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Abstract  
 
In the 75 years of its existence, there have been various plans to change the institutional design 

of the United Nations Security Council. However, no attempt has been made to qualitatively 

test these reform proposals. This paper outlines the innovative idea of simulating different 

decision-making regimes in a Model United Nations-like format. We tested an own proposal 

that envisages a Security Council with seven collective veto power holders against the actual 

Security Council with its five individual veto power holders. The results of the simulation and 

a post-simulation participant survey suggest that the proposed Council would not only be more 

legitimate but also more effective and efficient than the existing one. In order to substantiate 

these findings and fully explore the potential of Model United Nations as a research instrument, 

more such simulations should be conducted.  
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1. Introduction  
 

Plans to change the institutional design of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) are 

almost as old as the Council itself.1 At the core of these reform proposals stands the perception 

of a deficit of legitimacy and effectiveness/efficiency of that body: With China, France, Russia, 

the United Kingdom and the United States holding a veto power that they frequently (threaten 

to) use to block resolutions from passing, the Council is said to enshrine outdated and distorted 

power relations and to lack decisive and timely responses to pressing issues.2 Based on these 

shortcomings, academics, governments of aspiring nations and the United Nations (UN) 

themselves have produced numerous reform proposals. Whereas some proposals envisage an 

increase of the number of (non-)permanent seats while leaving the veto powers unchanged,3 

others seek to extend the veto,4 redefine its scope,5 or abolish it completely.6  

 

The last and only successful reform of the Council dates back to 1965 when the number of non-

permanent seats was increased from six to ten. Requiring a two-thirds majority in the United 

Nations General Assembly (UNGA) and the subsequent ratification of the then amended 

Charter by two-thirds of the member states, including the five veto powers, the hurdles for 

UNSC reform are set rather high. More fundamentally, though, there seems to be a trade-off 

between legitimacy – the representation of its membership – and effectiveness/efficiency – the 

ability to take decisive and timely action – itself.7 

                                                      
1 For an in-depth analysis of UN reform proposals from 1945 to 2013, see L. Swart and E. Perry, Governing and 
Managing Change at the United Nations. Reform of the Security Council from 1945 to September 2013, New 
York: Center for UN Reform Education, 2013. 
2 D. Caron, ‘The Legitimacy of the Collective Authority of the Security Council’, American Journal of 
International Law 87(4), 1993, 552-588; M. Mikhailtchenko, ‘Reform of the Security Council and the Implications 
for Global Peace and Security’, Journal of Military and Strategic Studies 7(1), 2004; I. Hurd, After Anarchy: 
Legitimacy and Power in the United Nations Security Council, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007; J. 
Morris and N. Wheeler, ‘The Security Council’s Crisis of Legitimacy and the Use of Force’, International Politics, 
44, 2007, 214-231; M. Binder and M. Heupel, ‘The Legitimacy of the UN Security Council: Evidence from Recent 
General Assembly Debates’, International Studies Quarterly 59(2), 2014, 238-250. 
3 See, for example, the proposals by Razali, the High-Level Panel, the Group of Four and the Uniting for Consensus 
group. 
4 See, for example, the proposals by the African Union, the Caribbean Community and the L69 group. 
5 See, for example, B. Russett, B. O’Neill and J. Sutterlin, ‘Breaking the Security Council Restructuring Logjam’, 
Global Governance 2(1), 1996, 65-80; K. Annan and G. H. Brundtland, ‘Four Ideas for a Stronger U.N.’ New 
York Times, 6 February 2015. 
6 See, for example, M. Van Herpen, ‘Security Council Reform: How and When?’, The National Interest, 08 
October 2003, <https://nationalinterest.org/article/security-council-reform-how-and-when-2449>, accessed 28 
March 2020. 
7 N. Gardiner and B. D. Schaefer, ‘U.N. Security Council Expansion Is Not in the U.S. Interest’, Backgrounder 
1873, 18 August 2005, 1-10; G. Hellmann und U. Roos, Das deutsche Streben nach einem ständigen Sitz im UN-
Sicherheitsrat: Analyse eines Irrwegs und Skizzen eines Auswegs, INEF-Report 92, 2007, p. 30-32; E. C. Luck, 
‘Principal Organs’ in T. G. Weiss and S. Daws (eds) The Oxford Handbook on the United Nations, Oxford 
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In our attempt to strike a balance between the two, we came up with our very own reform 

proposal, the Collective Veto Power UNSC, within which seven delegations shall hold a 

collective veto power (henceforth referred to as the C7 Council). When four or more of these 

delegations vote in the negative on a substantive question, it shall be denied passage. Thus, 

collective veto power-holding delegations require at least three other ones wishing to block the 

item under consideration to veto it compared to only one negative vote in the actual UNSC with 

its five individual veto power-holding delegations (commonly known as the P5 Council). In 

order to avoid over-representation of one ideological bloc amongst the collective veto power 

holders, we decided to feature three classically Western states/state collectives and three 

classically non-Western states. The seventh and final seat with a share of the collective veto 

power shall be held by the so-called “tie-breaker”. The seat of that tie-breaker shall be allocated 

to a country on the basis of a vote by the UNGA with repeatable two-year terms. 

 

The hypothesis we sought to test was: 

 

The C7 Council is more effective and efficient in inducing coordinated responses to 

international crises than the P5 Council. 

 

A widely established method to measure the distributive and collective effects of a reformed 

UNSC is to conduct an a priori study of voting power.8 While this “decidedly abstract” method 

allows us to “analyse the influence that each member state or regional group exerts on the 

decision-making process of the Security Council”, it is not able to model the decision-making 

process itself, failing to take into account informal aspects of bargaining and voting such as 

preferences, strategies, coalitions, pressures, threats, incentives, side-payments and “hidden 

vetoes”.9 In the end, it “is the interaction between formal and more informal patterns of 

                                                      
University Press, Oxford, 2008, 653-674, p. 660; B. Cox, ‘United Nations Security Council Reform: Collected 
Proposals and Possible Consequences’, South Carolina Journal of International Law and Business 6(1), 2009, 89-
128; L. Swart, ‘Reform of the Security Council: 2007-2013’, in L. Swart and E. Perry (eds) Governing and 
Managing Change at the United Nations. Reform of the Security Council from 1945 to September 2013, Center 
for UN Reform Education, New York, 2013, 23-59, p. 46.  
8 G. Schwödiauer, ‘Calculation of A Priori Power Distributions for the United Nations’, Research Memorandum, 
24. Vienna: Institut für Höhere Studien, 1968; R. Junn and T.-W. Park, ‘Calculus of Voting Power in the UN 
Security Council’, Social Science Quarterly 58(1), 1977, 104-110; M. Hosli et al., ‘Squaring the Circle? Collective 
and Distributive Effects of United Nations Security Council Reform’, Review of International Organizations, 6(2), 
2011, 163-187; A. Volacu, ‘A Priori Voting Power Distribution Under Contemporary Security Council Reform 
Proposals’, Journal of International Relations and Development 21, 2018, 247-274. 
9 A. Volacu, ‘A Priori Voting Power Distribution Under Contemporary Security Council Reform Proposals’, 
Journal of International Relations and Development 21, 2018, 247-274, p. 248. 
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bargaining and voting that … shape decision-making by the UN Security Council”.10 To better 

account for the informal aspects of the decision-making calculus, and, thereby, complement 

quantitative studies that focus on its formal aspects, we decided to compare the C7 Council 

against the P5 Council in a simulation environment. 

 

Globally, there are hundreds of Model United Nations (MUN) every year during which students 

simulate the work of the United Nations.11 While MUN-like simulations are widely accepted 

as a teaching tool,12 they are not established as a research tool (yet). With the methodological 

toolbox of IR scholars being rather limited, said researchers are well-advised to explore the 

potential of human-based simulations to replicate social phenomena. This holds particularly 

true for future or hypothetical phenomena, such as a reformed UNSC, that cannot be adequately 

studied through historical or empirical analysis.13 Following recent calls to treat simulations 

not only as didactic instruments, but also as quasi-experiments,14 we simulated two Councils – 

one set up in line with our reform proposal, the other one governed by the actual voting rules – 

with MUN-experienced students of International Relations at Rhine-Waal University of 

Applied Sciences. 

 

The paper is divided into four sections: After this introduction, we elaborate on the make-up of 

our reformed Council and the set-up of our conducted simulation. In the following section, we 

present the results of the simulation and a post-simulation participant survey. In the conclusion, 

we assess the performance of the two decision-making regimes and give recommendations for 

future research.  

 

 

                                                      
10 M. Hosli et al., ‘Squaring the Circle? Collective and Distributive Effects of United Nations Security Council 
Reform’, Review of International Organizations, 6(2), 2011, 163-187, p. 172. 
11 N. S. Yossinger, ‘What is Model UN? (And Why You Should Care?)’, eJournal USA 16(12), 2012: 1-22. 
12 G. van Dyke, E. DeClair and P. Loedel, ‘Stimulating Simulations: Making the European Union a Classroom 
Reality’, International Studies Perspectives 1(2), 2000, 145-159; M. A. Boyer, ‘Simulation in International 
Studies’, Simulation & Gaming 42(6), 2011, 685-689; V. Asal, N. A. Kollars, C. Raymond and A.M. Rosen, 
‘Bringing Interactive Simulations into the Political Science Classroom’, Journal of Political Science Education 
9(2), 2013, 129-131. 
13 R. Lohmann, ‘Taking a Glimpse into the Future by Playing?’, Simulation & Gaming 50(3), 2019, 377-392. 
14 P. Guasti, W. Muno, and A. Niemann (2015). ‘Introduction – EU Simulations as a Multi-Dimensional Resource: 
From Teaching and Learning Tool to Research Instrument’, European Political Science, 14(3), 2015, 205-217; P. 
Rünz, ‘Beyond Teaching: Measuring the Effect of EU Simulations on European Identity and Support of the EU’, 
European Political Science, 14(3), 2015, 266-278. 
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2. Research Design 
 

When we were faced with the selection of delegations for our reformed Council, we drew on 

other reform proposals and the actual Council. We decided to fill the three Western permanent 

seats with the United States of America, a shared European seat (under rotating leadership 

amongst the French Republic, the Federal Republic of Germany, and the United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland), and a shared Nordic seat (under the leadership of the 

Nordic Council), and the three non-Western permanent seats with the People’s Republic of 

China, the Republic of India and the Russian Federation. The seventh seat with a share of the 

collective veto power, to be held by the so-called “tie-breaker”, was allocated to the Republic 

of Costa Rica due to the country’s legal international neutrality and lack of military capability. 

In order to have the most ideal testing conditions, we chose non-permanent delegations that 

were to the best possible extent identical to those in the actual Council. Accordingly, we decided 

to fill the non-permanent seats with the Republic of Singapore, the Commonwealth of Australia, 

the Republic of Ghana, the Republic of South Africa, the Republic of Uganda, the United Arab 

Emirates, Canada and the Argentine Republic (see annexe I). 

 

After we had concluded the creation of our reformed Council, we started to think about the 

means of testing it. Since one cannot demand the real-world Council to change its composition 

and rules in accordance with our proposal for a while, we decided to measure the C7 Council 

against the P5 Council in a simulation environment. From 25 to 28 April 2019, we simulated 

the two Councils with 30 students of International Relations, with each student assuming the 

role of one delegation (see annexe II). The students were chosen out of a pool of applicants who 

have been vetted for previous MUN experience. All participants were supplied with a copy of 

the rules of procedure (see annexe III) and a study guide (see annexe IV) to ensure a common 

baseline of knowledge. Since the study sought to assess the reformed Council’s capability to 

function in ways the actual Council fails to achieve coordinated efforts, we chose the crisis in 

Yemen as a negotiation scenario.15 

                                                      
15 After the overthrow of the Hadi government by Houthi rebels in 2015, Yemen plunged into civil war and soon 
became a battleground for a proxy war between Saudi Arabia and Iran. The UN and other relief organizations 
estimate that in 2019, 80 per cent of the Yemeni population was in desperate need of humanitarian assistance. 
Apart from the Stockholm Agreement on a cessation of hostilities in the city and ports of Hodeidah, and a 
subsequent UN mission to support that agreement, all UN-backed mediation efforts have failed so far. 
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Yet no matter how elaborate the preparations of the administrators of such a simulation may 

be, it will always remain just that – a simulation. There are certain aspects of deliberation and 

negotiation in the UN that cannot possibly be re-created in a MUN-like format. The delegates 

are students and not experienced career diplomats with a staff of civil servants keeping their 

back. Moreover, the feeling of being observed has a proven distortive effect on participants’ 

behaviour. While the magnitude of these weaknesses could be reduced in follow-up simulations 

(see our recommendations in section four), it is not possible to eradicate them completely.  

 

In order to draw firmer conclusions, we combined our simulation with a post-simulation 

participant survey. Although surveys have also been subject to critique, most notably that they 

deliver socially desirable results (a bias that simulations seem to be largely exempt from),16 by 

asking our participants to reflect on their role in the simulation rather than to state their opinion 

about a sensitive issue, we sought to reduce that bias. Furthermore, by matching the returned 

answers of the survey with the observed behaviour in the simulation, we were able to control, 

to a certain extent, that what participants said was happening is what actually happened.  

 

3. Results 
 

We employed two analytical tools to compare the C7 Council against the P5 Council: An 

analysis of the outcome documents of the two simulated Councils and an assessment of a post-

simulation participant questionnaire.  

 
3.1 Outcome Documents 
 

In the following, we juxtapose the draft resolution of the P5 Council with the resolution of the 

C7 Council, as the former Council was not able to pass a resolution due to non-concurring votes 

cast by the French Republic, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and 

the United States of America (see annexe V).  

 

The P5 Council worked on a draft resolution sponsored by the Federal Republic of Germany 

and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. Besides the usual tone of 

                                                      
16 D.-J. Koch, ‘NGOs – Cooperation and Competition: An Experimental Gaming Approach”, Simulation & 
Gaming 42(6), 2011, 690-710, p. 704. 
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condemnation in the Preambulatory Clauses (PCs), the draft specifically recalls UNSC 

Resolutions 2368 (2017), 2462 (2019) and 2452 (2019). The former two introduce collective 

action in the fight against terrorism and the latter sets up the United Nations Mission to Support 

the Hodeidah Agreement (UNMHA), which sought to back the measures entailed in the 

Stockholm Agreement. In its Operative Clauses (OCs), the draft resolution acknowledges the 

need for humanitarian aid for Yemen, calls upon member states (which find themselves able to 

do so) to send unmanned aerial vehicles to fly into Yemen to dispatch said aid, emphasizes the 

need for a continuation of the peace talks under mediation of the UN, urgently appeals to 

involved parties to fulfil their commitments under the reached Stockholm Agreement, asks 

states to sign the Memorandum of Understanding to strengthen the protection of children in the 

conflict zone and, finally, reminds all states involved to observe international humanitarian law. 

Like most (draft) resolutions by the real-world UNSC on the situation in Yemen, this draft 

resolution does not implement sound action but rather reiterates previous achievements and 

invites states to join an effort. 

 

The resolution passed by the C7 Council is substantially different. Its sponsors are the United 

States of America and the Republic of Costa Rica (the tie-breaker). In the PCs, there are 

noteworthy quantitative and qualitative differences: The resolution recalls a total of twelve 

former resolutions, e.g. UNSC Resolution 2251 (2012), which is a previous resolution on 

Yemen not outspokenly supportive of opposition forces, and 2216 (2015), which imposes an 

arms embargo against certain parties of the conflict. In its OCs, the resolution addresses a 

multitude of different issues ranging from humanitarian aid to counter-terrorism.17 The creation 

of an “International Maritime Task Force for Yemen” (OC11), the implementation of 

Sustainable Development Goal 16 (OC15), and the encouragement of the World Trade 

Organisation and the Council of Arab Economic Unity as possible institutions for further 

conflict resolution (OC16) indicate that contested items were not taken off the table due to the 

threat of a veto. What is remarkable is the sense for detail put into decisive action, in particular 

in OCs 1, 5-7, and 10 on remedying the humanitarian crisis, in OCs 12-16 on measures of post-

crisis state-building and elections, and in OC 8 on concrete financial sanctions. Notably, the 

real-world UNSC tried to impose financial sanctions through its draft resolution S/2018/156 

but was hindered to do so by a Russian veto. In sum, the resolution of the C7 Council entails 

                                                      
17 As raised by two delegates of the C7 Council in the questionnaire, they would have been able to include even 
more specific measures, especially on peacekeeping efforts, if they had had more time available. 
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more decisive action, is way more specific and was actually carried by the body compared to 

the draft resolution of the P5 Council. 

 

3.2 Participant Questionnaire 
 

We designed a post-simulation participant questionnaire with a total of 17 questions that, due 

to the temporary absence of four participants, was answered by 26 participants. The participants 

were asked to rate the accuracy of statements on a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 meaning “not at all 

accurate” and 10 meaning “completely accurate”. The higher the average value returned, the 

more accurate the participants ruled a statement to be. The first part of the questionnaire asked 

participants to reflect on their role in the simulation, while the second part focused on the 

execution and organisation of the event. In this analysis, only the former will be considered (see 

annexe VI). 

 

The first question asked the participants to grade the accuracy of the following statement: “I am 

able to identify interests and ideas of the country[/ies] I represented in the final (draft) 

resolution.” The P5 Council and the C7 Council returned on average a rating of 7.0 and 7.3, 

respectively. Despite the different decision-making regimes of the P5 and C7 Council, in both 

Councils a majority of participants were able to identify their delegations’ interests in the final 

(draft) resolution. 

 

Since it is often claimed that the resolutions are at the mercy of each and every single veto 

power in the P5 Council,18 the second question asked the participants for their perception of the 

veto powers’ blocking power over their proposals. The participants were asked to rate the 

accuracy of the following statement: “Many interests and ideas of the country[/ies] I represented 

were suppressed by a Permanent Member of the Security Council.” The average score returned 

for the C7 Council was 2.5. In contrast, with 5.2 the average score for the P5 Council was more 

than double that.  

 

The third question asked the participants whether their proposals had been suppressed by 

another actor than a veto power-wielding delegation. The replies from the two Councils were 

                                                      
18 See, for example, M. Hosli et al., ‘Squaring the Circle? Collective and Distributive Effects of United Nations 
Security Council Reform’, Review of International Organizations, 6(2), 2011, 163-187, p. 172. 
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insignificantly different. On average, members of the P5 Council rated that question with 3.3 

compared to 2.4 in the C7 Council. Therefore, the reform proposal did not significantly alter 

the power of non-permanent members in the eyes of the participants. 

 

Insignificantly different was also the perceived importance of alliances with veto powers to 

have the delegation’s proposals heard and added to the (draft) resolution. The C7 Council 

members returned on average a score of 6.7, leaning slightly towards a high importance of said 

partnerships. The P5 Council members rated the importance moderately less consequential with 

6.5 as a mean. This result seems rather interesting since there is a contradiction in replies: 

Delegates reported a difference between the ability of veto power delegations to block proposals 

in the two Councils, but found alliances with veto powers almost equally important for their 

proposals to succeed. This might indicate that, although collective veto powers have a decreased 

blocking power, the constructive influence they have on items remains almost unchanged. 

 

Another aspect we were interested in was the power of the tie-breaker in the C7 Council. The 

expectation was that the country in this seat would become close to a kingmaker. The C7 

Council members rated that expectation to be neither very accurate nor inaccurate. The average 

rating given to the statement “The Tie Breaker (Costa Rica) was the most powerful actor in the 

Security Council” was 4.6, so just a few decimals below indifference. Very much noteworthy 

is the fact that the average value of accuracy returned by the participants representing the seven 

collective veto powers was even lower than that with 4.2, with which the participant 

representing the Republic of Costa Rica did not majorly disagree with.  

 

The last question inquired directly into participants’ opinion on the effectiveness and efficiency 

of the Council they participated in. Delegates in the P5 Council ruled it to be medium-

effective/efficient with a score of 4.8. In the C7 Council, delegates’ judgement was different. 

They found it more effective and efficient in fulfilling its purpose with an average score of 7.1. 

Especially remarkable is the high share of delegates in the C7 Council who replied with scores 

of seven or higher. These participants make up closely 70 per cent of the interviewees from that 

Council. Even a majority of the collective veto powers fall into that group (compared to no 

individual veto powers in the P5 Council, noting the absence of a reply from the French 

delegation). 
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Summing up, the participants found the change in the institutional design of the UNSC to have 

had an effect on some aspects of its functioning but not on others. Contrary to our expectation, 

the reform proposal did not put the tie-breaker in a strong position of power over the Council’s 

resolution. With regard to the distribution of power amongst member states in the two Councils, 

it seems evident that the veto powers in the P5 Council hold greater power over suppression of 

the proposals of others which seemed to have been different in the C7 Council. On the other 

hand, the participants did not rule alliances with veto powers any less important to their 

delegations’ objectives being represented in the outcome document. Most importantly, the 

members of the C7 Council ruled the workings in that Council more effective and efficient, 

overall, than those of the P5 Council.  

 

4. Conclusion  
 

Fully aware of the flaws and biases of a human-based simulation, we conclude that the method 

introduced and used in this paper is a promising one to test and measure different decision-

making regimes against each other. The analysis of the outcome documents of the two 

simulated Councils and the assessment of the post-simulation participant survey suggest that 

our proposed C7 Council, which sees the veto power shared collectively by seven members in 

a fifteen-member Council, possesses not only greater legitimacy but also greater effectiveness 

and efficiency than the actual P5 Council. To fortify these findings, more simulations like these 

should be conducted. While we only considered the simulations’ output, an observation of the 

negotiations and votes preceding it promises further valuable insights.  

 

During the course of the study we encountered some weaknesses that could be rectified in future 

simulations. For one thing, our participants – all undergraduate students – could not be assumed 

to be as informed about the case at hand and the position of the country they represented as 

career diplomats from the respective countries. The gap between simulation and reality could 

be narrowed by recruiting (M)UN-experienced students and practitioners at postgraduate level 

that represent their country of origin. For another thing, the level of knowledge and skill differed 

substantially among our participants. While career diplomats may also be unequally qualified, 

they have civil servants behind them that conduct research, prepare sessions and transfer the 

sending government’s interests. We thus recommend having not only one participant but a 

delegation of participants representing one country. Lastly, some of our participants were 
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temporarily absent due to conflicting study obligations. Although career diplomats also have to 

balance manifold obligations and commitments, their work in the UN usually is their 

professional focus. This problem, again, could be solved by creating a greater pool of 

participants and by introducing monetary compensation to generate a sense of obligation to 

remain part of the sessions for the duration of the simulation.  
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Annexes 

I. Composition of Councils 
 

P5 UNSC (actual) C7 UNSC (UNchanged) 
People’s Republic of China People’s Republic of China 
French Republic Republic of Costa Rica 
Russian Federation European Seat (FRA, GER, GB) 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland 

Republic of India 

United States of America Nordic Cooperation (DK, FIN, ISL, NOR, SWE) 
Argentine Republic Russian Federation 
Republic of Costa Rica United States of America 
Federal Republic of Germany Argentine Republic 
Republic of Ghana Commonwealth of Australia 
Republic of India Canada 
Republic of Poland Republic of Ghana 
Republic of South Africa Republic of Singapore 
Kingdom of Sweden Republic of South Africa 
Republic of Uganda Republic of Uganda 
United Arab Emirates United Arab Emirates 
CHAIR(s) CHAIR(s) 

 
 Member without veto power  Member without veto power 
 Member with individual veto power  Member with collective veto power 

 

II. Event Schedule 
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III. Rules of Procedure 
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IV. Study Guide 
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V. Outcome Documents 
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VI. Participant Questionnaire  

  
N(P5 UNSC) = 13 / N(C7 UNSC) = 13 (This applies to all of the following questions.) 
 
Q1: I am able to identify interests and ideas of the country I represented in the final (draft) resolution. 
(Is this statement true?) (1 = not at all / 10 = completely) 

 
Average: P5 UNSC = 7 / C7 UNSC = 7.3 
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Q2: Many interests and ideas of the country I represented were suppressed by a Permanent Member of 
the Security Council. (Is this statement true?) (1 = not at all / 10 = completely) 

  
Average: P5 UNSC = 5.2 / C7 UNSC = 2.5 
 
Q3: Many interests and ideas of the country I represented were suppressed by another actor other than a 
Permanent Member of the Security Council. (Is this statement true?) (1 = not at all / 10 = completely) 
 

 
Average: P5 UNSC = 3.3 / C7 UNSC = 2.4 
 
 
 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

P-5 UNSC CP-7 UNSC

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

P-5 UNSC CP-7 UNSC



Page 30 of 31 
 

 
 

Q4: Possible alliances with Permanent Members of the Security Council significantly increased the 
chances of the interests and ideas of the country/countries I represented to be heard and included in the 
final (draft) resolution. (Is this statement true?) (1 = not at all / 10 = completely) 

 
Average: P5 UNSC = 6.5 / C7 UNSC = 6,7 
 
Q5: (Only answer if you were a Delegate in the reformed Security Council) The Tie Breaker (Costa 
Rica) was the most powerful actor in the Security Council. (Is this statement true?) (1 = not at all / 10 = 
completely) 

 
Average: C7 UNSC = 4.6 
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Q6: In conclusion, the workings in the Security Council, I was a part of, were efficient and effective.  
(Is this statement true?) (1 = not at all / 10 = completely) 

 
Average: P5 UNSC = 4.8 / C7 UNSC = 7.1 
 
Comments: 
 

● Argentine Republic (P5 UNSC): “Argentina is one of the members […] which has the least or no bound 
to the situation […]. Therefore, it was not involved that much in the decision-making process or their 
interests did not need to be represented. That is why there is no obvious blocking by a P5 member 
possible.”  

● United Kingdom (P5 UNSC): “The topic was well chosen because it was very complex and we could 
talk about many aspects but in the other hand since it is so complex the delegates will never have all 
the information to actually act realistically.”  

● Argentine Republic (C7 UNSC): “Not including involved parties like Saudi Arabia and Iran created a 
debate which was not very conflicting. Therefore, the new structure of the Council didn't really show as 
effects, as there weren't many points where a veto would have been issued. Also including many 
countries with a very weak or no opinion on the issue at all, lead to a discussion dominated by a few 
people.” 

● Republic of India (C7 UNSC): “Unfortunately some states missed, so a veto was not a special right. As 
9 votes were needed, sometimes two abstentions were already like a veto.”  

● EU Seat (C7 UNSC): “Due to time constraints some issues/amendments (e.g. peacekeeping) were not 
able to be discussed and changed to be completely in adherence to international law/past resolutions 
[…].”  

● United States of America (C7 UNSC): “Consideration of African countries with permanent seat and 
veto power.”  

● Republic of Costa Rica (C7 UNSC): “[I]n reality, delegates know more about the position of their 
country, even if they are not participating in the conflict and the country has no official opinion.”  

● Republic of Singapore (C7 UNSC): “[…] the fact that the entire session was recorded has prevented 
me from participating more actively.”  
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