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Thesis Statement:
The United Nations Security Council is one of the least understood, yet most powerful bodies in the international community.  This body decides not only what they will debate on, but also, in so doing, decides what the United Nations General Assembly can and cannot pass resolutions on or even debate.  This power comes with consequences.  From the beginning of the United Nations and the Security Council, there has been debate on this powerful group, especially the P-5, the permanent, veto-carrying members of the group (China, France, Russia, United Kingdom, and the United States of America).  This paper will examine the use of abstentions by these five permanent members and consequently, the role of these states and their voting procedure. This paper will look at the legal implications of the abstention vote its use in the United Nations Security Council.  The use of the abstention allows Security Council resolutions to pass even when Security Council members, including the P-5, object to all or part of a resolution, provided the objection or reservations are not serious enough to justify the use of their veto.  
Intro:

The United Nations Security Council’s use of abstention was debated as early as the Dumbarton Oaks Conference and has been used from the inaugural year of the United Nations and acting Security Council.  In the first one hundred resolutions (decided between 1945 and 1953) by the United Nations Security Council, abstentions were used sixty three times.  The use of the abstention is not as clear as a “yea” or “nay” vote on a given issue.  

Many states have questioned the use of the abstention, especially from the permanent five members of the UN Security Council: China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States of America.  The debate concerning the Security Council abstentions started at Dumbarton Oaks Conference and continues today.  An effective Security Council will have a clear set of rules, not the provisional rules that are open to interpretation and currently used.  This paper will examine the use of the abstention in the United Nations Security Council.  First, legal conditions will be examined.  The history of the Security Council, specifically abstentions will then be considered.  The final section will look at these conditions and present cases studies of resolutions that passed with a Security Council abstention.
Facts:

Voting in the Security Council
While states make comments or hold press conferences as to the reasoning for their votes, the rules under which voting occurs are vague, operating under Rule 40.  Rule 40 states that, voting in the Security Council shall be in accordance with the relevant Articles of the Charter and of the Statute of the International Court of Justice.
Voting in the United Nations Security Council is still done under provisional rules, set at the beginning of the United Nations over sixty years ago.  While acting under these provisional rules, no official declaration of rules has been made, allowing Security Council members to interpret the rules of their own accord.  The provisional rules, adopted in the Dumbarton Oaks Conference have allowed the Security Council to act in accordance with their own desires, allowing them to maintain power and control over the United Nations system, including the General Assembly, where all members have equal votes.  The General Assembly cannot debate or pass resolutions on matters being considered by the Security Council.  In this manner, the Security Council controls the workings of the entire United Nations system.

The United Nations Charter lists important items such as the role of the United Nations Security Council in addition to rules for voting procedures.  Key items from the United Nations Charter are:

· Article 27:  (1) Each member of the Security Council shall have one vote. (2) Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of nine members. (3) Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of nine members including the concurring votes of the permanent members; provided that, in decisions under Chapter VI, and under paragraph 3 of Article 52, a party to a dispute shall abstain from voting.

· Article 30: The Security Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, including the method of selecting its President
Officially, “Voting in the Security Council shall be in accordance with the relevant Articles of the Charter and of the Statute of the International Court of Justice”
  In this, the voting system shall be held to a legal context by which Security Council members, both permanent and non-permanent will be held.
Legal Considerations:

The Charter of the United Nations itself can represent a legal framework to which all member states are held.  Patil says, “It is crucial that we understand the United Nations as a political institution based upon our recognition of the Charter of the United Nations as a political document – a political objective encapsulated in a judicious framework.”
  By signing the United Nations Charter, member states are agreeing to the framework, which is established within the document.  It is important to consider the legal definitions of abstention and consent when studying the complex agenda and workings of the United Nations Security Council.  As international legal code is complex and vague, understanding the guise under which the United Nations Security Council, specifically the Permanent 5 members work, proves challenging in and of itself.  One of the most widely used legal dictionaries among American attorneys does not include a definition of abstention within its pages.  
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Blacks Law Dictionary defines consent as, “A concurrence of wills.  Voluntarily yielding the will to the proposition of another; acquiescence or compliance therewith.”
  This definition is also vague.  One could argue, as Security Council members do, that signing the Charter and becoming a United Nations member state, is contingent on agreeing to the provisional rules set up by the Dumbarton Oaks Conference.  This argument however negates the fact that the provisional rules were never voted on by member states in the General Assembly, nor were the ways in which those rules would be interpreted.  A major question, which comes out of this complex situation, is the voting practices of Security Council members, especially the P-5 with their veto powers.

[image: image2.jpg]


International law is both a factor in determining UN Security Council Resolutions and a by-product of Security Council resolutions
.  Some scholars argue that the only binding international laws are treaties signed by heads of
 state.  Taking this concept, the power afforded to the Security Council and the P-5 does not rest on legal grounds.  The P-5 argue that signing the Charter, a type of treaty itself, that the power afforded to them comes from the membership of the General Assembly, agreed to by the signing of the document.
Abstentions:

When United Nations Security Council members do not vote, it operates on two types of abstentions, obligatory abstention and a general abstention.  Obligatory abstentions occur when one of the Security Council member states (in a Security Council Resolution) is party to the dispute in question.  A general abstention occurs when a state decides that neither a yes or no vote is wanted.    The use of abstention is again a problem when understanding the voting behavior of Security Council members, specifically the P-5.    In this condition, the member state is to abstain from voting yes or no on any Resolution made in regards to that particular situation.  Few people would argue that the obligatory abstention negatively affects the efficiency of the Security Council.  The general abstention on the other hand is a contentious issue.
The use and meaning of abstention has been called into question many times.  On April 27, 1967, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Portugal requested that the idea of an abstention not equaling a veto be submitted to the Office of Legal Affairs of the United Nations.  In this move, South Africa supported the Portuguese delegation in questioning the use of an abstention by P-5 members without counting it as veto.  The question regarded the voting practices under Article 27 (3) which states, “according to which the abstention of a permanent member is not equivalent to a veto”.  This calls into question the framework by which the United Nations Security Council works.
Portugal asked for clarification of an issue few, if any requested prior.  They asked for a clarification on the operating system of the voting mechanisms of the United Nations Security Council, which had been established in their nonbinding, provisional set of rules.  The question was serious, was an abstention vote not equivalent to a veto, and could Security Council Resolutions be passed with abstentions by any member, specifically a P-5 member?  If it was established that an abstention did not equal a veto, then, United Nations Security Council Resolutions could be adopted with all P-5 members abstaining.  
The use of an abstention supports the idea of consent, not approval for a given resolution.  After the enlargement of the United Nations Security Council in the 1960s, the prominence of Security Council permanent members decreased.  Prior to the enlargement of the Security Council, a “yes” vote was needed by some P-5 members in order to acquire the required votes for passing a Security Council resolution.  After the enlargement, a resolution could pass with all P-5 members abstaining on a given resolution, requiring nine “yes” votes on a fifteen member Security Council.  The difference between obligatory abstention and general abstention
 remains a factor even after the 1965 enlargement of the Security Council.
At the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, the United States felt that the only warranted use of the abstention was in regards to disputes involving members of the United Nations Security Council, the obligatory veto.  Later, the United States would change its mind, using the veto itself for issues, which did not involve a dispute it was party to.  The appendix to this paper includes a list of the United Nations Security Council Resolutions and the corresponding votes by both P-5 members and the alternating, non-permanent members. 
The 1965 enlargement of Security Council changed the Council in more ways than just adding a greater numbers of members.  In this move, the nine votes needed to pass a Security Council resolution could occur with abstentions from all P-5 members.  This move slightly weakened the P-5 member, though the veto vote, which remained, reaffirmed their overall control over the United Nations Security Council and thus, the United Nations.
Under the provisional rules, the United Nations Security Council uses two types of abstentions. The obligatory abstention occurs when a Security Council member is party to a dispute brought before the Security Council.  A voluntary veto is used when a Security Council member is not party to the dispute but wishes to not use its vote either in favor of or against a given Security Council Resolution.
History:
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 At the San Francisco Conference (separate from the Dumbarton Oaks Conference), four out of the P-5 member states invited forty-five nations to join the singing of the charter for the United Nations.  These four states included China, the United Kingdom, USSR and the United States of America.  France, the fifth great power was to be added later.  The conference boasted 850 delegates and their staff, representing about eighty percent of the world population.

The San Francisco Conference divided the work into four Commissions, which would make recommendations to the steering committee.  These Commissions included: Commission 1- the general make-up of the United Nations; Commission 2- powers and work of the General Assembly; Commission 3- the Security Council; and Commission 4- the International Court of Justice.
  While each committee contributed to the creation, in this study, Commission 3 who dealt with the Security Council is most important.
The Dumbarton Oaks Conference were the beginning of what would become the United Nations Charter, which allows includes a vague and obscure use of abstentions and veto power to be laid out and continued to be used today.  These talks were strategic in planning and execution.
  The British and American delegations recognized the debatable nature of what would become a global body, the United Nations, and the corresponding United Nations Security Council.  In this, the British and American delegations opened talks with Russia, understanding that the USSR would likely disagree with specific measures to make the global body more so than other great powers, which would also achieve veto power in the Security Council.  The veto power and corresponding uses of abstention, specifically the general abstention were issues in these talks.
The Dumbarton Oaks Conference established four principle bodies, which would compose the United Nations.  These bodies are: the General Assembly, including a special section for the Economic and Social Council, the Security Council, composed of five permanent members (China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States) and six members chosen from the General Assembly with two-year terms, the Court of Justice, and the United Nations Secretariat.  For this paper, the creation of the United Nations Security Council, especially the five great powers (the P-5) is most important.
Committee 1 of Commission III established the structure and function of the Security Council.  The Security Council, from the Dumbarton Oaks proposals was established to maintain peace and security in acting in accordance with the general mandates of the organization [which would become the United Nations].
  The Dumbarton Oaks talks also allowed the Security Council to adopt its own rules and procedures for operating, including the matter of choosing its own President.
  This allowance of making their own rules allowed the Security Council, specifically the P-5, to use the abstention.
Other important characteristics, which came out of the Dumbarton Oaks talks, are the mandates given to member states of the organization, meaning members of the United Nations, the General Assembly.  The Dumbarton Oaks talks established priority for Security Council resolutions, saying, “All members of the Organization should obligate themselves to accept the decisions of the Security Council and to carry them out in accordance with the provisions of the Charter.”
  In so doing, the Dumbarton Oaks Conference set up a system whereby it would be difficult for their voting procedures, including abstentions to be challenged or changed.
China was brought into negotiations late and held reservations about veto and abstention use by permanent members.  The act of bringing in China late into the Dumbarton Oaks Conference was not a mistake.  The British and American delegations were more concerned with the rise of Russian power and the consequences of Russian ideas more than the Chinese.  The Chinese delegation was brought in ceremonial fashion, as Patil points out in her book.

"If a motion is moved in the Security Council on a matter, other than a matter of procedure, under the general words in Paragraph 3, would the abstention from voting of any one of the permanent members of the Security Council have the same effect as a negative vote by that member in preventing the Security Council from reaching a decision in that matter?"

  This question discussed by the four powers, and then adding France later suggests that they too questioned the use of the Security Council abstention, especially from P-5 members.

At the 20th Meeting of the committee, when Section C, Chapter IV of the Dumbarton Oaks proposal of the voting of Security Council members was brought up, several delegations raised questions regarding the use of abstention.  El Salvador questioned whether abstention should be considered a veto, citing the language of Article 27 (3) of the Charter: ‘an affirmative vote of nine [seven at the time] members including the concurring votes of the permanent members’ as reason for their question.  El Salvador and other states sought clarification as to whether an abstention should be considered an act a non-concurrence in the Security Council.  Other states also raised questions.
“The delegate of Canada submitted two amendments, one of which would have the decisions of the Security Council on matters other than procedural ones made by "an affirmative vote of at least two thirds of the members present and voting, including the concurring votes of the permanent members present and voting. "”
  This charge led by the Canadian delegation shows the importance of clearing up confusion on the use of abstention.  The point however remained unclear, does abstention equal concurrence?
The United States did not originally support the use of a veto and corresponding general abstention in the United Nations Security Council.  The United States even drafted a rule of procedure whereby a permanent member could deem an abstention a veto or concurrent vote.
  This measure however was never put to vote because of a charge led by the Russian delegation to block it.  The Russian delegation was the only delegation that opposed the American idea of voting on a rule of procedure regarding clarification of the use of an abstention.
  In her book, Anjali Patil notes the discourse between abstention and veto powers in the Security Council.  She explains that China had serious questions regarding the great power veto and the use of the abstention, including a question as to whether or not an abstention equaled a veto.
  The Chinese questioned the role of the abstention and veto, Americans questioned if an abstaining great power (P-5) would still be bound by the decision of the Council
  The Chinese placed importance on “moral principals and international law” in securing international peace.

A general abstention is for members who may be opposed to an action but did not want to be on record as favoring it.  This is not mentioned in the preamble of Dumbarton Oaks talks, which said that the Security Council was to establish peace and security.  The use of abstention was a highly debated topic both at the Dumbarton Oaks talks and at the San Francisco conference.  The general or voluntary abstention was a tool for the American and British delegations at Dumbarton Oaks to move passed the veto dispute.

The United States, frustrated and worried that the veto and abstention could end the talks because of USSR negotiations let the abstention go without much of a fight, the United States originally opposed abstentions.  The Dumbarton Oaks talks left details specifically vague in order to reach an agreement.  Delegations were tired and committed to an agreement, which all sides could agree on.  This was done to allow a useful agreement to take place while not sorting out issues that the great powers (with the exception of France) felt were less important.  At Dumbarton Oaks, the most important thing was an agreement on big-picture issues.
Negotiations at the Dumbarton Oaks conference led to the foundation of the United Nations Charter at the San Francisco Conference.  Both Conferences greatly affected the structure of the United Nations and the Charter itself.  Both Conferences also left the use of general abstentions vague.
Analysis:
Having established the facts in the section above, many questions are raised concerning the Security Council’s voting procedures.  Is an abstention vote a vote of consent?  The United States uses the abstention vote even though it originally opposed the idea in the Dumbarton Oaks Conference.  Many questions come from this statement alone.  If the United States opposed the use of a veto, why then, would it use that vote even after other states demanded it be included in the charter at Dumbarton Oaks.  There are plenty theories as to why the United States changed its mind.  
Another question brought up regarding abstentions is, does an abstention from a P-5 member carry more weight than an abstention from another member state?  The simple answer is yes, if a P-5 member votes against a resolution, the resolution is vetoed.  This is not the case with non-permanent members, who can vote against a resolution without killing it completely.  On the other hand, the use of the abstention by non-permanent members speaks volumes alone.  By abstaining, especially on a resolution supported by the P-5, the non-permanent state can show is defiance to the great powers without outright opposing them.  In so doing, the non-permanent members can show the General Assembly, their home constituencies and the world that they refuse to sit quietly as the P-5 do their will.  By abstaining, countries maintain their relationships with the P-5 without conceding to a resolution they may disagree with.
At Dumbarton Oaks, the Chinese delegation and the United States delegation opposed and questioned the use of a general abstention.  Now, both China and the United States use the general abstention.  In the case study section of the paper, one of China’s abstentions will be examined.
Interestingly, on-going conflicts can result in more than one Security Council resolution.  It is possible for resolutions dealing with the same issue to be voted for, against, or receiving an abstention, or all three.  The individual characteristics of each resolution cause Security Council members to vote accordingly.  Meaning, that while a state may be committed to resolutions dealing with peace and security in a specific area, the language in a given resolution may cause them to abstain or even veto the resolution even though the Security Council member is committed to a given region.
The character of the United Nations Security Council changed with its enlargement in the 1965.  With the votes needed following enlargement, requiring nine votes and concurring permanent members to pass a resolution, the abstentions of the P-5 seen as concurring could result in a resolution passed without a yes vote from any permanent member.  The chances of this happening are quite slim, in that the P-5 still hold their veto power.  By holding the veto power, it is unlikely that any resolution would go through the Security Council without support, or yes vote, of at least some of the permanent members.
The veto and abstention are different, though both carry weight in the Security Council.  While only the permanent five members are privilege to the veto, Security Council members who do not have permanent seats have also used the abstention.  The abstention from a non-permanent member is important as well.  Silence is consent whereas an abstention shows the disapproval of a resolution.  The disapproval seen in an abstention is either strategic or necessary.  By abstaining, the non-permanent members are able to voice their distaste without offending a P-5 member and affecting relations between the two states.  In the case study, the use of  an abstention by Qatar, a non-permanent Security Council member is examined. 
To look at the relevant articles of the United Nations Charter is also important.  Article 5, which gives the Security Council the right to take voting rights away from members of the General Assembly secure the Security Council’s dominance over the entire United Nations system.  With this power, the Security Council is able to stifle criticism from General Assembly members who worry about their strength and power.  By avoiding criticizing the Security Council, members can feel more confident that the Security Council will not sanction them.  While this is clearly not the only reason, the idea that the Security Council can remove rights must stay in the minds of General Assembly members.

Article 12 states that the General Assembly cannot make suggestions on items being considered by the Security Council.  In this way, the Security Council is able to flex its power.  If a group in the General Assembly were to begin talks on revising the Security Council, the Security Council, specifically the P-5 could bring a resolution into the Security Council suggesting a self-imposed inspection, claiming its importance on international peace and security.  In so doing, the Security Council could squelch any opposition to the way it operates.  Article 12 may influence why General Assembly members do not question the use of the abstention or any other working procedures of the Security Council.

Article 23 establishes how the United Nations Security Council operates.  Under this section of the Charter, the Security Council is essentially responsible for itself.  Article 25 states that member states must submit to the wills of the Security Council in order to maintain peace and security.  The P-5 are also bound by this Article, except when they exercise their veto power to eliminate a resolution.  When the abstention is used, members, including the P-5, are bound by the decisions made.  The general abstention here comes into play.  When the general abstention is used as a show of disagreement with a resolution, Security Council members understand that they will also be held to that resolution, should it pass.  The abstention is therefore reserved; especially by P-5 members to resolutions, which they can be party to, yet still, disagree with.
Article 27 and Article 30 give the Security Council power.  Article 27 decides the voting procedures of the Council while Article 30 allows the Security Council to determine its own rules and procedures.  Using Article 30, the Security Council, specifically the P-5 are able to alter the way Article 27 is interpreted.  By deciding their own procedures, the Security Council has opted to continue to operate on the provisional rules set in place over sixty years ago.  By doing this, the Security Council is able to use abstentions, specifically the general abstention as they please.
The Security Council uses the abstention in different ways.  In addition to the voluntary (general) and mandatory abstentions, Security Council members may use its abstention power as a “hidden veto”
 as suggested by Patil.  The hidden veto is a way for Security Council members to block the passage of a resolution without casting a negative vote.  This too impedes the Security Council, in that the hidden veto is an inefficient means of block a resolution.  The blockage of a resolution, specifically by P-5 members either should carry weight, not use means by which no vote for or against a resolution is cast.
Case Studies:
Resolution 687


Security Council Resolution 687 was passed on April 3, 1991 and was one of the largest, most detailed resolutions ever passed by the United Nations Security Council.  It called for the terms by which Iraq would comply with the international community following its loss in the Gulf War.  There are three main factors to the resolution.  The resolution called for the eradication of chemical and biological weapons, reparations to Kuwait and sanctions for Iraq.  It also laid the groundwork for the Oil-for Food Program.  

The resolution was passed with twelve “yes” votes, including all P-5 members.  Cuba voted against the resolution and Ecuador and Yemen abstained from voting.  With the yes votes of all P-5 members, examining this far-reaching resolution shows the strength of the P-5 members and the relative inefficiency of an abstention from non-permanent members of the Security Council.


Cuba interestingly, after voting against Resolution 687 used the resolution as an example to get Israel to disarm.  In a letter from Rodrigo Malmierca Díaz, Cuban Ambassador to the United Nations, Ambassador Diaz states that Resolution 687, paragraph 14 establishes the commitment of the United Nations Security Council to a nuclear-free Middle East.
  What is most fascinating about this is that Cuba, unlike Ecuador and Yemen actually voted against Resolution 687.  

All member states of the United Nations were bound to this far-reaching Resolution.  The Resolution carries even more weight in that all five permanent members voted in favor of this resolution.  Abstentions and no votes came from non-permanent members, with not enough support to block the Resolution.  This Resolution shows the power of the P-5 in passing resolutions, which they support.
Resolution 1706

Security Council Resolution 1706 is an interesting case study in international relations.  This resolution, passed to resolve the Sudanese conflict in Darfur, is interesting for many reasons.  Passed on August 31, 2006, Security Council Resolution 1706 increased the United Nations involvement in Sudan, providing 22,500 peacekeeping troops and police officers to Darfur in an effort to maintain global peace and security.  For this paper, Security Council Resolution 1706 is helpful to understand the use of abstention, both by Permanent members of the Security Council and by non-permanent members.  Resolution 1706 
passed with three abstentions, two from Security Council members, China and Russia, and one from a non-permanent member, Qatar.  Two thirds of abstention for Res. 1706 came from P-5 members

China has a history of not supporting resolutions dealing with Sudan in the Security Council.  The distinction between the general abstention and the obligatory abstention are not clear in this case.  While China is not a colonial power of Sudan, a neighboring country or party to the actual dispute, the Chinese government has deep-rooted interests in Sudan.  China is a huge oil importer of Sudanese oil reserves; some claim that the economic interests of China in Sudanese oil impair their votes on the Security Council.

China abstained, stating that the African Union had supported Darfur.  In its abstention statement, China supports the United Nations involvement in the region but did not support Security Council intervention.  This abstention is not clear as to which class it falls into.  While China is not directly involved in the Sudanese conflict, it does have strong economic ties to the country.  China imports over sixty percent of Sudanese oil and is involved in oil exploration projects in the country.

Resolution 1706 regarding Sudan
 was passed with both P-5 members and non-permanent members abstaining from the vote.  On August 31, 2006, the United Nations Security Council passed a resolution aimed at resolving the Sudanese conflict in Darfur.  The Resolution called for 22,500 troops and police officers supplied by the United Nations to be deployed into Sudan.

The Russian Federation abstained the Resolution stating that the Sudanese government must agree to action suggested within the Resolution.  The Russian Federation did not object to content of resolution however, it too abstained from voting.  Like China, the Russian abstention vote is interesting; Russia is a main supplier of arms to Sudan.  Again, like China, Russia is not directly involved in the conflict; both states are located on separate continents of the fighting.  As with China, Russia has deep economic interests in Sudan and keeping ties with the Sudanese government for arms sales.  As with China, the abstention vote here is unclear.

The Qatar abstention tied less to economic interest than that of the China and Russia.  In its abstention, Qatar warned of sovereignty rights of Sudan.  In their abstention, Qatar criticized the Resolution, saying that it was written too quickly.  
By passing the Resolution, with an abstention from a P-5 member, the Security Council shows its effectiveness in passing resolutions.  Though China disagreed with the Resolution, the Resolution was able to pass and be upheld by the United Nations General Assembly.  Had an abstention not been allowed, China may have exercised veto power rather than supporting the Resolution, thus killing it.  By using the general abstention, the Resolution was able to pass without Chinese support.
Conclusion:

Voting in the United Nations Security Council is somewhat of a mystery.  The use of an abstention is different from the use of a veto in the UN Security Council.  The Dumbarton Oaks talks and the corresponding United Nations Charter leave the definition of abstention and the weight it carries unclear.  The UN Security Council uses abstentions for a variety of reasons.  Abstentions can be used to expedite the Security Council process and allows member states who disagree with parts of a resolution to abstain rather than vote against or veto specific resolutions.
The negotiations at both the Dumbarton Oaks talks and the San Francisco Conference raised questions regarding the use of the voluntary abstention specifically.  The obligatory abstention is generally regarded as a useful tool in achieving the goal of peace and security.  The general abstention on the other hand has been referred to the United Nations legal Council and has been debated by both permanent members of the United Nations Security Council and members of the General Assembly.

Key questions were raised by the Canada, El Salvador, China, the United States and South Africa.  Of the states that questioned and opposed the use of the general abstention, China and the United States now use this abstention tool to their own advantage, as do all of the P-5.  

The use of the abstention has allowed resolutions such as Security Council resolution 1706 and Security Council resolution 687 to pass without hindrance.  By using an abstention, a state sends a message that it opposes all or part of a given resolution, but not so much so that it is willing to vote against the resolution or veto it.  

The United Nations Security Council voting practices are still somewhat mysterious.  The use of the veto, the use of abstention, and voting in favor of policy, which it may actually oppose, leave scholars and practitioners alike perplexed.  If the Security Council established a clear set of rules regarding the use of abstention, the working of the Security Council may be easier for a first-time member or scholar to understand, but may also limit the amount of resolutions which are able to pass.
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