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ca cgpahilitiesin the globa economy and frequent

divergence of allied views on security and for-
eign policy made it difficult to manage the coordination
of multilateral export control policies.? By the 1980s,
members of the Coordinating Committee on Multilateral
Export Controls (COCOM) also needed to induce more
“cooperating” countries, such as the European neutrals
and severa newly industrializing economiesin East Asia,
to adopt export control systems compatiblewith COCOM
strictures to maintain the effectiveness of the system.®
Theseinitiatives met with mixed success.

D uring the Cold War, the diffusion of technologi-

Surprisingly, despite the demise of Soviet communism,
theincreasing ease of transferring sensitivetechnology in
theinformation age, and divergent views on which coun-
tries constitute a proliferation threat, nearly 40 countries
from six continents have become partnersin at least one
of the four major multilateral export control arrange-
ments.* From Argentinato South Korea, new participants
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have diversified these arrangements since the early years,
when it wasthe rich industrialized countriesthat charac-
terized membership. Even more governments have
adopted at least vestigial forms of nonproliferation export
controls, including several countries of proliferation con-
cern such as China, India, and Isragl. In addition, thou-
sands of companies in Europe, Japan, and the United
States have set up expensive programs to comply with
export controls on dual-use and military items. Why this
unexpected convergencein government policies?

Inthisarticle, we construct an explanatory framework
for state decisionsto devel op national systems of export
control that comply with international standards. The
framework isbased on acombination of factorsthat stem
most clearly from economic-rationalist and constructivist
approaches.® We then derive hypotheses from thisframe-
work and test them by comparing export control policies
in 20 countries. Finally, we explore some of the theoreti-
cal and policy implications of thesefindings.
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WHY GOVERNMENTSADOPT COMPATIBLE
NONPROLIFERATION EXPORT CONTROLS

Reasonsfor acquiring nuclear, chemical, or biological
weapons and missilesto deliver them differ from stateto
state. Nonetheless, the weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) programs of India, Iraqg, Iran, Libya, North Ko-
rea, and Pakistan share at | east two characteristics:

» most rely heavily on foreign military and dual-use

items (i.e., goods, technologies, and serviceswith both

commercia and military applications) for at least some
key elements; and

» most uselegitimate commercia channelsascover for

illicit transfers.®

Taken together, these factors suggest that export con-
trolsonthetransfer of proliferation-sensitive technology
canplay acritical rolein effortsto s,em WMD prolifera-
tion.”Nonethel ess, diffusion and the development of the
information economy may have diminished the utility of
export controlsin several key industry sectors.® Linger-
ing distrust among the allies about which governments
abused COCOM in what ways al so appearsto havelim-
ited the opportunitiesfor cooperation and coordination in
the post-Cold War era.

In addition, the costs of administering export controls
are substantial. Although there are no reliable estimates
for the costs of nonproliferation export controlsin recent
years, two studies found that U.S. industries expended
about $9.3 billion on complying with East-West trade con-
trolsin 1985, with large companies each spending almost
$650,000 per year.® Even though fewer dual-use items
now requirelicensesthan during the Cold War era, licens-
ing has become more complex and costly, as export con-
trols now generally target end-users (and end-uses) of
proliferation concern more than countries. A recent sur-
vey of U.S. exporters of military and sensitive dual-use
itemsindicated that the average cost of corporate compli-
ance effortsfor these kinds of exports exceeds $637,000
per year.’® This sum for al companies now approaches
the cost derived in the 1985 survey for large companies
only, which suggests sharply rising compliance costsfor
small- and medium-size enterprises. Large companies con-
tinue to spend significant amountsto ensure compliance.
Besidesthis administrative burden, other direct economic
costs associated with export controlsinclude: revenue and
profits from denied licenses; revenue and profit losses
from abstaining in trade of controlled items; and associ-
ated indirect lossesin research and development (R& D)
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expenditures, jobs, and the U.S. gross national product
(GNP).1

Export controls have a considerable impact on trade,
even though the vast magjority of licensesissued in most
countries get approved. In early 1999, for example, the
United States shifted controlson commercid satelliteitems
from the Commerce Control List to the Munitions List,
whereitemsface more severeredtrictions. U.S. Commerce
Department official s attribute most of the staggering de-
clinein the U.S. global market share in the subsequent
twelve months (from 73 percent to 52 percent) and the
valueof U.S. commercial satellite exports ($1.08 billion
to $637 million) to this change in export controls.*? Ex-
port controls may a so have indirect costsin other areas
of public palicy, such asinhibiting aliesfrom sharing tech-
nology or increasing tensions by naming specificindividu-
as, entities, or governments as subject to controls.

Despite the various costs associated with export con-
trol development, why have so many more governments
than ever before chosen to adopt complementary export
control systems?In theoretical terms, conventional real-
istsmight explain the growth in compatible export control
systems as prudent government responses to the emer-
gence of anew, widely perceived threat to national secu-
rity.®® Certainly, the United States and Japan, among
others, identify WMD proliferation asasubstantia if not
the foremost threat to their security interests.’* A large
number of countries that have adopted nonproliferation
export control systems, however, face no direct WMD
proliferation threats. Even for those states most threat-
ened by adversariesarmed or seeking WM D, export con-
trols serve as only one tool in a set of anti-proliferation
policies that they may, or may not, adopt. Considerable
disagreement exists among major suppliers asto which
countries and technology transfers constitute proliferation
threats and what policiesthey should adopt in response.’®
Alternative approaches to export control development
must, therefore, be considered aswell.

A neoliberal approach, for example, suggeststhat states
might devel op compatible systems of export control when
they rationally calculate the material costs and benefits
and find that the benefits (such as market access and the
potential for technology transfer) outweigh the costs.
Material incentives or inducements provided by one state
to another—and particularly acrossissues—also enhance
the development of export control systems, as do the
norms, rules, and decision-making proceduresthat emerge
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from nonproliferation export control arrangementsét large.
Moreover, involvement in international export control ef-
forts facilitates export control development, as state in-
teraction in this area reduces uncertainty in and the
perceived transaction costs of future interaction—both
within and outside of the export control issue.'

Finally, a constructivist approach suggests that states
develop or enhance compatible systems of export control
when they interact frequently with other members of the
export control community. Export control compatibility
increases asastate’ singtitutional and normative basesfor
aliberal demaocratic government. A sense of collective
identity with aliberal democratic security community also
enhancesthis compatibility. Governments which possess
a“sense of community,” or exhibit an interest in being a
good and responsible international community member
regarding export control behavior, tend to have more com-
patible systems.?

Only afew academic works have previously explored
the determinants of post-Cold War export control sys-
tems.*® Government officialsand export control authori-
tiesin dozensof countriesinterviewed by the authors over
several years generally refer to one or more of severa
rationales for embracing these policies. As anticipated,
someofficialsview WMD proliferation asadirect national
security threat. These officials form a subset of alarger
group that sees WMD proliferation as athreat to thein-
ternationa political and economic community, uponwhich
they depend. In turn, many in this group and others be-
lievethat their governmentsbehave as“responsible” mem-
bers of theworld community by adopting nonproliferation
export controls. Some use export controls to keep haz-
ardous materialsfrom transiting their territory or limiting
theinfluence of organized crime on legitimate commerce.
Many seethese policies asameans of increasing the flow
of controlled technologies to their own country. Others
concludethat their treaty obligations require them to de-
velop export controls. Some officialsfear economic retri-
bution and political isolation, especially from the United
States, if they do not implement an effective system of
export controls. Most important, officials usually offer
more than onerational e as an explanation asto why their
government chooses to enforce nonproliferation export
controls.

Some of theserationa es obvioudy support conventional
realist, neoliberal, and constructivist explanations about
state behavior and international relations. Thisarticle does
not, however, attempt to evaluate all of theserationales.
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Certainly, thethreat posed by Iragi and other WMD pro-
grams sparked new interest in nonproliferation export con-
trols and led to the enhancement of many national
multilateral export control systems over the last decade,
asrealists might expect. Obviousdly, the collapse of Soviet
communism redesigned theinternational political and eco-
nomic landscape rel ated to export controls and accounts
for some of the positive changes we have witnessed in
export control development, as neoliberals and even
constructivists might antici pate. Nonethel ess, governments
could have responded to these eventsin many ways other
than adopting compatible nonproliferation export control
programs.

If anything, the pattern of adoption appearsakintothe
early stages of anorm cascade.”® Under those conditions,
one might expect that if leadersin key governments cham-
pionanorm (inthiscase, thiswould include officialsfrom
Austraia, Japan, the Netherlands, and the United States,
among others), then other leaderswill adopt the norm for
reasons related to conformity, legitimacy, and self-
esteem.?’ The emergence of export control norms, how-
ever, need not exclude other determinantsfrom having a
major impact on which countries choose to adopt export
controls, and when.

Instead of examining these many rational es indepen-
dently, we propose a framework that incorporates both
economic and poalitical factorsto explain amore straight-
forward economic problem. The relationship between
economic prosperity and ahighly compatible export con-
trol system seems so obviousthat one might discount its
puzzling implications. The emergence of more compat-
ible export control systems in East Asia, for example,
seems vaguely tied to “take-offs’ in economic growth.
Japan, the original “Asian Tiger,” joined the forerunner
of the Wassenaar Arrangement (i.e.,, COCOM) in 1952
and became afounding member of the other three WMD
nonproliferation arrangements. South Koreaand Taiwan,
which epitomize the Asian Tiger phenomenon, have also
developed relatively compatible export control systemsin
recent years.? Similarly, it appears that countries with
more recent spurts of economic growth or market reform,
such as Chinaand India, have also begun the process of
adopting more compatible export controls.?

At the sametime, the costs of implementing nonprolif-
eration export controlsare greater for larger, richer econo-
mies. As countries become more prosperous, they
generally become more likely to produce, consume, or
re-export items of proliferation concern. Moreover, offi-
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cialsin many emerging economies stress the primacy of
economic prosperity intheir national strategies, with few
expressing any real concernthat WMD proliferation poses
much direct risk to their national security. In addition, if
nonproliferation servesthe collective good of theinterna:
tional community, then these states should face strong pres-
suresto act as free-riders.?® Under such conditions, one
might expect relatively few states to adopt export con-
trols compatible with international standards, asthey im-
pose real costs on domestic manufacturers. As long as
the dominant suppliers, such asthe United States and Ja-
pan, exercisestrict controlsand generally refrainfromim-
posing sanctions on violators, then governments can free
ride with nominal export control systemsin place. Why,
then, have the governments of many emerging economies
imposed new and substantial export control measuresin
spite of the increasing costs?

JOINING THE GLOBAL COMMUNITY:
A MEMBERSHIP-FEE FRAMEWORK

To resolve this puzzle, we propose a member ship-fee
framework for understanding why states adopt compat-
ible nonproliferation export controls. In short, the expla-
nation proffersasimple answer: governmentsdevelop and

implement compatible export controlsin order to obtain
membershipinaliberal (political and economic) interna-
tional community. To be a member of this community,
they must have the will and capacity to absorb the costs
of export controls. In other words, they must pay their
dues.

In part, the relative success in attracting more coun-
triesto adopt nonproliferation export controlsreflectsthe
success of nonproliferation initiatives more broadly, which
often garner widespread support and prove stable and ef-
fective.?* The work of several scholars suggeststhat in-
creasesininternational cooperation go hand-in-hand with
expansion and maturation of liberal international commu-
nities.> From both constructivist (and even aneoredist)
perspective, export controls may even play animportant
rolein establishing and confirming the community to the
extent that such controls help define who is, and who is
not, a member.%

Not all countries perceive much benefit injoining this
community—witness North Korea. Integrating national
economic and political interestsinto this community re-
mains a policy choice, not an inalienable right. A mem-
bership-feeframework suggeststhat countries must absorb
costsfor being members of theliberal international com-

Figure 1: Framework for the Membership-Fee Theory of Nonproliferation Export Controls

Export Control Compatibility
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munity, and that adopting export controls serves as one
of many required dues. Obviously, concerns about free
ridersand other issues of cooperation, coordination, com-
pliance, and enforcement will persist. However, thispar-
alels the anecdotal evidence that officials believe
governments should implement nonproliferation export
control policies asamatter of behaving asaresponsible
member of theinternational community.?’

Figure 1 aboveillustratesthe main theoretical relation-
shipsexplored here. Thevertical axis shows absol ute costs
of export controls, while the horizontal axisrefersto the
level of economic prosperity. Line Cillustratestherela-
tionship between the costs of export controlsat different
levels of prosperity. As prosperity increases, so do the
absolute costs of an export control system compatiblewith
international standards at any given time. In particular,
more prosperous countries generally produce or consume
(and by importing become a potential source of re-export)
moredual-useitemsof proliferation concernthan lesspros-
perous countries, so they face more export licensing, moni-
toring, and verification issues. Certainly, most tradefalls
outside of the realm of high-technology itemsusually as-
sociated with nonproliferation export controls. WMD ex-
port controls, however, cover advanced technologiesthat
many experts perceiveascritical to future economic pros-
perity, including thosein the fiel ds of aerospace, advanced
materials, biology, informatics, sensors, and telecommu-
nications. In addition, someless sophisticated items, such
asthose associated with chemical weapons, do fall under
the aegis of export controls. Moreimportant, many states
have adopted “ catch-all” controlsthat restrict thetransfer
of many lower-level technologies (or in some cases any
itemsat al) if they are destined for an end-user or an end-
use of proliferation concern.

In contrast, line B shows the absol ute benefits accrued
fromimplementing WMD export controlsin relationship
to economic prosperity. The basic assertion of the mem-
bership-feetheory isthat as economies grow, the benefits
accruing fromimplementing export controlsincreasefaster
than the costs. We believe that at |east two kinds of ben-
efits eventually overwhelm concerns about the costs of
export controlsin the decisionmaking process among the
countriesin this study:

« political benefits: officiasrepeatedly stressthat their

countries adopt export controls as befits responsible

members of the international community. Benefits of
membership include participatingin rule-makinginin-
ternational bodies, periodic consultation onrelated is-
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sues, and “fairer” treatment among states.?? Maintain-
ing good tieswith other members of the community on
export controls can generate diffuse benefits in other
aspectsof international affairs, especialy asit reflects
onissues of reputation, prestige, and trust.

« economic benefits: violations of international export
control standards by one country have prompted sanc-
tions or more restricted access to high-technology by
other governments and multinational corporations,
whereas implementing export controls can bring im-
proved accessto such items. Few governmentsinitiate
sanctions against other regime membersto enforce ex-
port controls; however, most governments have more
restrictive proceduresfor licensing exportsto countries
with weak export controls and a poor nonproliferation
record. In the mid-1980s, for example, changesin sec-
tion 5(k) of its Export Administration Act allowed the
United Statesto provide special licensing benefitsfor
exportsto countries with complementary export con-
trol systems, even if those countries were not in
COCOM. Expanding on this approach, the most recent
export administration bill in the U.S. Senate, S. 149,
callsfor “country tiers’ that would restrict exportsin
part based on the export control system of theimport-
ing country.® Similarly, Japan adopted a General Bulk
License procedure in 1994, which allowed it to offer
parallel inducements for some of its trading partners
with good export control systems. Toillustratetheim-
pact of thiskind of policy, many U.S. government of-
ficials suggest that Chinaadopted controls on nuclear
exportslargely in response to the “ ring-magnet” inci-
dent, when it realized that such controlswere aprereg-
uisiteto establishing huclear cooperation with the United
Sates® Many governmentsin the former Soviet Union
adopted nonproliferation export controlsin order to at-
tract foreign assistance for specific nonproliferation,
export control, and other programs, which actsasakind
of side-payment for cooperation.®

Thisdoes not mean these are the only benefitsthat play
arolein caculationsto adopt nonproliferation export con-
trols. Export controls can delay the devel opment of WMD
programs in countries of concern significantly. In afew
cases, officials view WMD proliferation as a direct na-
tional security concern, and export controls provide tan-
gible security benefits. Thisview ismost prevalent among
U.S. officialsand usually overrides other interestswhen
and where it occurs. In most countries currently estab-
lishing nonproliferation export controls, however, wefind
that economic and political motivations dominate the
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thinking of export control officials. Generally, the dif-
fuse fear over WMD proliferation asathreat to regional
or global stability primarily representsaconcern over the
impact any associated instability would have on economic
prosperity. Even during the Cold War, several members
of COCOM were not motivated primarily by military con-
cerns. Certainly, before the Toshiba-Kongsberg case in
1987, Japan interpreted the benefits from COCOM ex-
port controls almost exclusively in economic terms.

Point T on Figure 1 represents athreshold after which
countries adopt full-fledged export control systems, asthe
benefits of such policiesincreasingly exceed the costs. We
anticipate that until countriesreach thislevel of prosper-
ity, governmentswill remain reluctant to embrace export
controls comparablein practice to those found in Japan,
the United States, and el sewhere. Nonethel ess, states be-
low that threshold may approve limited forms of export
controls, either asaresponseto security interests (where
they may bevery tight but not necessarily compatiblewith
international standards), to side-payments (such asprom-
ises of economic assistance for export control programs),
or to their identification with theliberal community.

Thethreshold point T does not equal thetipping point
associated with the transition from anorm emergenceto
anorm cascade, asidentified by Cass Sunstein. A tip-
ping point describes the behavior at the level of the sys-
tem, whereas the threshold point refersto an endogenous
change to the costs and benefits of system constituents,
in this case national governments. As the international
system nears or exceeds a tipping point, however, the
political and economic benefits associated with adopting
export controls should also increase. This should push the
threshold point for individual governments closer to the
origininFigure 1.

If one assumesthat most wealthy countriesderive sig-
nificant economic benefitsfrom being part of theliberal
international community, then afirst hypothesis emerges
from this discussion. For H1, we anticipate that: the
wealthier the country, the morelikely itsnonproliferation
export control system will match standards of theliberal
international community. Similarly, if one assumes that
most liberal countries derive significant political benefits
from being part of theliberal international community, one
can derive asecond hypothesis, H2: the moreliberal the
polity, the more compatible its nonproliferation export
control system will bewith standards of the liberal inter-
national community.
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Thesefactors may interact, such that rich authoritarian
countries (such as oil-rich states in the Middle East) or
poor democratic countries (such as Sri Lanka or South
Africa) might or might not devel op strong nonprolifera-
tion export control programs. Theissue of interactionis
considered in the next section.

METHODOLOGY

For the dependent variable, we examine the compat-
ibility of national export control systemswith multilateral
standards. This data comes from case studies devel oped
inthe mid 1990sthat follow the same research protocol . *
Each case reviews the national export control systems
across 10 elements, addressing 93 questions. Based pri-
marily onin-country interviewswith export control offi-
cials, industry representatives and other experts, coupled
with on-site observations, official documents, and avari-
ety of other primary and secondary sources, the casein-
vestigators assign scores of 0 (no, factor absent), 1 (yes,
factor present), or 0.5 (yes, but factor not completely
present) for each gquestion. The number of interviews
varied from less than a dozen for some of the smaller
countries to more than a hundred for the United States.
The questions are grouped by element. Each element has
aweight for itsimportance relative to other elements, the
weights generated from an expert international panel. The
final scorefallson ascale of 0-100.%

Although these scores do not measure effectiveness of
national systemsdirectly, export control systemsin mar-
ket-oriented economies without these structures are un-
likely to be effective. More important, compatibility
directly addresses the effectiveness of export controls at
the system level. Without compatible export control sys-
tems, countries trying to acquire WMD can exploit dif-
ferences in national policies to gain access to sensitive
items.

The 20 entities examined in this study include Arme-
nia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Cuba, Georgia, the Hong Kong
Special Administrative Region, India, Japan, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, the People's Republic of China,
the Republic of China (Taiwan), the Republic of Korea,
the Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Ukraine, the United States, and Uzbekistan.®” All of the
data comes from in-country fieldwork by investigators
trained in using the assessment protocol.

Obvioudly, the cases do not represent arandom sample.
Gathering basic dataon current export control policy and
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practicesrequiresinterviewing government officialsand
othersin their official environment, gathering materials
often only available on-site, and making basic visual ob-
servations, such that resource constraints place severelim-
its on the scope of the research. In general, therationale
for covering certain cases and not others stemsfrom two
concerns.

* |s the country a major producer and potential sup-

plier of sensitiveitems?

* Isthe country atransit point for sensitive items?

These criteria exclude most Asian-Pacific, African,
Caribbean, and L atin American countries. Another large
block of countriesexcluded from the analysisarethosein
the Middle East. While severa of these countries have
WMD programs and have highly prosperous economies,
relatively few produce or supply sensitiveitems or serve
askey transit pointsfor sensitiveitems (although Cyprus,
Jordan, and Malta have attracted attention on thisissue).

Despite the criteria, the set of cases does not encom-
pass most of the members of the four major supplier
groups. Mogt of the scoresfor these countrieswould likely
be similar to the scores of Japan and the United States.
Up to now, we have focused most of their research ef-
forts on states that have begun to adopt export control
systems compatiblewith emerging multilateral standards,
but are not yet participantsin al of the supplier arrange-
ments. We believe that assessments of those systems hold
the most promisefor identifying programmatic targetsfor
foreign assistance effortsthat could foster export controls
in countriesof considerable proliferation concern. For this
article, this case selection hasthe practical benefit of pro-
viding substantial diversity in the export control system
scores, asthe next section will demonstrate.

The primary independent variable is economic pros-
perity, asmeasured by gross domestic product (GDP) per
capitafor 1998.3 As economic benefits might accrue most
to those states most closely integrated into the global
economy, we also examined an index of economic free-
dom (where 1 equals most free and 5 equals least free)
and total tradein 1998 dollar value as measuresthat might
reflect the potential for acountry to garner benefitsfrom
the global community.*

Although political benefits seem harder to measure, we
expect that the greater the extent of political and civil rights
inthe system, the greater the benefitsacountry gainsfrom
developing nonproliferation export control systems com-
patiblewith international standards and associating with
theinternationa export control community, which largely
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reflectsthe constituents of theliberal political community.
In this case, we examined the political rights index and
the civil rightsindex for 1998 as devel oped by Freedom
House (ranging from 1 for most freeto 7 for least free).*

Given the potential for interaction between thetwo di-
mensions, the authors also examined several interaction
terms. These terms, along with several other measures,
proved problematic. The key measure, GDP per capita,
showed evidence of anon-normal distribution. To create
amorenormal distribution required for regression analy-
sis, the authorstransformed the data by taking the natural
log of GDP per capita, a standard statistical technique.
Thismeasure (aswell asthe simple GDP per capitamea-
sure), however, also generated considerable collinearity
with theindex of economic freedom and the value of to-
tal trade (imports plus exports), which led the authorsto
drop these measures from the analysis. Similarly, thein-
dicesof palitical and civil rightsalso produced acollinear-
ity problem, so we used only the political index. The
interaction term (the political rightsindex timesthe log
GDP per capita score) also appeared collinear with the
politicd rightsindex done.®* This reduced the basic model
totwo variables, thelog of GDP per capitaand the politi-
cal rights score. Nonethel ess, these two measures cover
the two dimensions on which the authors surmised coun-
tries might accrue the majority of benefitsfrom adopting
export controls (i.e., economic and palitical).

Theclearest division in theindependent datacomesin
the gulf between the wealthy and poorer statesin terms
of GDP per capita. Five states had GDP per capita of
over $12,500 (the United States, Hong Kong, Japan, Tai-
wan, and Korea), while 15 occupied amuch smaller range
between $990 and $5,200. Although thelogarithmic trans-
formation of the data diminished this gap, we chose to
conduct asecondary analysisthat excluded thefiverich
states.

FINDINGSAND ANALYSIS

Regarding export control compatihility, (i.e., the depen-
dent variable), the countriesfall into four rough catego-
ries.

1. Leaders of the Pack (Hong Kong, Japan, and the

United States). All three governments have extensive

experiencein key elements of export controls, includ-

ing licensing, interagency decisionmaking, import cer-
tificate/delivery verification, enforcement, industry
outreach, information sharing, and more. Although

Hong Kong isnot a participant in the supplier groups,
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Table 1: Compatibility of National Nonproliferation Export Control Systemswith Multilateral Standards

Country
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Belarus

China (PRC)

China (Hong Kong)
China(Taiwan)
Cuba

Georgia

India

Japan

Kazakhstan
Republic of Korea
Kyrgyzstan
Moldova

Russian Federation
Tajikistan
Turkmenistan
Ukraine

United States
Uzbekistan

Score (Max = 100)
49.89
34.96
73.22
54.02
97.72
88.51
70.31
42.01
70.54
97.92
59.26
72.33
30.42
55.49
76.29
7.89
10.57
85.79
96.96
33.28

four other countries have madeit their responsibility to
keep Hong Kong abreast of supplier group activities.
2. Odd Fellows (Taiwan, Ukraine, Russia, South Ko-
rea, Belarus, Cuba, and India). Thisisan unusua mix
of states, including two that retain command-style eco-
nomic systems (Belarus and Cuba), one with more of
asacialist than market economy (India) and two till
struggling to make the transition to amarket economy
(Ukraine and Russia). Taiwan and South Korea have
only recently begun to adopt export controls and are
likely to move up to the next group soon. These states
have many of the key elements of export control policy
in place, but fall short inimplementation and, in some
cases, commitment.

3. The Rear Guard (Kazakhstan, Moldova, China,
Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, Uzbekistan, and
Kyrgyzstan). Although some countriesinthisgroup have
made considerable stridesin adopting export controls
in recent years, especially Chinaand Kazakhstan, they
typically lack several crucial elementsintheir respec-
tive export control systems.

4. The Outsiders(Tgjikistan and Turkmenistan). These
two countries have made little progressin devel oping
export control systems. They lack nearly all of the cen-
tral features of a functioning export control system.
Nonetheless, they send delegations to export control
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outreach conferences sponsored by the United States
and other countries, and, aswith every republic of the
former Soviet Union, they both produce or have some
itemsof proliferation concern.

Themean for the export control compatibility scoresis
60, with a range from 7.89 for Tajikistan to 97.72 for
Japan (see Table 1). The results of the first regression
procedure (including all 20 cases) appear in Table 2. Fol-
lowing standard regression procedures, werely on divid-
ing the estimated regression coefficient for each parameter
inthe overall relationship (B) by the standard error of es-
timate for each variable (SE) to produce the observed t-
ratio (t). To test the hypotheses that an association exists
between the independent and dependent variables, we
compare the observed value of t with the expected t-dis-
tribution of values. Using atwo-tailed test of significance,
any t value of lessthan —1.96 or more than 1.96 indicates
an associ ation between the variables at the 0.05 level of
significance.

As expected, the log GDP per capita variable has a
strong and significant positive relationship with export
controls. As GDP per capita increases, export controls
appear more complementary. Similarly, states that have
more political rights (indicated by alow score) also have
more complementary export control systems, as antici-
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pated. Whilethisvariable hasthe appropriate sign, it does
not exhibit at value sufficient to accept it asasignificant
explanatory factor. Nonethel ess, thissimple model alone
accounts for nearly 64 percent of the variance in export
control systems.

Table 2: GDP Per Capita, Political Freedom and the
Compatibility of Export Controls, 1998

Dependent Variable: Export Control Compatibility Score

M odel B SE t Significance
Constant -63.06 4331 -146 .164

Log GDP per

capita 1656 45 3.68 .002

Political freedom -3.22 2.2 -146  .163

R'= 637

N =20

Excluding therichest statesfrom the analysis does di-
minish the explanatory power of themodel. Thelog GDP
per capita measure remains significant and with the ex-
pected sign. While the coefficient for the political rights
variabledoes not reach an acceptableleve of significance,
it still retains the expected sign. Nonethel ess, the model
seems sufficiently robust asto challenge othersto build
something with greater explanatory power, if not with as
much parsimony.

Table 3: GDP Per Capita, Political Freedom and the
Compatibility of Export Controlsfor Countrieswith
GDP per capita lessthan $10,000 in 1998

Dependent Variable: Export Control Compatibility Score -

Model B SE t Significance
Constant -162.19 9227 -1.76 .104

Log GDP per

capita 30.79 11.78 261 .023

Political freedom -5.17 268 -1.93 .077

R'= 468

N =15

Obviously, the findings from 20 cases cannot certify
either the hypotheses presented here or the “ membership-
fee” framework as a whole. These findings, however,
provide support for the basic model, particularly its eco-
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nomic dimension. Moreimportantly, thisstudy establishes
abaselinefor future studiesto address. It also holds sev-
erd implicationsfor policymakers.

CONCLUSIONSAND IMPLICATIONS

A primarily economic explanation asto why most gov-
ernmentsembrace“ comparablein practice” nonprolifera-
tion export controls accounts for a considerable portion
of thevariancein policy, despite the clear security issues
generally associated with export controls. While severa
stateswith medium to low log GDP per capitascoreshave
adopted key elements of export controls, it appears that
building ahighly compatible system dependsin no small
part on the will of countries to pay the fees (i.e., absorb
the costs) to become members of the nonproliferation
export control community.

What policy implications derive from this perspective?
Stateswhose prosperity exceedsthethreshold point illus-
trated in Figure 1 may need assistance in implementing
and enforcing export controls, but they probably do not
need side-paymentsor other incentivesto adopt compat-
ible export control policies. Officials in these countries
should respond favorably to entreaties to enhance their
export control systems by appealing to their interestsin
supporting responsible behavior by members of theinter-
national nonproliferation community and in the stability
and security of theinternationa system. Clearly, this sug-
gests that the creation and maintenance of international
normsregarding nonproliferation export controlsmay have
an important impact on behavior.#? Even an unspoken
chance of increased isolation from the global marketplace
has profoundly negative consequences for these states,
which government officia swill seek to avoid through se-
rious effortsto meet international standards.®® At the same
time, no norm exists in a vacuum, and important ques-
tions about which specific norms and how much impor-
tance they bear need attention.* In this instance, the
impact of normsregarding export controlsrestswithin a
larger setting of identity and economic determinants.

Statesthat fall well below the threshold point, however,
demand different strategies from the international com-
munity to achieve more compliance with international stan-
dards. We surmise, for example, that the People' sRepublic
of Chinawill devel op amore compatible system of non-
proliferation export controlsasit nearsthe threshold point,
but that economic incentives, such asaccessto U.S. tech-
nology and the U.S. market remain paramount. Although
the differences between the United States and Chinaabout
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the development of Chinese WMD systemswill continue,
the model suggeststhat Chinawill place more and more
controls on the export of sensitiveitemsto Pakistan and
elsewhere as its economy continues to undergo expan-
son.

This increases the perplexity of the role of economic
sanctionsrelated to nonproliferation, given that targeted
sanctions might dissuade the Chinese government from
approving sensitive exports. Moreover, if the sanctions
have broad economic impact, they may slow the rate of
economic growth that isthe larger determinant of coop-
eration.** More important, the model implies that are-
cession or, asmany expect, asubstantial drop in Chinese
economic growth will likely precipitate even lessinterest
by Chinese enterprisesin abiding by export control norms
and lessincentivefor Beijing to enforceitsexisting export
regulations—atrend that sanctions might not reverse.

Similarly, continued economic privetization in theformer
Soviet Union puts considerable pressure on the Newly
Independent States to move very cautiously in adopting
nonproliferation export controls. Many WM D-related en-
terprisesin Russia, for example, face extreme pressureto
export sensitive items to virtually any buyer, especialy
since the 1998 financia crisis. Efforts such as the Inter-
national Science and Technology Centers or the Nuclear
Cities|Initiative can work as effective side-payments, but
will not substitute for sustained economic growth in Rus-
saasawholeinthelongrun. Thedecisonsby the Kremlin
to build the Bushehr nuclear power plant and renew arms
salesto Iranillustrate some of the likely consegquences of
continued economic stagnation in Russia.

For the more modestly sized economies outside of
Russia and China, side-payments could have an even
greater impact. Especidly if the governments of those
countries control the production or transit of the most sen-
sitiveitems, then such efforts coul d raise benefits notable
at the system level without raising costs. But what kind
of side-payments?

Currently, the United States appropriatesrelatively low
levels of economic assi stance to strengthen foreign export
control systems, mainly in the former Soviet Union, but
larger programs could prove useful asthey providedirect
economic benefitsfor implementing export controls. Ty-
ing massive packages of economic support to implement-
ing export controls might have more impact, but
contributing stateswould haveto consider the overal ef-
fect on proliferation of strengthening the export control
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system of aparticular state for the price (andif they have
the political capital to transfer the much larger amounts
of foreign assstancethisimplies). Appea sbased onidentity
withaliberal community also hold some promise, but will
not have as much influence as similar appealshave among
wealthier states. |n someinstances, concrete security as-
surances might push poorer states to adopt export con-
trols. Thelack of resourcesin those states, however, often
means that governments cannot implement and enforce
an effective export control system. Finally, the threat or
imposition of either targeted or broad economic sanctions
might prompt governmentsto adopt export controls (again,
controls they may not be able to implement or enforce
effectively), but it seemsmorelikely that sanctions might
impose debilitating economic costs that would movethe
target country (or the government of thetarget company)
further away from the threshold point where benefits ex-
ceed costs.

This study examined asmall number of cases, sofairly
narrow conclusions are warranted. The results suggest,
however, that officials of the export control community
should consider giving greater credence to the value of
helping other countriesto prosper. Industrialists eager to
promote trade have long advocated this position. At the
sametime, when governments support and encourage vio-
lation of nonproliferation norms, the United States, itsal-
lies, and itsfriends should not balk at the use of strict, if
narrowly-targeted, sanctions, especialy on thetransfer of
military or dual-useitems. Wherevolitionislesscertain,
however, further study of linked side-payments on the cost
and benefit structure for imposing export controls might
proveinsightful.

Intheoretical terms, this study provides additional evi-
denceto support the notion that aliberal international com-
munity existsand has expanded in the post-Cold War era.
Adherence to multilateral export control arrangements,
moreover, goes beyond a conglomeration of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization and bilateral security trea-
ties, we believe, to fit more closely with the prevailing
combination of statesthat exhibit liberal political and eco-
nomic polities. In the sense that export control policies
reflect choices about national economic and security in-
terests, this goes to the heart of the characteristics of a
liberal community. At the sametime, the relativeimpor-
tance of economics compared with politicsin thefindings
challenges the standard constructivist view of the foun-
dation of theliberal international community, which tends
to emphasize politics over economics. Finally, this study
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also suppliesaplausible answer to the puzzle of why states
not immediately threatened by the proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction and generally committed to re-
ducing trade barrierswoul d expend considerable resources
to implement controls on the export of sensitive advanced
technologies.
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