal decision making in the UNSC should be as free from bias as possible, stricter decision making results in giving power to sceptical members, maintaining the status quo more often. So in that case the cure is worse than the ailment. Chapter 7 explores reforms further. 

The verdict (and tone) of scholars on this subject is hard: the UNSC needs to be reformed, but not because of vote trading. Most of the literature focuses on power, representation and legitimacy arguments. Power is determined by political influence, funds and military power, as stated in chapter 3. Representation is the way the composition UNSC reflects the international community. Legitimacy is defined by the way actions of the UNSC are deemed legitimate by the international community.
Prantl (2005) states the current problem of rigidity originates from the fact that there is no mechanism that binds members in a structure that aligns interests. Therefore, the UNSC is merely a political body with its own deficiencies. The situation has resolved itself in the fact that countries in conflict rather use bi- or multilateral negotiations to resolve these issues than use the UNSC. While effective, this is clearly a symptom of the problems with the decision making process.  Glennon (2003) announces the collapse of the Council on observational grounds as opposed to the structural grounds of Prantl. Post Cold War shifts of power declined the position of the US as supreme superpower which has led to friction in the Western camp.  Because of these differences in vision, the Council never acts when dealing with key issues. According to the author, there is nothing more to lose so reform can only improve this situation. Riggs (1978) solidifies these claims by stating that the US is losing interest in UN programs due to shifting powers. The reason that the US does not quit altogether is that in the UNSC the permanent members are still in charge. The legitimacy question is paramount according to Caron (1993). Given a non-unanimous decision making process in the UNSC, there will always be states to object to resolutions on basis of legitimacy. These objections are based on failure to act on one side or power abuse on the other. To enhance legitimacy in the UNSC, the disproportionate power of veto members needs to be reconsidered. Second, the vetoes should be more representative. Venter (2003) comments on a speech of Mandela in the General Assembly in 1998. The African states demand more equality in the UN so that it represents the global (and regional) interests more accurately. This call for equality is credible, some regions have little voice in UNSC matters and the decision making process has never been equal. Second, the decisions are not accountable to the General Assembly or the International Court of Justice. 
Venter counters the equality argument by the statement that their way of equalizing is based on a wrong view of representation:  giving more (permanent) seats to underrepresented regions does not mean these regions are better represented. Therefore, he thinks that these reforms only reflect the misguided interests of the (African) countries. Snyder (1997) pits representation against power. The UNSC is better off with more power than more representation. This is mainly because with power comes authority, authority without power is dangerous. Snyder goes so far as to claim only powerful states should be included in the UNSC, because 1) only powerful states have the interests and resources to maintain global security, 2) decision-making is easier with small numbers ad 3) the hierarchy in the UNSC should reflect the global balance of power. If the hierarchy does not reflect the balance of global power, the weaker states may block resolutions of powerful states while not being able to implement alternatives. While power is important the Council should also be representative, but representation should only be increased if it can be justified. Hosli et al. (2011) state the problem is not if the UNSC should be reformed, but how. Reform redistributes power and every member wants a piece. Several reforms proposals by scholars and UN member states are tested on the probability of adopting resolutions. From this probability the power of permanent and non-permanent states are measured. The research reveals that the only reforms that enhance the probability of adoption are total abolishment of the veto and a simple majority rule for both voting rules. Both measures severely reduce the power of the veto members. This implies that, despite some credible arguments, the Council should only be reformed if veto power can be diminished. 

6.3 Power, representation and legitimacy

Scholars seek justifications to reform in the areas of power, representation and legitimacy but will improving these three issues result in an increase in welfare? The cry for reform is mostly a political issue in which every region tries to secure as much power as it can, which is a far cry from enhancing total welfare. Increasing representation would in general mean decrease the power of the veto members, leading to conflicts in the power argument. This trade-off is choosing between two evils: too much power may lead to a select few pushing their political agenda under the UN flag, too much representation results in power conflicts as weaker countries can act with authority but do not have power. Therefore, in terms of welfare, little can be said. Legitimacy is also an imperfect measure to enhance welfare. If actions are legitimized by the UNSC, most members including the most powerful agree of the course of action. So if everyone would agree upon an action, legitimacy would be maximized. The legitimacy argument states that members will always object on basis of legitimacy, so from this view the only good action is a unanimous one. 

While these three arguments are not welfare-enhancing they should be considered as a secondary objective as Snyder suggests. Even if it is only to silence the critics and boost the public opinion, these intangible effects have a positive overall effect. 
7 Reforming the UNSC
This chapter will discuss the various proposed reforms in the UNSC, taken from the ‘Report of the Open-ended Working Group on the Question of Equitable Representation on and Increase in the Membership of the Security Council and Other Matters related to the Security Council’ (UN, 2004) with an addition from Hosli et al. (2011). Section 7.1 addresses the various reform options. Section 7.2 discusses the effects of the reforms on welfare and efficiency. 7.3 gives a recommendation for a UNSC reform. 

7.1 Reform Options
The Report of the Open-ended Working Group includes a full report of the discussion about possible reforms of the UNSC. In this discussion the following reform proposals are presented, of which some are contradictive: 

· Increasing the number of non-permanent UNSC members

· Increasing the number of permanent UNSC members

· Abolishing veto privilege

· Dividing non-permanent seats more equally

· Enabling non-permanent members to be re-elected immediately

· Increasing the influence of the UNGA in UNSC decision making

The justification for these reforms mostly comes from the three secondary objectives. Therefore, some of these reforms cannot be analyzed by the model. Specifically, the focus will be on direct changes to the voting model which entail the first three proposals.

Hosli et al. (2011) research the effect of specific variations of these general reform proposals as stated by various scholars and groups of UNSC members. It also adds one reform proposed by a group of UN members called ‘Uniting for Consensus’, which is simple (and perhaps even elegant):

· Decision making by simple majority

This proposal eliminates the veto rule entirely replacing it with a majority rule amongst permanent members, so the distinction between permanent and non-permanent members is maintained. A simple majority may not be satisfactory, so additional qualified majorities will be discussed. 
7.2 Reform effects

The effects will be measured on the level of efficiency and welfare. Next the effects of these measures on the vote trading behaviour will be addressed, after which the total net effects are presented. 

Increasing the number of non-permanent seats

Looking solely at the effects on efficiency, the effects of this proposal are ambiguous. Adding more members just increases the magnitude of
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The same counts for welfare. Increasing the pool of non-permanent members means the decisive member shifts more to an unbiased member, given the distribution of
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However, increasing the number of seats also increases vote trading as more members means cheaper votes. The increase in members makes it easier to use coercion which decreases the prices of votes further. However, vote buyers need to buy more votes when this reform is in effect. 

Increasing the number of non-permanent seats reflects the trade-off between performance and vote trading. The real power lies with the permanent members, so the impact of the increased vote trading will be small. This reform may improve the secondary objectives and has a positive effect on welfare. Vote trading will also increase considerably which negates this effect. Therefore, the reform proposal can be used for these purposes. 

Increasing the number of permanent UNSC members
Increasing veto members leads to decreases in efficiency as it represents the preferences of only one member. The probability of at least one negatively biased member increases with an increase in numbers. While the efficiency function shows efficient decision-making, there are more cases in which
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, which are being blocked. This is inefficient. 
In terms of welfare, increasing the number of veto members leads to losses for the same reason as efficiency. One negatively biased member can block beneficial resolutions. 
Vote trading decreases with this reform. Veto voters have bargaining power so it will be harder for vote buyers to gain a qualified majority. This is the only situation logrolling may have positive effects, so a decrease in vote trading decreases welfare even further.

Abolishing veto privileges
Eliminating the veto privilege eliminates the probability of blocking beneficial resolutions. More resolutions will be adopted if
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Abolishing the veto completely will increase welfare for the same reason. The decisive member under majority rule is now decisive for the entire game.
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 Increases as more decisions are taken by an unbiased decisive member.
Unfortunately, this reform will greatly increase the volume of vote trading. The bargaining power of the veto is eliminated, so vote trading is considerably cheaper. This produces welfare losses as more (if not all) resolutions are adopted. Therefore, this reform is not recommended. 
Decision making by simple majority
In terms of efficiency, this reform has a beneficial effect. The veto is reduced to a majority rule among the permanent members. The decisive member under this majority rule will be a less negatively biased member than in the original situation, increasing
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This reform also increases welfare for the same reason, more decisions based on 
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This increase in welfare has a downside regarding vote trading. The most unbiased members are the prime subjects for vote trading, so this reform leads to large increases in adoptions of non-beneficial resolutions. 
This reform leads to welfare increases which are (more than) offset by increases in vote trading. Stricter voting rules decrease performance but also decrease vote trading. Tweaking the voting rule may lead to more desirable results.

In deciding a voting rule there is a clear trade-off between performance and vote trading, so an optimal voting rule should strike a delicate balance between the two. In the UNSC the majority of the problems lie with the power of the permanent member and the vote trading in the total council. An ideal voting rule would have to decrease the power of the permanent member and decrease the vote trading. This results in transforming the veto of the permanent members in a qualified majority rule for permanent members and increasing the qualified majority in the total council. 

Reforming the veto to a large qualified majority rule would have positive effects on welfare. A veto member loses some power but beneficial resolutions will be adopted more often without the increase in vote trading. Therefore, an 80% majority would improve the current situation. As the most extreme negative bias is eliminated, the effects of the increased adoption rate should more than offset the loss of power. Also, the hidden veto problem is eliminated as a single veto can no longer be used to block a resolution. 

For the majority rule, increasing the qualified majority may or may not have positive effects on welfare. There is a competition for votes, so this change only gives marginal increases in bargaining power to decrease vote trading. The decisive member changes to a member more sceptical about adoption, leading more often to blocking beneficial resolutions when vote trading fails. This is worse than the current situation. 

This reform also decreases the power gap between permanent and non-permanent members, which may not be desirable. The reason is twofold: first, the problems with the majority rule will cloud the decision-making process and hierarchy of global power is not maintained. In the current situation, non-permanent members hold no power because of vote trading. Giving more power to the majority rule creates a situation in which the result of vote buying dictates the outcome. The decision reflects the preferences of the member with the largest positive bias. When changing the veto rule, the decision will generally reflect the preferences of a less biased member. Therefore, this situation is preferred over the outcome under vote trading. Second, Snyder (1997) argues that the hierarchy of geopolitical power should be reflected in the UNSC. Decision-making power (authority) should be given to members who can back it up with (military) power. Giving authority to powerless members will lead to excessive action as these members can use military power without bearing any cost. 
7.3 Recommendation
The distribution of power is tightly linked with the voting rule, so they should be carefully tweaked in order to increase welfare. The most radical reform proposals in terms of voting rule tip the balance form one side to the other, solving one problem but aggravating others. These proposals are submitted by non-permanent members striving for more power. Buchanan and Tullock stated that a body making its own rules is efficient because no member has preferences beforehand. The benefits of influence in the UNSC have revealed itself, so when renegotiating members trying to grab as much power as possible. This undertone is especially felt when reading the official documents of the UNSC. Therefore, any change in these rules should not be made by the UNSC itself in the first place. Recommendations in this section will never be accepted; it tweaks the power balance but changes nothing else, leading to negative votes by permanent members as well as non-permanent members.
Apart from the low implementation rate, the previous section shows that the best change in the voting rules would be to change the unanimity rule to a 80% qualified majority while leaving the majority rule intact. Not only will this improve performance in terms of welfare, as a positive side effect the hidden veto is eliminated. Vote trading remains an issue under majority rule to the point that it is actually better to maintain the current situation than to improve the position of the non-permanent members. 

In terms of improving welfare the majority rule should not change, but the secondary objectives can be improved. Adding members will increase vote trading, but it changes nothing over the current situation. It will, however, increase representation and legitimacy as more members may join the debate and vote.
The final recommendation is to change the veto rule from 
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 and leave the majority rule unchanged. Decreasing the qualified majority further under veto rule will further improve performance but greatly increases the susceptibility to vote trading so a sceptical member should still make the final decision under the new rule. The majority rule should be unchanged as improving the position of the non-permanent members will decrease welfare.

The non-permanent seats may be expanded as these members hold marginal power, but it will not lead to any significant increases in welfare. This may still be advised to increase representation and legitimacy on the UNSC. 

8 Conclusion

Throughout its existence the UNSC has been plagued with an inability to act on key issues, which fuelled the cries for reform. The main problem for the UNSC is that it deals with a classical principal-agent problem: the international community expects the UNSC to make decision to enhance world security while members follow their own agendas. The cries for reform are vocalized in multiple reform proposals to increase legitimacy and representation of the UNSC. However, these reforms are a strategic tool to redistributions of power to the members submitting reforms. Increasing shifts in geopolitical power will make future reforms inevitable.
The model presented in this thesis underlines the inability of the UNSC to act in key issues. While it assumes payoffs are randomly assigned to members, in reality hot issues lead to more polarization among members. If one permanent member is negatively biased adoptions are blocked, making the veto members the usual suspects when the status quo is maintained.

The voting process under majority rule is efficient, but also has high levels of vote trading. The most unbiased member is decisive and the prime targets for vote trading. The former increases efficiency, the latter decreases efficiency. The veto members block resolutions whenever preferences against adoption are high enough, decreasing efficiency. The power gap between veto –and normal members justifies a reform, but the balance between performance and vote trading has to be considered. 
Apart from these issues, scholars found compelling evidence for vote trading in the UNSC. While this practice is generally welfare-decreasing, logrolling has its merits when dealing with permanent members. The straight out vote buying plagues the majority rule decisions, but permanent members are much less susceptible to bribery and especially coercion. The reason is, again, the power these members have in the decision-making process. Because of this position, the veto members have a better position in the vote trading game and will generally initiate vote trading. Vote trading does not increase total utility for the members, as it is mutually beneficial for the members engaging in such practices but it incurs costs on the other members which outweigh the gains. However, logrolling may lift a veto vote, increasing efficiency and sometimes welfare. This makes the vote trading debate more complex, as it can break down impasses but can also be a corruptive influence. As Buchanan and Tullock show, increasing the qualified majority to adopt a resolution leads to less vote buying and more logrolling.

This links with the goal of enhancing welfare. Welfare-enhancing decisions are decisions in which the most unbiased member will have the final decision. Increasing qualified majority will shift the decision away from indifferent members so this will decrease welfare, yet it also decreases vote trading which has a positive effect on welfare.

Next to improving welfare other justifications to reform the UNSC are improving representation, legitimacy and the balance of power.  While these arguments are important, in the light of welfare improvement they should be seen as secondary objectives. 
Reforms come in many forms and sizes but the focus of this thesis lies with the voting rule. Welfare-enhancing reforms are all aimed at decreasing the power of the veto, as this is the primary source of distortion in the voting process. Reducing the voting rule for veto members to a qualified majority of 80% will reduce the power of the veto and eliminate the hidden veto problem. This also increases vote trading as the decisive member shifts to a less negatively-biased member. However, this member is still negatively biased and holds bargaining power so this effect will be small. 

The effects of this reform on the secondary objectives are hard to say as the politician’s use these terms in their own way to justify reforms. Another reform which has an ambiguous effect on the welfare/vote trading balance but will enhance the secondary objectives is adding non-permanent seats. This reform increases vote trading as it will increase competition for votes, but with he current ten non-permanent members this effect is likely to be small. Also, more members have to be bribed in order to get the qualified majority. Therefore, altering the veto rule may be complemented with an increase in non-permanent members to get the best of both worlds. 

The reform debate is blurred by the welfare-decreasing reforms. Buchanan and Tullock (1962) show that renegotiating the voting rule is a bad idea as preferences and decision-making power of members become apparent after several rounds of play. This situation results in major power struggles: everyone wants to change the rules but no one agrees how they should be changed as everyone wants more power. Therefore, if there should be a reform it should be decided by anyone but the members of the UNSC.

This directly relates to the final remark, realism. While the recommendation and/or creating an independent organ to handle such reforms are clearly enhancing the workings of the UNSC, this will simply never happen in practice. Such reforms would be voted on as an Amendment on the UN Charter, which needs two-thirds of the UNGA members including the veto members. Any such reform will obviously be blocked. A quote by Venter says it all: “Only a dramatic shift in the “balance of international forces” can alter the composition of the Security Council as far as its permanent membership is concerned.” (Venter, 2003, p. 42). Simply put, whenever a nation becomes powerful enough the UNSC cannot do anything different than add this nation to the permanent members, creating even more rigidity with the current rules. This realization predicts dark tidings for the UNSC: the lines of permanent membership are closed, unless someone can muscle his way in. 
Further Research
This thesis discusses reform options using a game-theoretic model, but leaves some questions unanswered. While some of these questions follow directly from the thesis, others entail the effects of the reform proposed. These questions can be used for further research to enrich the topic, as at the current situation no reform will be adopted soon. 

The first topic for further research is the veto members. The analysis only includes one veto member, but in the UNSC there are five. While the analysis on the game is accurate as every veto member makes the exact same decision, there also exists a dynamic between these members. In this thesis that is mostly explained by logrolling agreements, but that analysis could use more research. 

Second, the distribution of 
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 is uniform so that members have an equal probability on every possible value of
[image: image225.wmf]i

p

. This may not be realistic, especially in important resolutions.
Third, only the reform proposals by the members and scholars regarding have been taken in account. As the UN members are mostly driven by power, scholars mostly give arguments why the UNSC should be changed rather than how. This analysis lays the focus on voting rules, while other beneficial reforms may be possible.

Finally, while it is observed there is only one vote buying party (US), with the shifts of geopolitical power there may be more vote buying parties in the future. Such a model has been explored by Groseclose and Snyder (1996) but has not been included in this thesis as it does not reflect reality. When the power of a veto member diminishes, as recommended, this is an interesting subject. 
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From Bayes’ Rule follows:
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Appendix 2
With uniform distributions, probability density is calculated by
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In order to gain the probability density for the preference intervals of section 4.2, the relative length of the interval has to be multiplied by the uniform probability to acquire the probabilities of the different preference intervals. The length of interval 
[image: image258.wmf]3

=

k

is given by 
[image: image259.wmf])

2

|

(

)

3

|

(

=

-

=

k

E

k

E

m

m



[image: image260.wmf]2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

1

)

1

(

2

3

1

)

3

1

(

3

1

)

3

(

3

1

)

3

(

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

+

-

=

+

+

-

+

+

=

-

+

+

u

u

u

u

u


The probability of placement in the intervals are denoted by 
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Appendix 2.1
In the situation of a coalition in interval 
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The probability in which this may occur is given by the probability that this setting occurs multiplied by the probability that 
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The distribution of 
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This gives the following probability:
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Appendix 2.2

Vote trading has to be mutually beneficial, so between vote traders this must hold: 
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This gives 

[image: image298.wmf]0

)

(

3

1

)

1

(

2

)

(

)

(

0

2

2

0

³

-

+

-

+

+

=

+

+

u

p

E

u

u

U

E

U

E

p

p

a

a

a

a

a



[image: image299.wmf]u

p

E

a

a

a

2

2

0

3

1

4

)

(

+

³


Appendix 2.3
The probability in which successful vote trading may arise depends on the conditions of section 5.1. A member not willing to trade votes is denoted as 
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 and a member willing to trade votes is denoted by 
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This gives 6 possibilities on a successful vote trade: when the veto has
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, at least one (or both) other member has to have 
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Appendix 2.4
The probability of successful coercion is calculated exactly the same as appendix 2.3, but 
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Appendix 3
Vote trading is always inefficient because 
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This gives: 
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