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Abstract

This article introduces the first complete record of draft Security Council resolutions
and what happened to them. In addition to ca. 2,600 drafts that have been adopted as
resolutions and ca. 200 drafts that have been vetoed by one of the permanent mem-
bers (1946—2021), another ca. 300 draft resolutions have failed to be adopted for other
reasons than the veto. The article first presents an overview of the record of draft resolu-
tions. It then turns its attention specifically to drafts that have been rejected by Council
majority, i.e. drafts that have failed to receive the required number of positive votes. It
relates to previous research on the elected members of the Security Council and illus-
trates how a concern with rejected drafts provides new insights into the legitimacy
of Security Council decision making, discussions about Council reform, and changing
working methods.

Keywords

UN Security Council - elected members — draft resolutions — veto — rejection

Published with license by Koninklijke Brill Bv | DOI:10.1163/19426720-03101006
© PATRIK JOHANSSON, 2025 | ISSN: 1075-2846 (print) 1942-6720 (online)

This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the cc By 4.0 license.


https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-03101006
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://brill.com/gg
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9133-7773
mailto:patrik.j.johansson@umu.se

30 JOHANSSON
1 Introduction!

From 1946 through 2021 the United Nations Security Council adopted more
than 2,600 resolutions. During the same period nearly 200 draft resolutions
were vetoed by one or more of the permanent members. The adoption of res-
olutions occasionally attracts some attention, as do vetoes of draft resolutions.
It is less known that more than 300 draft resolutions have failed to be adopted
for reasons other than the veto, including more than 100 drafts that have not
received the required number of positive votes. I will refer to this last type as
drafts rejected by Council majority, and they are the focus of this article.

The Security Council is often more or less equated with the permanent mem-
bers (the P5) China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States.
They are perceived as being able either to use the Council to legitimize their
preferred line of action or to use the veto to prevent the Council from acting.
For example, Mahbubani bluntly states that ‘while in theory the body has fif-
teen members (five permanent members and ten elected), in practice it has
five members and ten observers.? However, there is a growing body of research
on the elected members (the E10), and I believe that the role of the E10 in the
Council is better understood if rejected drafts are taken into account, and vice
versa that the importance of rejected drafts is better understood when related
to the role of the E1o.

I have two main objectives with this article. First, I present an overview of
the first complete record of draft Security Council resolutions since 1946. Offi-
cial records have been updated and become more comprehensive during the
past several years, but much is still missing especially regarding the first few
formative years of the late 1940s. Second, I use the record of draft resolutions
to illustrate how a concern with rejected drafts advances our understanding of
power dynamics in the Security Council. In keeping with the literature that I
aim to contribute to, including previous research that I relate this paper to, this
analysis focuses on, but not limited to, the post-Cold War period.

2 A Record of Draft Security Council Resolutions

Reading about the United Nations, whether in the media or in scientific jour-
nals, it is easy to get the impression that a draft Security Council resolution is

1 Early versions of the record of non-adopted draft resolutions were presented at ISA 2016,
ACUNS 2016, and PRIS 2020.
2 Mahbubani 2016, 158.
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either adopted or vetoed. And fair enough, adopted resolutions and vetoes may
be the most important outcomes of decisions on draft resolutions, and much
useful research has been made about them.

The Dag Hammarskjold Library is an excellent source of information on the
United Nations. For example, Security Council meeting records since 1946 are
readily available.® The list of meeting records also contains links to adopted
resolutions and to many draft resolutions that were either vetoed or rejected.
Adopted resolutions are also listed at the UN website,* along with Presidential
Statements.> While there is no official definition of what constitutes a Chap-
ter VII resolution (under Chapter VII of the Charter, the Security Council can
authorize the use of force), Johansson proposes such a definition and lists all
Chapter VII resolutions 1946—2008.6

Further, there are a few different records of the veto that use slightly different
ways of counting. A negative vote by a permanent member is counted as a veto
only when there are at least nine positive votes.” The most authoritative and
continually updated list of vetoes is available through the Dag Hammarskjold
Library,® and contains 262 vetoes 1946—2021. This list is used by among others
von Einsiedel, Malone and Ugarte.® The Multilateral Research Group (2012) of
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office lists 219 vetoed draft resolutions 1946—
2012.19 This list is used by among others Lowe et al.! An earlier record of vetoes,
which also includes useful case histories, is compiled by Patil, who counts 279
vetoes cast from 1946 through 1990.12

Meeting records available at https://research.un.org/en/docs/sc/quick/meetings
https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/content/resolutions
https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/content/presidential-statements
Johansson 2009.

N OO gn AW

Until 1965 the Security Council consisted of eleven members and seven positive votes were
required for a decision on a substantive issue. Since then it consists of fifteen members and
nine positive votes are required for a decision. E.g. Multilateral Research Group 2012.
https://research.un.org/en/docs/sc/quick/veto

von Einsiedel, Malone and Ugarte 2016, 918—919.

10  Multilateral Research Group 2012.

11 Lowe et al 2008, 688—70s5.

© @

12 Patil 1992. These veto records do not always distinguish clearly between vetoes against
draft resolutions and vetoes against other decisions, and they do not always agree. For
example, at meeting 47 (S/PV.47), the Council voted on a draft resolution (submitted at
S/PV.45, p. 326) on the Spanish Question, submitted by a Subcommittee consisting of Aus-
tralia, Brazil, China, France, and Poland. The draft contained three recommendations.
First there were separate votes on each on the three recommendations, in practice to
decide how the final draft would be worded. The USSR vetoed all three recommendations.
Then the Council voted on whether to adopt the draft (without the recommendations).
The USSR vetoed that, too. Patil counts this as four Soviet vetoes, and the Foreign Office
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However, out of 3,140 draft resolutions submitted to the Council 1946—2021,
only 2,814 (90 %) were either adopted or vetoed. This leaves another 326 (10 %)
draft resolutions to be accounted for, 326 draft resolutions that failed to be
adopted for other reasons than being vetoed. What are these other reasons and
what do we know about them? Until now there has not been a complete record
of draft resolutions and what happened to them, i.e. including those that have
been rejected, superseded, withdrawn etc. I have compiled such a record and
in the next two subsections I will discuss how it was done and what it shows.

2.1 How the Record Was Compiled

The main steps in compiling the record of draft resolutions were the following:

1.  asearch of the United Nations Digital Library,'3 for ‘draft resolutions and
decisions’ limited to the Security Council;

2. matching the results of that search with official records of adopted reso-
lutions and vetoes to identify those drafts that were neither adopted nor
vetoed and then tracing those drafts to establish what happened to them;

3.  identifying those adopted resolutions and vetoes that were not matched
in step (2), and back tracking them to find the drafts that they originated
with;

4. identifying additional draft resolutions by reading the first 300 meeting
records, January 1946-May 1948, i.e. until drafts were almost consistently
given document numbers, and therefore were identified in step (1); and

5. removing draft amendments identified by previous steps as these do not
constitute draft resolutions per se, and removing draft resolutions that
were either revised or corrected; in order not to exaggerate the total num-
ber of draft resolutions, only the last version of arevised or corrected draft
is counted.

From 1946-1964 adopted resolutions were given document numbers in the

same sequence as other Security Council documents. Then, in 1965, the current

system with a separate sequencing for resolutions was introduced and retroac-
tively applied to already adopted resolutions. For example, in June 1950, the

USA submitted draft resolution S/1497 regarding the conflict in Korea. The draft

was amended by S/1498 plus further consultations into revised draft S/1499 and

adopted as S/1501 (S/PV.473). Today, this resolution is known as Resolution 82

(document number S/RES/82).

counts it as one. The UN itself is ambivalent: in the official records from the 58th ses-
sion, supplement No. 47 lists three USSR vetoes from meeting 47, but the downloadable
‘authoritative UN veto dataset’ includes all four.

13 https://digitallibrary.un.org
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Draft resolutions are numbered according to the same sequence as other
Security Council documents. However, during the first few years of Security
Council work, many drafts were not numbered at all, and those draft resolu-
tions that were initially not given document numbers still do not have doc-
ument numbers. That is, there has been no retroactive numbering of drafts
resembling the retroactive numbering of adopted resolutions. This is what
made steps (3) and (4) above necessary. To illustrate, a search of the United
Nations Digital Library (step 1 above) in late 2022 found thirty draft resolutions
for 1947, but reading the minutes of meetings in the Security Council I found
fifty-four draft resolutions in 1947 (after applying step 5 above to both proce-
dures).

Most drafts that were identified through steps (3) and (4) above belong to
one of two types. First, as noted, especially during the early years many draft
resolutions were simply submitted without being given any document num-
ber. An example is Resolution 17 on the Greek question, submitted at the 100th
meeting and adopted at the 101st meeting.!* Second, several resolutions have
been adopted on the basis of proposals contained in various committee reports,
but where only the report as a whole had a document number, not the draft
resolution as such. An example is Resolution 335 (1973), admitting the two Ger-
manys as members, the draft of which was contained in document S/10957,
a report from the Committee on the Admission of New Members. Document
S/10957 does not show up in a search for ‘draft resolutions and decisions.

The upshot of all this is that I cannot be sure that I have successfully identi-
fied all draft resolutions. For example, if a committee report contained a draft
resolution which was eventually not put to the vote at all, I will most likely not
have detected it. However, with this caveat in mind, I do believe that the record
is complete enough to allow for some interesting analyses and discussions.

2.2 What the Record Shows
Table 1 presents the total number of draft Security Council resolutions 1946—
2021 and what happened to them.

Of the 3,140 draft resolutions submitted to the Security Council 1946—2021,
2,617 were adopted as resolutions. This is well documented and requires no fur-
ther exploration.

The 197 vetoed drafts in Table 1 are distinctly fewer than the numbers pre-
sented in the veto records mentioned above. There are two main reasons for
this. Firstly, more than one veto may be cast against the same draft resolution.

14  UN Security Council 1947a, 1947b.
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TABLE 1 Draft Security Council
resolutions 1946—2021

Draft resolutions 3,140
Adopted 2,617
Vetoed 197
Rejected 120
Other 206

While not very common these days, many draft resolutions over the years have
been voted on paragraph by paragraph, allowing the permanent members to
cast new negative votes during each round of voting on the same draft reso-
lution.!® Similarly, more than one permanent member can cast a negative vote
against the same draft. Secondly, not all vetoes are cast against draft resolutions,
but vetoes can be cast against other types of decisions as well. Also, official
records of vetoes include vetoes against draft amendments, and draft amend-
ments are not included in the present record (cf. step 5 above).

Table 1 also shows that 120 draft resolutions have been rejected by Coun-
cil majority, i.e., they have failed to receive the required number of positive
votes. These drafts—and the decisions not to adopt them as resolutions—have
for all practical purposes been ignored in previous research on Security Coun-
cil decision making. Below, I argue that they matter and should be taken into
account.

The ‘other’ category contains several different types of outcomes. Many
drafts were superseded by the proposal or adoption of other drafts, as when
S/10417 drafted by Belgium, Italy and Japan and S/10419 drafted by Argentina,
Burundi, Nicaragua, Sierra Leone and Somalia were superseded by S/10423
drafted by all eight (S/PV.1607). Another large group are those that have been

15  The most extreme example of this is draft resolution S/3502 (1955). This draft concerned
the applications for membership of 18 countries and was voted on during the 704th meet-
ing (S/PV.704), one vote for each applicant country, formally on their inclusion in the final
version of the draft resolution. The USSR vetoed 13 countries in the original draft (plus pro-
posals to add another two), and China vetoed one country. i.e. fourteen vetoes were cast
against different parts of the same draft resolution. Once all countries had been voted on
only Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria remained part of the draft resolution. The Council
then voted on whether to adopt the draft resolution or not, rejecting it by 1 vote in favor
and 4 against, with 6 abstentions. Draft resolution S/3502 is coded in the present record
as having been rejected.
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FIGURE 1  Drafts and adopted resolutions 1946—2021, per year

withdrawn by the author, most recently the Russian draft S/2020/25, withdrawn
after the adoption of Resolution 2504 (2020) (S/PV.8700). Most drafts in the
‘other’ category were not voted on at all, but some were.

In addition to the totals for the entire period we can look at variations over
time. Figure 1 shows the number of drafts and the number of adopted resolu-
tions for each year 1946—2021.

Despite certain ups and downs, the figure reflects the findings by Wallen-
steen and Johansson, Malone and Day and others that the Security Council
became more active after the end of the Cold War.1¢ Both the number of drafts
and the number of adopted resolutions have been higher since 1990. Also, the
‘adoption rate) i.e. the share of all drafts that were in fact adopted as resolutions,
has been higher since 1990. During the cold war a yearly average of twenty-four
drafts resulted in fifteen adopted resolution, an adoption rate of 64 %, and since
1990 a yearly average of sixty-five drafts have resulted in sixty-two adopted reso-
lutions, an adoption rate of 95%. On three occasions, all draft resolutions have
been adopted: In1959 only one draft resolution was submitted during the whole
year, and it was adopted as Resolution 132 (S/RES/132) on Laos. The other years
when all draft resolutions were adopted are 1998 (seventy-three resolutions)
and 2o10 (fifty-nine resolutions).

3 Rejected Drafts and Security Council Decision Making
Having briefly presented the record of draft resolutions, I now go on to focus
on draft resolutions rejected by Council majority and the implications of taking

them into account in the analysis of Security Council decision making.

16  Wallensteen and Johansson 2016; Malone and Day 2020.
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In previous research, the rejection of draft resolutions has been perceived
as non-events, as lacking agency and intention. This is illustrated first of all
by the fact that there has been no record of rejected draft resolutions. Except
for vetoed drafts, non-adopted drafts are not compiled or sorted in any way
that would even allow systematic analysis. This is an important reason why the
rejection of draft resolutions tends to be overlooked.

In much previous research only the veto is considered among the various
ways that draft resolutions can fail to be adopted. For example, Martin points to
the Syrian conflict to illustrate the emergence and deepening of political divi-
sions in the Council. He notes that by April 2018 there had been 12 vetoed draft
resolutions on Syria, but he fails to mention the five rejected drafts on Syria
by that same time (all five drafts submitted by Russia), even though it would
strengthen his argument.'”

In some previous research, different ways that draft resolutions fail to be
adopted are considered—though not necessarily rejections by Council major-
ity. Matsumura and Tago, in their study of how the perceived legitimacy of a
veto depends on who casts it, conceptualize three types of failed authoriza-
tion: draft resolutions vetoed by ‘perpetual nay-sayers’, draft resolutions vetoed
by friends and allies, and draft resolutions withdrawn by the proposing state.'®
That is, ‘draft resolutions rejected by Council majority’ does not even figure
among the options, even though, arguably, such instances are more important
in terms of legitimacy than withdrawals.

In addition, instances of rejected draft resolutions are sometimes men-
tioned, but in ways that downplay their significance. Summarizing meeting
8476 in February 2019, Security Council Report writes that [tJhe Council voted
on two draft resolutions on Venezuela; one was vetoed by Russia and the other
failed to receive enough affirmative votes.!® This makes it sound like the first
draft was vetoed as the result of an active decision by Russia, but the second
draft (submitted by Russia) simply failed to be adopted for no apparent reason.
However, it is equally reasonable to argue that a majority of the Council’'s mem-
bers actively decided not to let the Russian proposal pass, and very deliberately
voted accordingly—that ‘one was vetoed by Russia and the other was rejected
by Council majority’

These examples are not exceptions, but illustrations of the little attention
paid to the rejection of draft resolutions in previous research. So what does

17 Martin 2020, 42. See also Wenaweser 2020, 282.
18  Matsumura and Tago 2019.
19  Security Council Report 2022.
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a concern with rejected draft resolutions bring to our understanding of the
power dynamics in the Security Council?

Research on Security Council decision making tends to center around the
five permanent members, because ‘[t]he assumption is that real power rests
with the P5, while the Eio are simply there to make up the numbers’.2° For
example, Hurd argues that ‘[t]he effective decisionmaking power in the Coun-
cil is monopolized by the Permanent Five.?! Obviously, the permanent mem-
bers are very influential. They represent continuity and institutional memory,
they have large delegations, they are the dominant penholders (cf. below), and
they have the power of veto. However, there is a growing body of research on
the elected members, which shows that they do matter.22

Research on the Eio addresses a broad range of aspects. Some studies
address states’ motivations for seeking a nonpermanent seat and their expec-
tations if successful. For example, Ekengren, Hjorten and Moller find that
although states believe that elected members’ ability to influence the Coun-
cil's agenda is limited, they still point to such influence as an important reason
for seeking a nonpermanent seat.23 Others evaluate the accomplishments of
specific countries during their terms as nonpermanent members. Examples
include Haugevik et al. on Estonia and Norway in 2021, Ohlson et al. on Sweden
2017-2018, and van Bohemen on New Zealand 2015-2016.24 Yet other studies
investigate how elected members can gain influence in the Council. Farrall et
al. point to four important factors for E1o influence: representative legitimacy,
diplomatic competence and capacities, favorable conditions, and formal and
informal mechanisms of influence.?® Relatedly, Wenaweser describes working
methods that strengthen Eio influence, such as the Arria formula, Security
Council missions, and open thematic debates.26

However, I believe that the analysis of rejected draft resolutions can make
the most important contribution to three themes in research on elected mem-
bers: the legitimacy of Council decision making, reform of the Council, and the
Council’s working methods.

20 Farrall et al 2020, 103.

21 Hurd 2002, 41.

22 E.g. Thorallsson 2012; Langmore and Farrall 2016; Langmore and Thakur 2016; Romita 2018;
Farrall et al 2020; Schrijver and Blokker 2020; Gifkins 2021; Brosig and Lecki 2022.

23 Ekengren, Hjorten & Moller 2020. See also Edgar 2020; Wouters & Pineau 2020.

24 Haugevik et al. 2021; Ohlson et al. 2021; van Bohemen 2020.

25 Farrall et al 2020, 111-114.

26  Wenaweser 2016, 176—-179. See also Smith 2020.
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3.1 Legitimacy
It is generally agreed that the E1o contribute to the legitimacy of Security Coun-
cil decisions—or to the perception of legitimacy, depending on your perspec-
tive. For example, Gifkins argues that the power of permanent members is not
absolute, but ‘mediated by the legitimacy that elected members bring to a deci-
sion.?” The argument is that it is not merely about making up the numbers, but
that legitimacy matters. This is why unanimity is highly valued. Indeed, during
2000—-2020 87% of ‘resolutions voted on in the Security Council’ passed with
the support of all fifteen members.28

The legitimacy of Security Council decision making is often associated with
representativeness, or lack thereof. The current setup, with eight percent of UN
members having a seat on the Council at any given time, is hardly representa-
tive of the membership more broadly. However, as Wilson notes, ‘The Council
was never intended to operate purely in accordance with democratic princi-
ples, but in a manner which would permit effective action to be taken.?® Nev-
ertheless, discussions about Security Council reform are often based on a per-
ceived need to strengthen the representativeness, transparency and account-
ability of the Security Council.3°

Another aspect of legitimacy of Council decisions is the consistency of
Council action. Wallensteen and Johansson show that Council action is often
very inconsistent. For example, they find that by 2013, the Council had ‘failed
to adopt any resolution on ten of the twenty-five most deadly conflicts of the
post-Cold War era.3! Whether such inconsistency is because no attempts were
made to act in regard to these conflicts, because any attempts were vetoed by
permanent members, or because any attempts were rejected by Council major-
ity arguably matters for perceptions of legitimacy.

3.2 Reform

While the permanent members are often the focus of attention regarding UN
reform, Langmore and Thakur highlight the potential of the elected members
in revitalizing the Council. They argue that even with permanent membership
remaining unchanged, a larger number of elected members would affect the
ratio of elected to permanent members. They sketch a twenty-three member
Security Council with eighteen members elected for overlapping three-year

27 Gifkins 2021, 5.

28 Gifkins 2021, 10.

29  Wilson 2019, 496.

30 Nick Pay and Postolski 2021; Dodge 2019; Mahbubani 2016; Wenaweser 2016.
31 Wallensteen and Johansson 2016, 45.
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terms, and argue that ‘the optics of Chinese and Russian vetoes on Syria over
the past few years would have been worse for the two countries if they had
frustrated the will of 21 instead of 13 UNSC members’.32 However, as noted
by Blokker, increasing the Council membership also increases the risk of new
stalemates as more positive votes are needed for any decision,® i.e. there is a
risk that more draft resolutions would be rejected.

3.3 Working Methods
The permanent members dominate the Council not only in terms of voting
strength. During the past fifteen years France, the UK and the USA (the P3) have
taken a strong lead on drafting Council outcomes on most situation-specific
issues, a practice called the penholder system.3* While it makes sense to have
lead nations for the different issues on the Council’s agenda, current practice
has been criticized for concentrating too much of this responsibility in the
hands of the P3.35 Often the P3 first agree among themselves, then confer with
China and Russia before presenting e.g. a draft resolution to the elected mem-
bers shortly before a vote. Rather than being consulted, the E1o are regularly
presented with a choice of take-it-or-leave-it—either support what has been
agreed by the P5 or risk upsetting a delicate compromise. To a great extent the
E1o have taken it, as shown by the large share of resolutions adopted unani-
mously (cf. above). Loiselle even argues that ‘[p]erhaps at no point in time has
the ability of elected members been so restricted than since the emergence of
the penholdership.36

At the same time, as noted by Langmore and Thakur, ‘[i]ncreased divisions
among the P5 are increasing opportunities for elected members to play a pro-
ductive global role.3” Indeed, Keating stresses the responsibility of elected
members not to passively accept the role of affirming P5 agreement. He argues
that there is ‘a sixth veto—the collective no-vote of at least seven elected mem-
bers, an option seldom used in the 2000s.3% However, there has in fact been a
marked increase in the number of rejected draft resolutions in the past five
years, especially pronounced but not limited to the war in Syria. And many of
these rejected drafts were submitted by permanent members. I return to these
below.

32 Langmore and Thakur 2016, 111.

33  Blokker 2020, 74.

34  Security Council Report 2018; Loiselle 2020; Smith 2020.
35  Langmore and Thakur 2016, 107.

36  Loiselle 2020, 152.

37  Langmore and Thakur 2016, 107.

38 Keating 2016, 145.
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4 Rejections and Vetoes in the Post-Cold War Period

Strictly speaking, when a draft resolution is rejected or vetoed this prevents the
Council from acting, period. Less strictly, however, it is possible to argue that
rejections and vetoes can have three different consequences depending on how
things develop (bearing in mind also that by rejecting or vetoing a draft resolu-
tion states may intend one of these three consequences, but in practice achieve
another).

First, the consequence can be to delay a decision. This means that the deci-
sions in the rejected/vetoed draft are nevertheless taken at a later time in a
resolution with basically the same content as the original draft. For example,
through Resolution 2206 (2015) the Security Council set up a Sanctions Com-
mittee Concerning South Sudan and introduced a travel ban and an asset freeze
on individuals and entities as designated by the Committee. The travel ban
and the asset freeze were renewed in several resolutions during the following
years.3® In 2016, the USA in draft resolution S/2016/1085 proposed extending
the sanctions to also including an arms embargo. The draft was rejected 7-o-
840 and there was no arms embargo. However, in 2018 the USA again proposed
an arms embargo in draft resolution S/2018/691, which was adopted 9-0-6 as
Resolution 2428 (2018). The consequence of the rejection of draft resolution
S/2016/1085 was that the imposition of an arms embargo was delayed by eigh-
teen months.

Second, the consequence can be to prevent a decision. This means that a
decision on an issue is not taken neither at the time nor later. For example, start-
ing in March 2018, a series of demonstrations were held in Gaza near the border
with Israel, under the name ‘The Great March of Return’. Clashes followed, with
more than 100 people killed over a few months, and opinions differed as to who
was to blame for the violence. In early June two draft resolutions were submit-
ted to the Security Council, one drafted by Kuwait (S/2018/516) which mainly
held Israel responsible and one drafted by the USA (S/2018/520) which mainly
blamed the Palestinians. The Kuwaiti draft received ten positive votes, includ-
ing from China, France and Russia, but was vetoed (10-1-4) by the USA. Next, the
USA was the only country voting in favor of its own draft resolution, which was
rejected (1-3-11).#! The issue was not raised in any further draft resolutions dur-

39  S/RES/2271(2016), S/RES/2280 (2016), S/RES/2290 (2016), S/RES/2353 (2017), and S/RES/
2418 (2018).

40  UN Security Council 2016. 7-0-8 meaning seven positive votes, zero negative votes, and
eight abstentions.

41 UN Security Council 2018.
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TABLE 2 Rejected and vetoed draft resolutions 1990—2021

Delayed  Prevented  Shaped

Vetoes 2 35 12
Rejections 1 15 6

ing 2018, meaning that the rejection (as well as the veto) prevented the Council
from taking any decision on the clashes.

Third, the main consequence of the rejection or veto of a draft resolu-
tion may be to shape a decision. This means that while the rejected/vetoed
draft is not adopted, the Council nevertheless does adopts a resolution on
the issue at hand soon thereafter, though with a different decision than the
rejected/vetoed draft. For example, in the spring of 1996 during a conflict with
Hezbollah, the Israel Defense Forces fired artillery shells at a UN compound
in Southern Lebanon, killing more than 100 civilians and injuring another 100.
Two draft resolutions were submitted to the Security Council, one authored
by twenty Arab countries and one authored by major Western powers, but
also Russia and Poland. The first draft (S/1996/292), inter alia, explicitly con-
demned Israel and held Israel responsible for adequate compensation for the
destruction that Lebanon had suffered. It was rejected 4-o-11. The second draft
(S/1996/304), which was adopted 15-0-0 (S§/PV.3654) as Resolution 1052 (1996),
did not assign blame and did not call for compensation. Instead, it called for,
inter alia, an immediate cessation of hostilities by all parties, and for Member
States to offer humanitarian assistance. This means that the rejection of draft
resolution S/1996/292 shaped how the Security Council responded to the inci-
dent.

Table 2 shows that seventy-one draft resolutions were either rejected or
vetoed during the period 1990—2021. About one-third of these instances
consists of rejections and two-thirds of vetoes. Both rejections and vetoes
most often prevent decisions, in about seventy percent of cases. They both
shape decisions in around twenty five percent of cases and delay decisions in
around five percent of cases. This again suggests that ignoring either vetoes
or rejections gives an incomplete picture of Security Council decision mak-
ing.

Of these seventy-one draft resolutions, forty were drafted by at least one
permanent member, which is no big surprise considering that they have the
lead on many of the issues on the Council’s agenda. These draft resolutions
concerned a broad range of issues, but some figure more often than others. Six-
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teen draft resolutions on Syria were vetoed either by Russia alone or by China
and Russia together—eight are coded as having prevented action and eight
as having shaped decisions. Fifteen draft resolutions on the Arab-Israeli con-
flict were vetoed by the USA alone, all of them preventing action. Nine draft
resolutions on Syria were rejected, five preventing action and four shaping deci-
sions.

4.1 Rejections of P5 Drafts

If unanimity isimportant because strengthens the legitimacy of decisions, such
as the adoption of resolutions, then rejections of draft resolutions by Council
majority are important because they signal poor legitimacy of the rejected pro-
posals, and by extension of the political positions underlying those proposals.
This is perhaps particularly striking when the draft is proposed by a permanent
member. Two examples:

First, in Resolution 2231 (2015) it was decided that certain measures against
Iran would remain in force until five years after the Joint Comprehensive Plan of
Action (JCPOA) was adopted (a period ending on 18 October 2020) or ‘until the
date on which the TAEA submits a report confirming the Broader Conclusion,
whichever is earlier’ Two months before the end of the five year period, the USA
submitted a draft resolution (S/2020/797) aiming to decouple the continuation
of the measures against Iran from either the JCPOA adoption date or the IAEA
report, proposing instead that the measures remain in force ‘until the Security
Council decides otherwise’. If accepted, such a decision would have effectively
given each permanent member the right to decide that the measures remain
in force indefinitely (by vetoing any proposal to end the measures), irrespec-
tive of whether the original requirements for lifting them had been met or not.
The Security Council rejected the draft 2-2-11,4? preventing that decision, and
consequently the measures against Iran expired on 18 October 2020. The US
position was effectively deemed unacceptable to both permanent and elected
members.

Second, the Office of the High Representative (OHR) in Bosnia and Herze-
govina was established in 1995 following the signing of the Dayton Peace Agree-
ment. He (until now all High Representatives have been male) formally repre-
sents the Peace Implementation Council (PIC) and not the United Nations. In
the spring of 2021 the PIC designated Christian Schmidt as new High Represen-
tative from 1 August 2021. Russia (which is a member of the PIC) objected, but
PIC decisions do not need to be unanimous. Russia therefore took the issue

42 United Nations 2020 (803).
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to the Security Council and, together with China proposed draft resolution
S/2021/667, according to which the Security Council agreed to the designation
of Mr. Schmidt, but simultaneously called for closing the OHR in mid-2022. The
draft was rejected 2-0-13, with China and Russia the only countries voting in
favor.*® The USA among others argued that the High Representative does not
need to be accepted by the Security Council, and that the agreed criteria for
closing the Office are not yet met. The rejection did not have any effect on the
designation of Mr. Schmidt as High Representative, but it prevented a decision
on an end date for the Office.

As indicated above, these are far from the only instances where permanent
members have failed to get their views accepted in the Council.

Table 3 shows that of 120 rejected draft resolutions 19462021, 65 (54 %)
were authored by at least one permanent member (highlighted in the table).
The USSR/Russia has submitted the largest number of drafts that have been
rejected, by far: fifty-four drafts, including two co-authored with China and one
co-authored with Belarus and India.

Of the forty-two drafts authored by the USSR (i.e. until 1989), twenty-five
were submitted during the first five years, 1946—1950. These were formative
years when working methods were being established in the Council and it was
common to negotiate by taking turns proposing draft resolutions, sometimes
verbally during ongoing meetings. Later, this practice all but disappeared for
several decades and was eventually replaced by a system where the perma-
nent members frequently used ‘informal sessions’ to reach agreement among
themselves before even involving the elected members. This development was
observed by Hurd twenty years ago as he concluded that ‘[a]lmost every formal
Council meeting now is a pro forma affair, scripted in these advance informal
consultations’#4

The rejections in Table 3 can also be visualized year by year.

Looking at Figure 2 it is easy to understand why rejections of draft resolu-
tions have received so little attention in previous research. In the forty-year
period 1973—2012 only six draft resolutions were rejected, including two sub-
mitted by at least one permanent member. Clearly a rare phenomenon. How-
ever, the figure also shows that in 2013-2021 seventeen draft resolutions were
rejected, including fourteen submitted by at least one permanent member. Of
the fourteen rejected drafts submitted by at least one permanent member, nine
were submitted by Russia alone (seven about Syria, one about Venezuela and

43  UN Security Council 2021 (8823).
44  Hurd 2002, 43.
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TABLE 3 Number of rejected draft resolutions by author,

1946-1989 and 1990—2021

45

Author of rejected drafts

1946-1989

1990—2021

USSR/Russia

Poland
Ceylon/Liberia/UAR
Ukraine

>3 countries (no P5)
Australia

Yugoslavia

China

USA

UK

China/Russia

Egypt

France

Syria

UK/USA
Belarus/India/Russia
Belgium

Bolivia

Brazil

Brazil/New Zealand
Canada

Chile

China

Cuba

Colombia

Jordan

Jordan/Mali
Liberia/UAR
Mexico

Middle East mediator

42
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45  The Republic of China and the People’s Republic of China each submitted one draft reso-
lutions that was rejected by Council majority while holding the Chinese permanent seat.
However, the People’s Republic of China also submitted a draft resolution before taking
over the Chinese permanent seat.
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TABLE 3 Number of rejected draft resolutions (cont.)

Author of rejected drafts 1946-1989 1990-2021

Morocco 1 -
Netherlands 1 -
Pakistan 1 -
Sweden 1 -
Turkey 1 -
UAR 1 -
Uruguay 1 -
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FIGURE 2  The number of draft resolutions rejected by Council majority by year 1946—2021, separated

according to whether there was at least one permanent member among the authors or not

one about Women, Peace and Security), two have been submitted by China
and Russia together (one about Bosnia-Herzegovina and one about Syria), and
three were submitted by the USA (one on South Sudan, one on Israel-Palestine
and one on Non-proliferation/Iran).*6

4.2 Negotiating through Drafts

Along with recent rejections by Council majority there have also been a recur-
rence of negotiating through drafts, a practice that deviates from the ‘infor-
mal consultations’ described by Hurd and the permanent member dominance

46  In these cases of rejected drafts, member states have more often chosen to vote against
Russian drafts (on average 6,45 negative votes per rejected draft) and abstained from vot-
ing for US drafts (on average 1,67 negative votes per rejected draft).
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more recently associated with the penholder system. In these instances, the

P5 do not agree on a compromise draft ahead of the formal meeting to dis-

agreements out of public view and put pressure on the Eio to take it or leave it.

Instead, different proposals, including contrasting arguments, are submitted as

draft resolutions and openly voted on with the authors adjusting contentious

formulations back and forth until a compromise is accepted by enough mem-
bers. The clearest example of this is the process leading up to the adoption
of Resolution 2533 (2020), after draft resolution were submitted and voted on
during one week in July 2020. The most pressing issue during this exchange
of draft resolutions concerned the renewal of decisions in paras 2—3 of Res-
olution 2165 (2014) concerning four cross-border humanitarian access points
into Syria. These decisions had been renewed on a regular basis since they
were first agreed on, for some of the crossings. In the five drafts leading up
to the adoption of Resolution 2533 (2020) there were disagreements regarding

(1) whether to renew the cross-border mechanism for one or two of the origi-

nal four access points, and (2) whether to renew the decisions for six or twelve

months:

— Draft resolution S/2020/654, submitted by Belgium and Germany (penhold-
ers on Syria) on 7 July, proposed a twelve-month extension for two border
crossings. It was vetoed by China and Russia.

— Draft resolution S/2020/658, submitted by Russia on 8 July, proposed a six-
month extension for one border-crossing. It was rejected by Council major-
ity

— Draft resolution S/2020/667, submitted by Belgium and Germany on 10 July,
proposed a six-month extension for two border-crossings. It was vetoed by
China and Russia.

— Draft resolution S/2020/683, submitted by Russia on 13 July, proposed a
twelve-month extension for one border-crossing. It was rejected by Coun-
cil majority.

— Draft resolution §/2020/684, submitted by Belgium and Germany on 13 July,
proposed a twelve-month extension for one border-crossing. It was adopted
as Resolution 2533 (2020).

The drafts that were not adopted contained several other issues as well, but
more and more of those were excluded from draft to draft until in the draft
that was eventually adopted there waslittle else than the renewal of the border-
crossing. Disregarding rejected drafts gives only half the picture of this episode
and it is therefore a good illustration of why we should be concerned not only
with vetoes, but also with rejections.
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5 Conclusions

In this article I have shown that research on Security Council decision mak-
ing has tended to ignore draft resolutions rejected by Council majority and
instead has focused on adopted resolutions and vetoed drafts. I have argued
that a concern with rejected drafts provides a more complete picture of Coun-
cil decision making, and one that simultaneously directs more attention to the
elected members of the Council.

Draft resolutions are being rejected by Council majority again, a practice
that was almost unheard of during several decades. Rejections are not as com-
mon as vetoes, but rejections have the same consequences for decisions as
vetoes—they delay, prevent and shape decisions.

It was noted above that the elected members—irrespective of whether they
are believed to actually be influential or not—are often seen as contributing
to the legitimacy of Council decisions. This is why vetoes against what would
have been widely perceived as legitimate decisions tend to get alot of attention
and criticism, and rightly so. However, the issue of legitimacy works both ways.
Draft resolutions rejected by Council majority (such as S/2020/797 submitted
by the USA and S/2021/667 submitted by China and Russia, mentioned above)
need not be deemed illegitimate, but surely it means something when the
Council collectively denies such drafts the legitimacy they would have received
if adopted as resolutions.

Discussions about reform of the Security Council have largely concerned
possible extensions of permanent membership, for individual countries or
groups of countries, and with or without veto rights. But discussions about
reform sometimes go beyond a focus on permanent membership and use of
the veto to increasing the number of elected members. Increasing the number
of elected members would also affect the number of positive votes required for
making decisions as well as the ability of the Council to collectively reject poor
proposals, whether submitted by permanent members or not.

The process leading up to the adoption of Resolution 2533 was briefly
described above. A conventional focus on vetoes makes it look as if China and
Russia used their vetoes to pressure the penholders Belgium and Germany to
align their proposals more and more to the Chinese and Russian position in
order to attain any extension of the humanitarian crossings. But by also taking
rejections into account it becomes clear that China and Russia also adjusted
their proposals to align better with the Belgian and German position, and the
episode can be seen as negotiating through drafts.

An increasing number of rejected draft resolutions can be seen as a positive
development, for several reasons, but whether it is a temporary phenomenon
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or not remains to be seen. It is positive that the elected members do not merely
confer legitimacy to decisions proposed by permanent members, but occasion-
ally use ‘the sixth veto’ to influence Council action. And it is positive that even
divided permanent members still to a great extent wish to act through the Secu-
rity Council, as illustrated by the case of Resolution 2533. I n order to see this,
we need to be concerned with rejections of draft resolutions.
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