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Since the fall of the Soviet Union in 1990 there has been much debate over proposed enlargement of the Security Council of the United Nations.  Many proposals are centered on the idea of making the body more demographically representative of the globe, as well as more representative of the new balance of global politics.  Despite the socially aware nature of these reforms some academics contend that, due to the bargaining that takes place during a crisis, enlarging the body will only make it less effective than it is presently; this is a change that perhaps should be avoided in a time when many, especially Americans, feel the United Nations is already cumbersome and antagonistic.  However, due to the “closed door” nature of this bargaining, academic literature on this topic is very limited.  Utilizing what has been written it remains somewhat unclear whether an enlarged Security Council would decrease the body’s effectiveness.


The literature on reform of the Security Council exists in large numbers, as there are many countries and coalitions of countries that are seeking reform.  Sorting through these proposals revealed several academics, each with a recommendation on which plan to follow and what effects it would have.  As stated above, there are those who feel the council should be made more demographically representative of the globe, such as Berween (2002).  However, in order to understand Berween’s argument it is important to be familiar with the current organization of the Security Council.  The Security Council currently includes seats for five permanent members (Russia, China, France, Great Britain and the United States) as well as ten nonpermanent members serving two year terms.  These ten seats are filled via election in the General Assembly, and set fractions of this ten go to different regions.  The current portions are: five from Africa/Asia, one from Eastern Europe, two from Latin America and the Caribbean, and two from Western Europe and others.  Berween discusses the argument that these proportions are Euro-centered and should be changed to reflect current global demographics.  By more accurately representing the world, Berween contends the Council will produce more equitable outcomes as it would be forced to consider resolutions important to the non-Western world.

Venter (2003) also discusses the inequality of the current council, and details the demands of coalitions of countries seeking reform, such as the Non Aligned Movement and the Organization of African Unity.  Unlike Berween, Venter finds their cause to be “hopelessly idealistic” without the support of at least one influential industrialized nation (one of the permanent five), as none will willingly part with any degree of their power.  Supporting this opinion is Thomas G. Weiss (2003) who is one of the most ardent critics of the reform movements.  Together Venter and Weiss both consider reform of the body pointless, arguing that an increase in the number of participants would do nothing to increase globally equitable outcomes. The addition of members, based on these articles, has no practical benefit, as any expansion of the council would decrease the expediency of the decision making process, reducing the council’s effectiveness.

  Work by Barry O’Neill (1996) helps to clarify positions held by both of these points of view.  His study of the non-aligned movement’s demand for a 26 member council shows that, so long as the 2/3 majority requirement is kept for passage of resolutions, increasing the number of nonpermanent members would not increase the power of the vote these countries hold.  This conclusion refutes the idea that increasing the amount of nonpermanent members will make the content of council resolutions more globally equitable, and supports the conclusion that a membership increase will only serve to make the process more time consuming.  However, his study also found that influencing the content of resolutions might not be the only objective of states seeking an enlarged council.  Claming there is more to power than the vote one can cast, his work contends that states seated on the council have access to certain information or privileges that those outside of the council do not.  This information makes it possible to argue that the acquisition of the benefits that accompany membership justify the expansion and democratization of the council, despite the increased bargaining it may bring. 

With that said, we must face the reality that the measurement and identification of bargaining and its rewards in the Security Council is difficult.  O’Neill (1996) explains this on page 229 of his work.  “Although the Security Council has been making decisions at a high rate, much of its deliberations are in secret, conducted without formal votes.”   The secrecy of the council deliberations has greatly impaired research on the speed and manner in which decisions are reached.  What does exist are various sources, mostly anecdotal and some academic, that testify to the secrecy and backroom dealings of the council; these sources range from UN ambassadors to extremist coalitions striving for council equality.  Despite the sheer number of these claims, or the variety of viewpoints they come from, empirical data on the subject is scarce.


What has been empirically conducted are studies on public bargaining between the veto holding nations of the council.  Erik Voeten’s (2001) work identifies the importance of obtaining an ally and utilizes the concept of what he terms “ideal points.”  At the time a resolution is presented on the floor of the Security Council, Voeten argues several of the Permanent Five counties, namely the United States and the Russian Federation or China, have a pre-determined outcome that they wish to see come to fruition.  Terming this the “ideal point” of a country, Voeten places these ideal points on a continuum with disparate desires occupying opposite sides on the scale.  To illustrate this he designed the figure on the next page.
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In his model there are three players: the superpower (S), the non-superpower ally (A) and the challenger (C).  Voeten writes that the ally will choose to side with the superpower or the challenger based on which will bring it the greatest rewards.  The bargaining in his theory, then, is a struggle for the superpower or the challenger to offer the better deal without that deal impinging on their own satisfaction by straying from their ideal point.  Regarding this, the theory states that the superpower or challenger will only move a limited distance away from their ideal point before they will veto a decision or act independently of the council.  Compromise on this ideal point by the superpower or challenger can be justified because winning the support of the ally can be a great benefit.  For instance, if the superpower were to successfully persuade the ally to vote a certain way, the ally now has an investment in the desired result of the superpower and will, in general, work diligently to ensure those desires are realized.  Voeten writes that this effect will cause the discussed resolution to shift in favor of the power that successfully persuades the ally. 

Clifton Morgan (1990), using instead a variation of benefit-cost analysis, creates a more holistic view of bargaining, partially because he looks at cases outside the UNSC.  Looking at the functioning of alliances, Morgan claims that instant maximization of rewards is not the only determinant of action.  Morgan views the situation from the position of the superpower and looks at issue linkages (trading compliance on topic x for an ally’s compliance on topic y) in bargaining between nations and within alliances.  

The real challenge of bargaining, according to Morgan, is that it has cost, both implicit and explicit.  Implicitly, a trade of money for a vote will cost the superpower money to the ally, a concept covered by Voeten.  Explicitly, there exist what Morgan terms “appendant costs”, or costs that occur because of a compromise.  The superpower could be faced with a domestic political cost for giving economic or military aid to countries previously condemned by the administration.  Voeten, tending to describe more of an ideological battle, does not account for such cost; to him the only cost is straying from the ideal point.  Morgan provides a description that goes beyond this one dimensional view of bargaining. 


Important to mention is the status that all three authors bestow upon the nonpermanent members of the Security Council.  Under ordinary circumstances in the council Voeten, O’Neill and Morgan all contend that a nonpermanent member holds very little power and makes very little difference in resolution debate.  Daily meetings often are comprised of issues over which a great deal of bargaining is not needed.  However, when a crisis arises, all three authors contend that the power of nonpermanent members increases.  Needing many allies to push resolutions in their favor, the superpowers begin to bargain with the nonpermanent members, and their vote in the council becomes essential.  To illustrate this point I will consider anecdotal evidence of bargaining in 2003 over the U.S. resolution to use force in Iraq.


To begin with, it is important to illustrate the ties some of these countries had to each other and to Iraq.  Out of all the nonpermanent members of the Security Council, Bulgaria has the largest number of connections that were unfavorable in the eyes of the U.S.; Bulgaria had provided more than 15 million dollars of light artillery weapons to Iraq during the 1990s. (Grillot and Postolova 2003)  These authors go on to cite instances where the country had violated UN arms embargoes on Rwanda and a regional arms embargo on Burundi, as well as participating in arms trade with Angola, another Security Council member at the time of the Iraq crisis in 2003.  Yet despite these ties, particularly to Angola which stayed firmly opposed to the use of force in Iraq, Bulgaria was successfully courted by the U.S. and supported the initiative.  In pursuit of this goal, the U.S. officially recognized Bulgaria as a market economy, ensuring large amounts of new business investment, and pledged that post-Saddam Iraq would pay outstanding debts to the country. (Michaels and Tumulty 2003, Hartung and Ciarrocca 2003)


Bulgaria was not the only country offered future payment of outstanding Iraqi debts in exchange for a U.S. friendly vote.  Russia, a key veto holder on the council, wished to receive the $8 billion that Iraq still owed them from the cold war years and was also interested in capitalizing on the eventual oil development possibilities that were going to accompany the régime change in Iraq. (Nichols 2003)


Reversal of decades of U.S. policy was a common means of convincing nonpermanent members to vote for the use of force.  Central and West African countries serving on the council in 2003, such as Equatorial Guinea, Cameroon, and Angola, all of whom have been condemned for at least two decades for flagrant abuses of human rights and undemocratic practices, have now been greeted by U.S. ambassadors ready to dispense aid. (Peel 2003)  All three of these countries are home to impoverished populaces, and all three depend on some form of U.S. aid to help their people.  In almost every case the U.S. has threatened to cut back on loans or aid unless they receive a supporting vote in the council. (Nichols 2003, Hartung and Ciarrocca 2003, Duodu 2003)

Mexico and Chile were confronted with the same threats of denial if they refused to back the resolution to use force, as both held nonpermanent seats at the time of the debates.  Chile was faced with economic consequences as the White House and some members of Congress flirted with the idea of denying the country membership in the U.S.-Chile Free Trade Agreement. (Vaughan 2003, Hagstrom 2003, Nichols 2003, Michaels 2003)  Mexico also faced a similar type of retribution.  Prior to September 11, 2001 President Bush and President Vicente Fox had been musing about new immigration laws in the U.S.  A stall on such negotiations and a potential reduction of trade between the nations was mentioned as a potential response for a defiant Mexico. (Nichols 2003, Peters 2003)


U.S. dealings with nonpermanent members were not entirely comprised of threats and punishments (Table 1).  For several of the nations, including a few that have been mentioned above, the U.S. offered large sums of grants and loans in exchange for an affirmative vote for the use of force in Iraq.  The African nations mentioned previously were offered the following amounts for compliance: Angola was offered $15.4 million in U.S. economic assistance as well as $1.4 billion from the IMF and Guinea was offered $3 million for the training of rangers for defense of its borders. (Duodo 2003)

Table 1

Incentive Provided by United States to Nonpermanent Member Countries and Russia During 2003 Debate Over the Use of Force in Iraq

	Country
	Incentive Provided by United States

	Bulgaria
	Official recognition as a Market Economy and assurance that Iraq would pay outstanding debts to the country

	Cameroon
	Threat of cut-back in aid dispensed

	Angola
	Threat of cut-back in aid dispensed

Conversely offered $15.4 million in U.S. aid as well as $1.4 million from IMF

	Equatorial Guinea
	Threat of cut-back in aid dispensed

Conversely offered $3 million in U.S. aid

	Chile
	Threat of exclusion from CAFTA-DR

	Mexico
	Threat of delay on negotiations on new immigration laws as well as a reduction of trade

	Russia
	Assurance that Iraq would pay outstanding debt of $8 billion from cold war years



Other nations were offered various aid packages in exchange for giving the U.S. resolution global credibility, as well as for other favors (Table 2).  Turkey was home to a site from which the U.S. wished to enter Iraq, and was offered over $15 billion in aid to allow troops into the country.  Israel was offered monetary assistance of $12-$14 billion, both for support of the initiative, but mostly to not retaliate if an Iraqi attack occurred in Israel.  Jordan and Egypt were also offered around $1 billion each for publicly supporting the U.S. (Hartung 2003)  Singapore was also offered an economic deal for supporting the U.S. war on terror; though Singapore did not hold a seat on the council at the time of debate, they did offer both public statements of support as well as troops for operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. (Bush 2005) While not all of these offers resulted in a favorable U.S. outcome, the fact remains that the attempt to buy both votes and support took place.

Table 2

Incentive Provided by United States to Nations of the World During 2003 Debate Over the Use of Force in Iraq

	Country
	Incentive Provided by United States

	Turkey
	Offered $15 billion for hosting an invasion staging area

	Jordan
	Offered $1 billion for international support

	Egypt
	Offered $1.3 billion for international  support

	Israel
	Offered $12-14 billion for various reasons

	Singapore
	Offered economic deals for international support



The global power shift following the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1990 ushered in an international community anxious for change in the UN.  While the many ideas for reform are commendable in terms of their desire for accurate global representation in the Security Council, many critics believe that expanding the council would make it ineffective.  In attempting to prove or disprove this claim the empirical work of a few individuals was relevant.  Their work affirms that the process of bargaining is complex and the examples of bargaining from the 2003 debate over Iraq show that the process with the current 10 nonpermanent members can be lengthy and costly.  By examining data on the aid given by the United States to the nonpermanent members of the Security Council I hope to further demonstrate superpower bargaining for nonpermanent votes.

Methods


As illustrated above, theory and the 2003 debate over the use of force in Iraq suggest that bargaining for votes between the United States and the non-permanent members of the Security Council using economic aid does occur.  Again, as no empirical data exists that deals directly with this relationship, I strove to find a simple correlation between U.S. aid received and Security Council votes cast by nonpermanent members.  


Since no data set existed with the information required it was necessary to produce one.  Using the United Nations Document System I accessed a document listing all non-permanent members of the UNSC from 1946 until 2005.  This membership information was coded 1 for the years in which the country was an UNSC member and 0 for the years in which the country was a nonmember.  

Obtained from the same database was a document listing all past and present member states of the United Nations.  While the UN gained 7 members between 1999 and 2002, the effect this had on the tests I performed was negligible.  As a result, I used a UN member count of 186, which excludes the permanent five and Montenegro, which joined on June 28, 2006.  When votes cast by each country were needed, they were also acquired from the UN Document System and held one of three values: Yes, Veto/No, or Abstain.


I then accessed the Greenbook Index, the common name for the online version of the U.S. Agency for Internatoinal Development (USAID); this agency reports a fairly complete historical record of U.S. foreign aid dispersement.  I utilized an annual list of U.S. economic aid dispersement for the years 1994 through 2003, as these were the only years guaranteed to be available for all 186 countries in my study.  The U.S. aid data was presented in millions of U.S. dollars, all of which are not corrected for inflation, causing them to appear in their historic amounts. 

The unit of analysis for this research was the nation state.  The independent variable was the vote cast in the UNSC.  The dependent variable was the economic aid received from the United States.

Analysis

The first test performed calculated and compared an annual mean of U.S. aid received for both UNSC nonpermanent members and nonmembers in the years 1994 through 2003. (See Table 3)  I concluded this to be the most straightforward way to test for the use of aid in council bargaining, as it would cause nonpermanent members to have substantially larger annual aid means than nonmembers.

Table 3

Annual Comparison of U.S. Economic Aid Means Between Nonpermanent Members and Nonmembers of the United Nations Security Council

	Year
	Member Received Aid Mean in Millions U.S. (10 countries)
	Nonmember Received Aid Mean in Millions U.S. (176 Countries)

	1994
	$12.65
	$33.20

	1995
	$28.55
	$33.78

	1996
	$95.34
	$24.99

	1997
	$88.39
	$24.93

	1998
	$9.76
	$34.41

	1999
	$3.91
	$41.95

	2000
	$33.2
	$43.99

	2001
	$67.87
	$36.61

	2002
	$71.15
	$48.59

	2003
	$45.95
	$83.31


The results of this test proved contrary to my hypothesis and, perhaps, to logic.  The numerical difference between members and nonmembers made greater member annual aid means very likely.  As mentioned previously, only ten nonpermanent seats exist, leaving a possible 176 countries in the nonmember category.  The relative low number of nonpermanent members creates a situation where a single large outlier can distort the average annual aid received by the members, making its value greater than the nonmember group.  While this did not consistently occur, it is worth mentioning that there were two sets of years (1996/1997 and 2001/2002) in which members received substantially more than nonmembers.

Since the test in Table 3 includes all 186 UN member nations, it is possible global crises involving massive humanitarian efforts, such as the 2004 Tsunami, could have resulted in an increase of aid received by nonmembers.  To rule out this type of interfering variable a comparison of means by country was constructed.  Additionally, a glance at the raw annual aid numbers on an individual country by country basis occasionally showed a correlation between membership and an increase in aid. (See Table 6)  This served to further justify the creation of a comparison of annual aid means by individual country.

Since this test included only those countries that had served on the UNSC as nonpermanent members, only the 49 countries that met this criterion were included.  Twelve of these 49 revealed any confirming relationship.  The results of this comparison are shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.2.


Table 4.1 displays the countries that exhibited a confirming relationship between UNSC nonpermanent membership and annual U.S. aid received. Table 4.2, conversely, displays the countries that exhibited a negative correlation between UNSC nonpermanent membership and U.S. aid received.  Displayed alongside the annual aid mean in the member category are the years each country was a member and the economic aid they received that year.  Worth noting is that Table 4.1 includes 7 of the 12 countries included, indicating that more than half of these countries were privy to an increase in U.S. economic aid while seated on the council.
Table 4.1

Intra-State Comparison of Means of U.S. Economic Aid Received as a Nonpermanent Member and Nonmember - Confirming Cases

	Country
	Aid Received as a Nonpermanent Member
	Aid Received as a Nonmember

	Angola
	$153.00     2003
	$71.84

	Botswana
	$16.85       1995 $31.9

                  1996 $1.8
	$5.5

	Czech Republic
	$10.90       1994 $2.1

                  1995 $19.7
	$1.61

	Guinea
	$47.05       1996 $45.2

                  1997 $48.9
	 $30.01

	Mexico
	$79.65       2002 $91.7

                  2003 $67.6
	 $35.51

	Poland
	$44.35       1996 $56

                  1997 $32.7
	$21.43

	Ukraine
	$172.65     2000 $175

                  2001 $170.3
	$149.65


The negative results in Table 4.2, however, should not be automatically written off as being contrary to the positive correlation in Table 4.1.  Instead, by combining this data with the voting behavior of each country, this decrease in aid received can possibly be explained.  Looking back at the earlier reference to the 2003 debate over the use of force in Iraq is helpful at understanding this point.  Table 1 clearly illustrates the tendency of the United States to punish UNSC nonpermanent members that decide not to vote in alignment with U.S. foreign policy.  It is possible, then, that decreases in aid, as seen in Table 4.2, are a result of a defiant nation.
Table 4.2

Intra-State Comparison of Means of U.S. Economic Aid Received as a Nonpermanent Member and Nonmember – Non-confirming Cases

	Country
	Aid Received as a Nonpermanent Member
	Aid Received as a Nonmember

	Honduras
	$27.65     1995 $29.7

                1996 $25.6
	$53.83

	Indonesia
	$47.70     1995 $61.6

                1996 $33.8
	$145.05

	Kenya
	$48.50     1997 $29.5

                1998 $67.5
	$76.36

	Nigeria
	$5.35       1994 $7.3

                1995 $3.4
	$51.23

	Pakistan
	$94.55     1994 $49.6

                2003 $139.5
	$131.46



To test this theory voting records were obtained from the United Nations Document System.  A voting loyalty score was developed by taking the total number of split votes in a year and dividing that number by the sum of the number of times a country voted against the United States subtracted from the original total.  The equation would look like this: L = (T - V)/T, where L equals loyalty score, T equals total split votes and V equals votes cast by a country in opposition to the position of the United States.  For instance, if there were 12 split votes in a given year, and Pakistan voted against the United States 5 times, this would mean they voted with the U.S. 7 times.  Their loyalty score, then, would be the quotient of 7 divided by 12, or .583, indicating Pakistan voted with the United States 58% of the time during split votes.  The combination of this annual loyalty score with the U.S. economic aid received that year is shown in Table 5. (See Index)


This table presents mixed results.  In cases such as Poland, Mexico, Argentina and Kenya there exists a confirming relationship between aid received and loyalty of voting behavior.  However, the countries of the Czech Republic, Jamaica, Bangladesh and Botswana depict the exact opposite, experiencing a loss in aid with an increase in voting loyalty.  A scatter plot of these values is presented in the Index in Figure 1.  Overall there does not appear to be enough evidence to defend the assertion that the reason some countries received less U.S. aid when on the council was due to defiant voting behavior.  Strengthening this conclusion are the results of a Pearson correlation on the relationship between the two variables.  While the negative value is not strong, the correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
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Examined in comparison to Tables 4.1 and 4.2, Table 5 does reveal some new information.  Whereas Kenya did not receive an overall larger amount of aid while on the council, its voting behavior seems to be related to the money it did receive.  Botswana and the Czech Republic, on the other hand, exhibited a negative association between voting loyalty and aid received, yet both received an overwhelmingly larger amount of annual aid while seated on the council.  Examining the ten year history of U.S. aid dispersement to these countries (See Table 6) revealed that in cases such as Botswana, and to a larger extent Rwanda, the increase in economic aid may have resulted more from the Rwandan crisis of 1994-1995 than from voting behaviors.


Finally, of interest from Table 5, is the case of the nation of Ireland.  By simply looking at the table it would seem safe to argue that Ireland is proof that there is no connection between voting behavior and U.S. economic aid received.  However, a closer look at the voting record for the years Ireland was on the council leaves a much different impression.  In 2001, when Ireland received a loyalty score of .33 there were only three split votes, all of which were dominated by a veto from the United States.  In that year only one other nonpermanent member country abstained from voting (this was Norway with two abstentions), leaving Ireland as one of two countries not voting against the United States’ vetoes.  Ireland’s one abstention in 2001, then, could be interpreted as being more important to the United States than the .57 loyalty it exhibited the following year.

Discussion


 The overwhelming results from my empirical tests finds there is no connection between the annual U.S. aid a nonpermanent member of the security council receives and the way they vote during that year.  Perhaps most illuminating was the negative correlation between these variables derived at the end of my research.  Yet, from this evidence a few explanations can be presented and some conclusions can be tentatively drawn.


One explanation for the lack of relation between the variables is that I was looking in the wrong place for the rewards of voting.  It is possible that economic aid is simply one of many rewards given to countries that vote in line with the policy of the United States.  Examples of this are present in the 2003 debate over the use of force in Iraq presented above.  Chile’s inclusion in the CAFTA-DR agreement was placed in the balance, and Bulgaria’s recognition as a market economy had the potential to attract new business investments to the country; neither of these would be apparent in a measure of U.S. economic aid received.


The use of the denial of economic aid as a punishment for not voting in line with U.S. interests is a factor that was only briefly covered in my research.  There is strong evidence from the 2003 debate over the use of force in Iraq that this sort of strong-arm tactic may be extensively used.  Again, while I briefly touched this topic, a more in-depth examination of it, along with its implications in areas other than economic aid, could shed more light on bargaining processes in the council.


Measurement of aid coming only from the United States could also be a limiting variable.  Other nations, such as Britain or China, could be transferring funds to nations in exchange for abstentions or loyal votes.  Looking at the 2003 debate over Iraq could very well lend credence to this theory.  Since France was a major opponent of the United States during the debate, it could be possible that they were offering incentives to various governments in exchange for compliance on the council.


The inability for my loyalty score calculation to take into account instances such as the one involving Ireland in 2001 and 2002 could also account for the results of my analysis.  The loyalty score I created was not designed to handle an instance where a value such as .33 could have a different relative significance to a .57 based on voting activities in a given year.


Also probable is the simple exchange of votes between the United States and other nations, a possibility mentioned by Morgan (1990).  The trading of a loyal vote, for example, from Bulgaria on resolution y would be returned by a U.S. vote on a resolution important to Bulgarian interests.  A study on this type of bargaining would require records on the process, which are not available at present due to the “backroom” or “closed door” nature of the process.   


A final explanation of my results regards the timing of the aid dispersement by the United States to nonpermanent members.  While looking at a spreadsheet of annual U.S. economic aid received by the nations listed in Table 5, there exist a few instances where aid numbers increase dramatically either immediately prior to or immediately after a nation has served on the council. (See Table 6)  These occurrences were not common enough in the ten years I examined to include in my analysis, but their existence leaves me curious as to whether or not they hold some significance.

Conclusion


 My investigation of the arguments for and against expansion of the Security Council has left me with the following conclusions.

· The secrecy of the council during bargaining is a major impediment to empirical research of this debate.  Without a lift on this veil of secrecy it remains difficult to identify the bargaining that seems to occur between the permanent and nonpermanent members.

· It is likely that bargaining for votes occurs only during times of crisis within the council, which supports the assertions of O’Neill, Morgan and Voeten that a nonpermanent member is only powerful during such times.

· Since I cannot definitively show the existence of bargaining between the permanent and nonpermanent members, I cannot reach a conclusion regarding the impact of an expansion of the council on bargaining within the body.  Conversely, I cannot definitively confirm that nonpermanent members have the opportunity to receive rewards while serving on the council.

· With the end of the Cold War came the end of the voting blocks that polarized the Security Council for decades.  It is possible that the body is acting more like the deliberative council it was designed to be.  The impatience of many Americans with the body should perhaps be tempered by this fact.

In addition to these points, it is apparent that continued study of this subject is needed and warranted.  While complicated, an analysis of the Security Council before and after the increase in nonpermanent membership in 1965 could reveal some useful data on the discussion of council reform.  A case study of the behavior of the permanent members towards the nonpermanent members could also lend support to either side of the reform debate.  Until the secrecy of council deliberations prior to voting is reduced, however, studying this issue will continue to be difficult.
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Table 5

Comparison of Loyalty Score with U.S. Economic Aid received by Nonpermanent members of the UNSC by Country

Country

Year


Aid Received


Loyalty Score
Angola


2003


$153 m



.57

Argentina

1994


$3.6 m




.92




1995


$1 m




.86




1999


$0.8 m




1.0




2000


$1.3 m




.88

Bangladesh

2000


$77.5 m



.75




2001


$152.6 m



.00

Botswana

1995


$31.9 m



.86




1996


$1.8 m




.86

Brazil


1994


$8.6 m




.53




1998


$23.4 m



1.0




1999


$20.2 m



1.0

Bulgaria

2002


$48.6 m



.86




2003


$34.6 m



.86

Cameroon

2002


$5.6 m




.71




2003


$13.7 m



.71

Chile


1996


$4.5 m




.86




1997


$3.6 m




.71




2003


$2.2 m




.57

Colombia

2001


$246.6 m



.00




2002


$514.8 m



.57

Country

Year


Aid Received


Loyalty Score
Costa Rica

1997


$0.2 m




.86




1998


$1.0 m




1.0

Czech Republic
1994


$2.1 m




.92




1995


$19.7 m



.86

Gabon


1998


$2.1 m




1.0




1999


$2.4 m




1.0

Gambia

1998


$3.4 m




1.0




1999


$3.7 m




1.0

Guinea


2002


$45.2 m



.57




2003


$48.9 m



.57

Guinea-Bissau

1996


$7.2 m




.86




1997


$6.7 m




.71

Honduras

1995


$29.7 m



.86




1996


$25.6 m



.86

Indonesia

1995


$61.6 m



.86




1996


$33.8 m



.86

Country

Year


Aid Received


Loyalty Score
Ireland


2001


$44.5 m



.33




2002


$5.0 m




.57

Jamaica

2000


$19.7 m



.63




2001


$24.4 m



.00

Kenya


1997


$29.5 m



.57




1998


$67.5 m



1.0

Mali


2000


$43.3 m



.50




2001


$40.3 m



.00

Country

Year


Aid Received


Loyalty Score
Mexico

2002


$91.7 m



.57




2003


$67.6 m



.43

Namibia

1999


$11.6 m



.78




2000


$14.9 m



.63

Nigeria


1994


$7.3 m




.77




1995


$3.4 m




.86

Pakistan

1994


$49.6 m



.77




2003


$139.5 m



.57

Poland


1996


$56.0 m



.86




1997


$32.7 m



.71

Rwanda

1994


$54.2 m



.46




1995


$138.2 m



.86

Ukraine

2000


$175.0 m



.75




2001


$170.3 m



.00

Table 6

Raw Data of Aid Received by Non-Permanent Member Countries (in Millions U.S. Dollars) from 1994-2003

	Countries
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Angola
	61.6
	44.9
	89.1
	51
	67.2
	49.1
	100.3
	61.1
	122.3
	153 

	Argentina
	3.6  
	1  
	0.7
	1.4
	3.2
	0.8  
	1.3 
	2.5
	0.7
	1

	Bangladesh
	114.4
	147.6
	56
	78.1
	108.7
	226.6
	77.5  
	152.6  
	94.9
	103.7

	Botswana
	15.3  
	31.9  
	1.8
	1
	1.1
	0.4
	0.4
	0.1
	12.1
	13.6

	Brazil
	8.6  
	9.2
	5.1
	10.5
	23.4  
	20.2  
	20.6
	20.4
	24.3
	44.6

	Bulgaria
	10.5
	39.1
	33
	11.8
	46.1
	29.2
	42.8
	43.5
	48.6  
	34.6    

	Cameroon
	3.9
	4.3
	3.8
	3.4
	4
	5
	3.4
	4.8
	5.6  
	13.7  

	Chile
	9.2
	9
	4.5  
	3.6  
	2.7
	2.4
	1.7
	1.8
	0.9
	2.2  

	Colombia
	29
	23.9
	22.6
	83.9
	105.7
	281.9
	1,159
	246.6  
	514.8  
	656.7

	Costa Rica
	12.1
	6.2
	2.1
	0.2  
	1 
	1.6
	1.4
	1.5
	4.4
	3.9

	Czech Republic
	2.1
	19.7  
	6.5
	0.7
	0.1
	0.6
	1.5
	0.3
	2.4
	0.8

	Gabon
	3.4
	2.8
	2.5
	2.5
	2.1  
	2.4  
	2.5
	2.2
	2.2
	2.8

	Countries
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Gambia
	10.6
	5.1
	4.2
	3.2
	3.4  
	3.7  
	4.4
	3.4
	2.1
	4.3

	Guinea
	31.4
	19.7
	15.7
	32.2
	46.6
	27.6
	33.2
	33.7
	45.2  
	48.9  

	Guinea-Bissau
	6.4
	6.5
	7.2  
	6.7  
	0.7
	2.3
	0.2
	0.3
	1.4
	1.7

	Honduras
	46.8
	29.7  
	25.6  
	28.9
	22.2
	126.1
	45.2
	46.6
	44.4
	70.4

	Indonesia
	25.1
	61.6  
	33.8  
	35.3
	102.2
	233.9
	241.7
	156.1
	167.2
	198.9

	Ireland
	39.4
	39.2
	0
	39.2
	0.1
	39.3
	0.1
	44.5  
	5  
	49.8

	Jamaica
	33.2
	25.1
	33.1
	24.7
	16.6
	22
	19.7  
	24.4  
	20.4
	25.5

	Kenya
	51.2
	25.4
	16.4
	29.5  
	67.5 
	78.5
	89.6
	125
	98.3
	126.5

	Mali
	41.4
	34.8
	31
	38.5
	46.7
	41.1
	43.3  
	40.3  
	39.9
	52.6

	Mexico
	12.5
	10.6
	25.6
	52
	48.7
	40.8
	43
	50.9
	91.7  
	67.6  

	Namibia
	18.6
	16.9
	6.8
	10.3
	11.9
	11.6  
	14.9  
	11.8
	14.2
	28.7

	Countries
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Nigeria
	7.3  
	3.4  
	2.3
	2.4
	10.7
	33.1
	93
	75.3
	99.6
	93.4

	Pakistan
	49.6  
	17.1
	16.5
	43.1
	27.7
	81.2
	6
	89.6
	770.5
	139.5 

	Poland
	4.1
	85.4
	56  
	32.7  
	39
	23.7
	12.1
	3.2
	1.6
	2.3

	Rwanda
	54.2  
	138.2  
	120.5
	87
	41.2
	49.1
	37.2
	30.1
	42.1
	47

	Ukraine
	163.9
	187.2
	123.8
	53.3
	177.2
	224
	175  
	170.3  
	191.2
	76.6


Figure 1

Scatter Plot of Economic Aid Received in Relation to Loyalty Scores (in Millions of U.S. Dollars)


[image: image3]
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