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on Export Controls for Con- ©of appropriate state behavior in the pose, and membership, Wassenaar

ventional Arms and Dual- international community. The role of has been called the “only important
Use Goods and Technologies is thethe latter, which is highlighted by multilateral arrangement that ad-
first post-Cold War export control constructivist international relations dresses the conventional arms trade
regime. This article explains the theory, has traditionally received the and high-technology items with
regime’s emergence and implica- least attention but holds important military applications.” The succes-
tions in terms of three contending implications for security regimes. In sor regime for CoCom, Wassenaar
theories of international relations: particular, it suggests that closerwas established on July 12, 1996,
realism, neoliberalism, and transgovernmental working relation- and takes much of its design from
constructivism. More specifically, it Ships among export control person-its predecessér.CoCom was cre-
addresses the question of why thenel can help establish organizationalated by the United States and its al-
Coordinating Committee for Multi- Cultures and practices that promotelies in 1949 to restrict Western trade
lateral Export Controls (CoCom), effectiveness in national export con- with the Soviet Union. Rooted as it
which was established during the trol agencies. Such interaction canwas in the East-West conflict, it did
Cold War, was replaced by an orga-€ncourage both the internalization of not last long after the end of the Cold
nization taking Wassenaar’s form, nonproliferation norms through so- War. Ata CoCom High Level Meet-
and what this tells us about post-Cialization processes and greatering (HLM) on November 16, 1993,
Cold War international security co- competence in enforcing controls. member states agreed to phase out
operation. | argue that Wassenaar'sWassenaar could provide a forum CoCom and replace it with an insti-
structure is due to a combination of for such efforts. tution focused on nonproliferation
factors emphasized by each of the Named for the Dutch town near €XPOrt cc_)ntrols rather than Cold War
three major theories, respectively: the Hague where five rounds of ne- €c0nomic warfare. CoCom controls
security concerns, self-interested gotiations between 1994 and 1996Would be maintained at national dis-

The Wassenaar Arrangement bargaining among states, and normswere held to define its scope, pur-
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cretion in the interimd. The dissolu- bers commit to deny exports to re- the creation and maintenance of in-
tion decision, which contrasts with gions of concern and to consult eachternational regimes requires a pre-
NATO's persistence, was driven by other regarding exports of many dominantly powerful state, would
increased sensitivity to national eco- items. lead us to expect that CoCom would
nomic competitiveness in a global- lack a successor in the context of
izing economy, concerns that relative American decline since the
control_s were inhibiting market re- sition was motivated by security early postwar yeard. And if it V\{fiS
forms in former communist states, concerns, economic interests, orto be r:eplaced, why was the _New
and a sense that Co(_:om was overlynorms and identities. This article Forurr_l s_uch a Ia_rge and _unW|eIdy
domlnated by the United States._ Thewill show that, while security and organization? Rathnal choice theor_y
deC|S|on_ also reflected the_z wide- economic interests played a roIe,te"S us th_at reaching agreement is
spread view of CoCom (particularly norms and states’ identities matteredharder with large numbers, yet
among formertarget states) as an amore than traditional analyses of Wassenaar is twice the size of
chaic “vestige of_the Cold Wa¢.” security would lead one to antici- CoCom?*? It had bee_n hard enough
Pe.rhaps most |mpc_)rtantly, the pate. This finding suggests there arel© reach consensus in C_o(_:om W_lth-
United States felt that its technology ways to improve contemporary in- out exacerbating the difficulty in
embargo inhibited Russian defense gaining agreement by adding more
conversion and the development of members. Or why not, as had been
market economies in Russia and suggested, combine the nuclear, con-
China. Bringing the former enemy ventional, biological, and missile

However, it is not clear to what
extent the CoCom-Wassenaar tran-

ternational cooperation to control the
proliferation of advanced weaponry,
so that the WA might become a more
effective regime.

inside the walls was a difficult pro- technology export control regimes
. ) i ) : -

cess, and _m_the _end the issue of RUSPUZZLES TO BE EXPLAINED mtq one o_verf_alrchlng arrangeméﬁt_.

sian participation was the most This section introduces three major

contentious of the two-year-long A number of questions arise in theoretical approaches in interna-
negotiations to create a “New Fo- relation to Wassenaar’'s develop- tional relations that might provide
rum” to replace CoCom. But ulti- ment. First, why does it exist at all? an answer to these questions. The
mately the negotiations succeededlf @ need for a multilateral nonpro- rest of this article then assesses how
in creating a successor for CoCom, liferation export control regime was well these theories do in actually ex-
culminating in the establishment of widely felt, why not reform and en- plaining the WA case.
the Wassenaar Arrangement (WA). large CoCom and avoid the time and
costs of two years of difficult nego- Realism
tiations? After all, NATO—another _ _ _
'Cold War institution—was not Realism is a cluster of theories
abandoned or replaced by a succes_!hat focus on stat_e power as _the most
" sor. And the CoCom Cooperation |mpo_rtant_factor in world poI|t|cS“..
Forum of the early 1990s foreshad- Reallsts_ view states as the most im-
owed the Partnership for Peace. RecPortant international actors and ar-
ognizing a need to redefine itself for gue th_at anarch_y—the lack of a
a post-Cold War mission, CoCom sovereign authority above the na-

had already been shifting to a non_tion-state—requires states to make
proliferation focus. It is not imme- self-preservation their highest prior-
diately clear why this mission ity, and to seek power to achieve that

15 i 1 -
concerns, states have nonethelesreqUIreOI a new organization, so 2?;}0:1- r\:\ilrlek];%r?é;gtzrnn; :‘Ilzr;?ilnzoc;ps-
preferred multilateral solutions ToCom's dissolution was notinevi- iall i : If

i o .~ table and bears explainiAy. pecially on security _matters. _
which even the WA's critics view export control cooperation occurs, it
as superior to bilateral agreements, Alternatively, if member states || pe explained by realists as a
to the proliferation challenge. More- did not wish to preserve CoCom, cq|lective response to a common
over, Wassenaar is actually moreWhy replace it? Hegemonic stabil- threat, or as a result of coercion by a
than a transparency regime, as memity theory (HST), which claims that gominant state.

Critics claim that Wassenaar is an
inadequate replacement for CoCom
amounting to little more than a trans-
parency regime like the UN Regis
ter of Conventional Arms$ Even its
American advocates admit that it is
not all that they would liké.As one
proponent wrote, “[I]t has received
scant attention in the mainstream
press, and has been greeted with ne
glect, even cynicism, by the arms
control community.? Despite these
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Three strands of realist theory areshifts. Contrary to realist expecta- determinate to explain the
potentially relevant to explaining tions, however, this article will show Wassenaar Arrangement.
export control cooperation: thatinthe case of Wassenaar, secu-
neorealist balancing theory, hege-rity concerns do not appear to haveConstructivism
monic stability theory, and Joseph been the primary motivation for the
Grieco’s voice opportunities thesis. participation of many members.
Balancing theory argues that smaller
states will ally with each other to Neoliberalism
prevent their domination by a larger
power! Export controls would arise
as an effort to prevent a threatening
state from growing stronger. Hege-
monic stability theory portrays in-
ternational regimes as the result of
an exceedingly powerful state find-
ing it in its interest to coerce others
into the coordinated provision of an
international public good, such as
export control’ Hence, a dominant

An alternative, social construc-
tionist, approach to world politics
focuses on the role of norms and
identities in internationatela-

Neoliberalism, the most influen- tions?° Realists and neoliberals
tial theoretical alternative to realism, share an assumption that actors be-
focuses on the salutary effects of in-have rationally, choosing actions
ternational interdependence and onjudged most likely to satisfy their
the promotion of cooperation by in- most importantgoals. However,
ternational institutions. Neoliberals neither of these approaches satisfac-
accept the realist assumptions thattorily explains the origins of states’
states are the basic actors in internapreferences and interests. Realists
tional relations and that they act ra-tend to deduce a state’s interests
tionally in pursuit of their national from its relative power and position

. . ._interestst® However, neoliberals in the world, while neoliberals take
state that has an interest in denying . , .
. argue that states, contrary to realistpreferences as given and explain
certain capabilities to other states but .
) : . theory, are capable of sustained co-how states pursue them.
requires cooperation to achieve that

objective will either bribe or force operation that is not merely a by-

o product of the distribution of power.
other states to join it in export con- hi S lished
frols. This cooperation is accomplishe

through international institutions
By contrast, Grieco’s voice op- and regimes.

" . ternational actors, and that explana-
portunities thesis states that “if states . . . . o
) Thus, neoliberals see export con-tions of international politics must
share a common interest and under-

take negotiations on rules constitut- trol regimes, sgch as CoCom andaccount for_this process. _This view,
ing a collaborative arrangement Wassenaar, as |nst|tut|on_al arrange-expressed in constructivist theory,
then the weaker but still influential’ ments for solving collectlveT action holdsthat_actors’ behavior regularly
parties will seek to ensure that the probl_ems among states Wlth_c_om-follows widely shared nqrmg_and
rules so constructed will provide for mon interests. States_may participatestandards of conduct and is c_r|t|cally
effective voice opportunities for not becguse of sec_urlty concerns bulaffgcted by actors’ conceptlons of
them and will thereby prevent or at to obtain economic S|_de-paymentsth_e|rown and othgrs’ roles and iden-
least ameliorate their domination by such as freer trade W|th_n_1(_ambers.t|t|es. Construct|\/_|sts argue, for ex-
stronger partnerst® Therefore Or, states may cooperate|n|t|_ally be- amplt_a, that reall_s_ts are wrong to
states participating in a muItiIate}aI cause of a temporary _securlty c_on-explam Worllql politics pn_mgrlly in
regime such as CoCom o cern, butflnd_the benefit of reducing terms of military capa_lbll!t_les and
Wassenaar would do so not becaust.he “transaction costs” of coopera- power balances. The significance of
a hegemon prevented them from%on. on othe_r mgtter_s mal_<es |twor_th- two states’ capabilities depends on
free-riding, or because they were while to institutionalize t_helr each aptor’s_ assessment o_f the
balancing a,lgainstalarger power butarrangement so that cooperatlon_ex-other’s intentions. Thus, relations
to preserve influence. Realists Of'anyte_nds beypnd the problem that_flrst between states also depend on the
stripe see international cooperationm.ggered it. However, thIS _artlcle presence or a_bsen_ge c_)f shared
as a by-product of the distribution will _show_that t_he appl_lcatlon of norms, mutual !dentlflcatlon,_ and
of power, and expect cooperative in- neol_|berallsm to international coop- common worldviews. Internat|or_1al
stitutioné to collapse when power eration on export_ cc_mtrolg, Whl_le politics cannot be gnder_stood with-
generating useful insights, is too in- out reference to this social context.

Critics of these approaches argue
that national interests and prefer-
ences emerge and change through
interaction with other states and in-
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A small but growing body of work THE ESTABLISHMENT OF ment on a basic framework in late
approaches export control coopera-WASSENAAR: THE “NEW December of 1995, and representa-
tion from a social constructionist FORUM” AND THE tives of 31 states attended the first
perspective. Empirical studies have NEGOTIATIONS PROCESS plenary session. However, agree-

examined the demand side of the Since the decision to create the MeNton basic issues was not reached
arms trade in terms of developing WA was a by-product of the deci- until July of 1996, when Wassenaar
states’ desire to (:reateamodernizedsiOn to shut down CoCom, was formally founded by 33 statés.
identity?* Nuclear proliferation and Wassenaar's story must begin with The former CoCom states and co-
missile guidance have been de'CoCom’s last days. Accounts of operating countries form the core of
scribed as instances of the social~,~om's end differ over who initi- tN€ successor institution, but
construction of technolog$? ated the dissolution process.Accord-Wassenaar also includes former
Constructivists have investigated ing to the American delegation to the CoCom targets and other non-mem-
the development and importance OfWA, the demise of CoCom was bers3?

norms of non-use relating to chemi-

spurred by presidential discussions CoCom had been founded in 1949
cal and nuclear armameritsAnd

: between Clinton and Yeltsin at the by the United States and its allies—
hypot_h_eses derived from_ CON" vvancouver summit in April 1993. mostly NATO member# It arose
structivism have been applied to Journalist Michael Lelyveld has from a shared concern that uncon-
post-Cold War export controts. claimed instead that “with the trolled trade with the Soviet Union
Constructivism would explain in- breakup of the Soviet Union, Ger- and its allies could increase the com-
ternational export control coopera- many demanded that CoCom be bur-munist threat to their own security.
tion in terms of the shared ied, too.%® Although CoCom was CoCom eventually grew to encom-
knowledge and social practices thatturning its post-Cold War focus to pass 17 states—the NATO member
give meaning to the material factors general nonproliferation controls, its states minus Iceland plus Japan and
emphasized by realists and deter-demise did not signal a rejection of Australia®* Neutral states such as
mine the identities, interests, and institutionalized export control co- Austria, Switzerland, and the Neth-
preferences left unexplained by lib- ordination in general. The decision erlands were induced to undertake
erals. Thus, the multilateralism of to establish a “New Forum” showed varying degrees of cooperation, al-
the Wassenaar Arrangement wouldthat states continued to view multi- though they did not joif® Even
be seen as a product of basic prin-lateral export control cooperation asamong members, however, there
ciples (such as indivisibility, non- necessary, albeit for different pur- was significant disagreement over
discrimination, and diffuse poses?® This consensus stemmed the extent to which an economic
reciprocity) of the postwar interna- from alarm over the extent to which embargo was desirable. This pro-
tional order, and not merely a direct Iraq had progressed in its weaponsduced internal debate and conflict
function of the international distri- programs, as discovered in the Gulfover what items were to be con-
bution of power, or of rational trans- War of 1991. As a US State Depatrt- trolled. CoCom was headquartered
action cost minimizatiod® ment Fact Sheet stated, “The Iraqin an annex to the US Embassy in
Constructivism therefore offers an war taught us that indiscriminate Paris on the Rue de la Boetielt
alternative to conventional security exports of conventional weapons had a staff of about 20 and consulta-
and economic-interest explanationsand sensitive dual-use technologiestions were held on a weekly basis in
of international export control coop- can pose serious threats to our interan awkward L-shaped room in the
eration. This is not to say that ests and to international securiff.” basement’
constructivists ignore power or self-

) Originally, it was expected that CoCom set several precedents for
interese® Rather, they look for ways g y P b

: ) ) > the successor regime would takelater export control regimes. First,
in which shar1ed norms ar_wd identity o er at the time of CoCom's disman- it was an informal arrangement. As
shgpe actors_ ““defSta”‘?"”Q of Whattling. However, agreement on the re-one description put it, “COCOM is

their economic and securltymterestsplacement framework was not based not on international treaty or
are. Before we can apply these theo'achieved for another two years. law but on agreement® and “[a]s

res tq We_lssenaar, howe\_/er, aCIOSGFI'Wenty-eight states reached agree-a voluntary organization, COCOM
examination of the case is in order.
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has no mechanism for forcing mem- described by some as “NoConlt.” agreed to sell. The issue was tabled
bers to accept its recommenda-States continued to observe thepending a February meeting in
tions.”™® Also, CoCom established CoCom regulations at national dis- Canberra, Australiz. Shortly there-
the practice of multilateral list con- cretion until the establishment of a after, at an informal meeting in
struction, creating three lists of con- New Forum to succeed it. Carcassonne, France, on March 18-
trolled items. These were the The decision to end CoCom and 19, 1995, EU foreign ministers sug-
International Atomic Energy List ested inviting Russia to join
(IAEL), International Munitions List on November 16, 1993, at the Closegiscussioné.3 The United States
(IML), and Industrial List® Adding of the CoCom High Level Meeting eventually agreed to Russian partici-
or remO\_/ing an ite_m _from a control in the Hague® Frans Engering of pation ir_1 late June of 199$.HOW-

list reql_Jlred_ unammn_y. It was the the Netherlands, chair of CoCom at €V&r: this was less than six m_onths
Industrial List, covering dual-use its end, was named president of thebefore the scheduled conclusion of
equipment,_that pr_oved the source Ofmultilateral negotiations aimed at the_negotiations and Russian par_tici-
the most dissensioti.CoCom fur- implementing a CoCom successor._pat'on was therefore somewhat lim-

ther established the practice of im- In late October of 1994, he stated ited.

port certificate/delivery v_er|f|cat|on that he expected the establishment After the deadlocked December
(IC/DV) syste_ms to MONItor eXPort ¢ the New Forum by the end of the 1994 HLM, the representatives re-
control comphancé% Many of these, year? However, at year's end ne- leased a statement identifying re-
precgdents lived on after CoCom’s gotiations remained deadlocked overmaining tasks. Three were
demise. Russian agreements to sell arms tespecifically highlighted: dealing
The actual proposal to replace Iran. Specifically, agreement with the dual-use and conventional
CoCom with a successor was ini- “hinged on existing contracts be- arms pillars (especially with respect
tially made by the United States in tween Russia and Iran covering to computers, telecommunications,
1993# As then Under Secretary of Kilo-class submarines, T-72 tanks and machine tools), completing
State Lynn Davis testified in early and various fighter aircraft® Re- technical aspects of these pillars, and
1994 portedly, the United States had developing provisions for greater

negotiate a SuUccessor was announce

...[R]ather than sweeping
away the CoCom arrange-
ment, we decided there were
good reasons for an orderly
transition in which the ar-

rangement would be closed
down with care and a new
regime established to re-
spond to the new security
threats...[Regional arms
proliferation concerns] led

us to approach our allies in
mid-1993 with a proposal to

create a new, more broadly
based mechanism with a
security rationale tailored

for the post-Cold War

world.#*

pressed at the December 21-22 HLMtransparency through information
in Wassenaar that the WA be estab-exchange and consultatiéhln ad-
lished without Russia, in view of dition, the statement called for con-
Russia’s intransigence in the face ofsideration of membership for
American demands that it forego Taiwan, South Korea, the Baltics,
already agreed to sales to Ifén. and most of the Eastern European
states that had been part of the So-

European states, on the other> <~ : I ire during the Cold
hand, felt that Russian participation vietintormal empire during the Co
War These states had been coor-

was absolutely necessary in order for dinati th CoCom f b
WA to develop effectiveness or le- Inating wit | LoL.om for a number
of years®” Finally, the joint state-

gitimacy, and they were unwilling
to accept WA without Russf.In ment declared that the new arrange-
would be open and

fact, Japan and the European stategnent_ o o
were much less concerned with thenondlscrlmlnatory, admitting any

As a result, it was decided in late Iran issue and were prepared to agStates meeting its previously agreed
1993 that CoCom would be dis- mit Russia first and settle the Iran ©" membership crite_rP&.Thig d_em-_
solved, with the gqal of establlsh_mg sales lateft Faced with this dead- onstrated both a desire to distinguish
a successor regime by the t'melock, some speculated that thethe New Forum from CoCom’s ex-
CoCom shut down. In fact, while United States might offer to com- plicit targeting of the Soviet bloc and
CoCom was eliminated on March pensate Russia for any claims thatChina’ and a lack of consensus on
31, 1994, the Wassenaar Arrange-|.an might bring on the basis of Rus- exactly which states were to be con-
ment was not formally inaugurated d sidered pariahs.

) IS sian failure to provide arms it ha
until July 12, 1996. The interim was
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The specific arrangements that states such as the United States thastated that “We were not able to ac-
emerged from these negotiationsprefer a stricter and stronger regimecept a sham of an organizatidf.”
were lists of components categorizedview this as a foundation on which In addition, the French and Germans
in the two pillars of dual-use goods to build a more effective structute. resisted efforts to specify proscribed
and conventional arms. In the for- The Wassenaar Arrangement wastargets such as Iran and Irag, and one
mulation of the arms pillar, created with greater concern for its US official was quoted as saying that
minilateralism (leadership by a core effect on commerce than had Char_outside issues were being injected in
group within a larger multilateral ar- acterized CoCom. By July of 1995, “some weird dynamic between the
rangement) was evident with the an international board overseeing theUnited States and Germany over the
United States, United Kingdom, New Forum negotiations was receiv- management of Atlantic rela-
Russia, France, Germany, and Italying input not only from states, but tions.”™® One report later stated that
meeting informally as a “small also from industrial peak associa- “Russia’s admission to the new
group on conventional arms” to “de- tions such as the Union of Industrial 9"°UP nearly killed it because Mos-
velop special guidelines for detailed and Employers Confederations of cow insisted on using other nations’
information exchange and pre-con- Europe (UNICEY* In September license denial information for leads
sultation amongst themselves.” to land its own sales”

it had q 995, 28 states announced the cre-
Little consensus had emerged as ol of the New Forum as working  Deadlocked, the business of the

early 1995, however, W'.th knowl- groups followed through on unre- meeting was deferred to a plenary
edgeable sources r_eportmg tha_t thesolved issues in preparation for the session on July 11-12. This follow-
French qnd Russ'an.qelegat'onsDecember High Level Meeting at up meeting was held with a feeling
were reS|§tant to conditions pUShedWassenaaﬁ‘% At the conclusion of that further deadlock would mean
by the United States. Smaller stateSy o pecember meeting, the New that “the entire arrangement could
such as Japan, the _Netherlands, aNEorum formally announced the collapse.™ Frans Engering, the
Norway were agitating for success- founding of the WA at the Peace Dutch official who had been head-
ful negotiations among th? small Palace in the Hague. It was agreeding the New Forum negotiations,
group memberoshlp frqm which they that the institutional home of the ar- stepped aside in frustration, and was
were ex_cluded_. Despite the small rangement, a small permanent secteplaced by Staffan Sohlman of the
gggfiﬂf‘zeéwzggé:g?;;ﬁ? :%:gﬁ'retariat, would be in Vienna. Swedish Foreign Affairs Ministry.
nual information exchange among What was to have been the first ;Entgaemcgnst'; iggt);ﬁgiire- almost all
all participating states covering de- Plenary meeting of the WA took naing Issues were
Al P pating st: 9 lace on April 2-3. 1996 in settled. The Russians accepted the
liveries of arms listed on the UN P P ’ ' April text, and administrative tasks

Register to nonmembers of the newVienna This was a contentious ) ,
regimest affair, and rather than accomplish- Were resolved with one exception—

ing the tasks on the agenda, the deI-there was no agreement on who

egates instead became embroiled inwould actually head the secretariat,

as neither American nor German

These provisions generally con-
tras_]'f_wnh CO?OT S, Wh'gh requm(ajd a disagreement with the Russian rep-=> ' ined th e
noti |cat]|con|o a rr]ne;n «_srsblln a ’dresentatives over whether notifica- nomlnie_:s_game the r;qlélsne_lszp-
vance of sales to the Soviet bloc andy; ., ¢ indercuts (sales which others POIt. This issue was table until the
required unanimous approval in had earlier denied) were to be re.next scheduled plenary session in
]E:OCOI’S in rc])rder for _suc_h salesto _goquired at the time of license issuanceDecerberi andﬂftlll was not resc;llved
orwar (.:TCus WA |s,d|n cohmp_arl- or after the sale was completéd. months later": Howevre]r,d]:[_ eII
fon to Io om|,<V|evc\j/e asd ;;{mg 4The United States refused to procee Wass]:snazzr A(\jrrangement ad finally
seriously weakened mandateas ,, e establishment of the secre-°€€n founded.

a result of its wider jurisdiction and tariat until the Russians agreed to the The Initial Elements finally estab-

Iallr%er rr?e:nbli:rsfhlp. Exa_mples N consensus of the other delegationdished at the July meeting state that:
clu elt ‘T ack or a ul?anlmcrus a%' that the earlier notification was nec- (1) Tne Vgassenaatr)lA r(—ae_-
proval rule (veto) to allow sales an essary for the arrangement to be ment has been established in

order to contribute to re-
the generally voluntary nature of the minimally effective. One delegate gional and international se-
arrangement as a whole. However,
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curity and stability, by pro-
moting transparency and
greater responsibility in
transfers of conventional
arms and dual-use goods
and technologies, thus pre-
venting destabilizing accu-
mulations. Parnuﬁatm
states will seek, throug
their national policies, to
ensure that transfers of these
items do not contribute to
the development or en-
hancement of military capa-
bilities which undermine
these goals, and are not di-
verted to support such capa-
bilities.
(2) It will complement and
reinforce, without duplica-
tion, the existing control re-
glmes for weapons of mass
estruction and their deliv-
ery systems, as well as other
internationally recognized
measures designed to pro-
mote transparency and
greater responsibility, by fo-
cusing on the threats to in-
ternational and regional
peace and security which
may arise from transfers of
armaments and sensitive
dual-use goods and tech-
nologies where risks are
judged greatest.
(3) This arrangement is
also intended to enhance co-
operation to prevent the ac-
quisition of armaments and
sensitive dual-use items for
military end-uses, if the
situation in a region or the
behavior of a state is, or be-
comes, a cause for serious
concern to the participating
states.
(4) This arrangement will
not be directed against any
state or group of states and
will not impede bona fide
civil transactions. Nor will
it interfere with the rights of
states to acquire legitimate
means with which to defend
themselves pursuant to Ar-
ticle 51 of the Charter of the
United Nations?3

The guestion of who would head
the secretariat remained unresolvedTHE ELEMENTS OF THE WA
after the December 1996 plenary,
after strong arguments over German
and American candidatésBut the

closed-door December 1996 plenaryin many ways but differs in some
did agree on a work program and asignificant features. Typical of ex-
1997 budget® It was also agreed, port control regimes, it is an infor-
after initial European opposition to mal arrangement lacking a legal
the US proposal, to include mention basis in a formal treat. Also, like

of a specific country—Afghani- CoCom, WA is based on coordina-
stan—in the final communique, as tion of national controls, rather than
an example of a conflict area to international management of inter-
which no WA members had ex- national trade in controlled items.
ported armg® However, its membership of 33

Voluntary exchange of informa- states is larger than any other multi-
tion was to begin September 1, lateral export control arrangement
199677 November 1, 1996 was set e>fcept the (London) Nuclc_sar Sup-
as the target date for list implemen- pliers Group (NSG), and includes

tation. The exchange of information ?:eecl:rly t\é\;'cl\j as m?nﬁ/ states af) did
for the conventional arms pillar cov- oCom-* Many of these member

ers the seven categories of the ynstates are former CoCom targets.
Register on Conventional Arms Thus, a key feature of the Arrange-

Transfers: (1) battle tanks, (2) ar- ment is the membership.

mored combat vehicles, (3) attack _

helicopters, (4) combat aircraft, (5) Form and Membership

warships, (6) heavy artillery, and (7)  Robert Keohane has distinguished
missiles and missile launche®s. multilateral institutions according to
Ground-to-air missiles were not in- their criteria for membership. Re-
cluded because of “resistance on thestricted institutions are those that
part of other countries [than the |imit membership to states with par-
United States]” There were to be ticular systems of government or
three other exchanges covering theshared interests. Keohane calls in-
different tiers and subsets of the stitutions that are in principle open
dual-use list in which information to all states meeting required condi-
such as the descriptions, numberstions “conditionally open.” Accord-
and reasons for denial of items’ ex- ing to this distinction, CoCom was
ports would be include®. Some  arestricted regime, while Wassenaar
delegates said their states would beis a conditionally open on¥.
unable to make this target but would CoCom was more restricted in its
make every effort to implement the membership and its multilateralism
agreement by the December 1996was essentially Western rather than
plenary®* This was generally ac- global. Inits original Cold War tech-
cepted by the delegates, in recogni-nology-denial mission, it was not
tion of the variance in existing open to any country meeting speci-
export control arrangements amongdfied standards of behavior. Rather,
the member states. After a rocky it expressly proscribed transfers to
start, the Wassenaar Arrangementthe Soviet bloc per se. Rather than
was up and running. explicitly targeting any particular
state or states, Wassenaar has been
declared to be open on a nondis-
criminatory basis to any state meet-
ing its criteria, and it targets behavior
deemed illegitimate rather than per-

The Wassenaar Arrangement is
similar to its predecessor institution

The Nonproliferation Review/Winter 1999 39



Michael Lipson

manently targeting particular states, results in meaningful consultations
as CoCom did. (“Rogue regimes” over whether to allow such “under-
such as Iran, Iraqg, North Korea, andcutting” to be consummated, not
Libya have been informally identi- merely as notification of a fait ac-
fied as target states, but are not for-compli® Under Wassenaar rules,
mally designated with this status in decisions are made at national dis-
Wassenaar's founding documents.)cretion and no veto exists in any
However, while CoCom was a more case. WA also lacks the level of on-
exclusive club, it was clearly not going consultations that character-
bilateral. And, by including small ized CoCom. However, it is free of
states, such as the Benelux countriesthe symbolic baggage of the Cold
and operating on the basis of con-War that complicated attempts to
sensus rather than majority voting, adapt CoCom to a nonproliferation
it was more properly termed multi- mission in its later years. The em-
lateral rather than a great power phasis of WA is on nonproliferation,
minilateral arrangemerff. So transparency, and end-use assur-
CoCom and WA both exhibit varia- ances, rather than on wholesale de-
tion on the multilateral forref. nial of technology and trade to

threats to global security
began to emerge, including
the spread of weapons of
mass destruction and their
delivery systems. This led
the US and other countries
to develop worldwide non-

proliferation regimes, such
as the Nuclear Suppliers
Group, the Missile Technol-
ogy Control Regime

[MTCR], and the Australia

Group. The Wassenaar Ar-
rangement extends and
complements this develop-
ment. And it begins, as did
these other regimes, with
the initial elements essential
to getting underway the
practical work—frame-

works, basic guidelines, and
lists.20

Reminiscent of CoCom’s head-

Communist states. WA is much quarters in an annex to the Ameri-
more open than the secretive can embassy in Paris, the Wassenaar
CoCom, and even has its own webArrangement is based in Vienna
page?® But the practices of lists and with a small secretariat located there.
fthe administrative techniques in- The secretariat employs a staff of
volved are clearly the legacy of about 10 people in facilities supplied
CoCom, Wassenaar has lists OfCoCom. by the Austrian governmefitHow-

items of varying levels of concern  These practices of institutional- €Ver. policy is set not by the staff
(tiers), categorized within conven- ized export control are not limited PUt DY consensus of the members
tional arms and dual-use “pillars.” to CoCom and Wassenaar. Accord-themselves.

The dual-use pillar is made up of aing to Lynn Davis, formef US _ .
basic (tier 1) list of controlled goods, Undersecretary of State for Arms Membership and Targets: Inside

Lists and Notification
Requirements

Wassenaar closely parallels its
predecessor in the use and form o
its lists of controlled items. Like

supplemented by annexes listing Control and International Security @nd Outside
sensitive (tier 2) and very sensitive Affairs:

(subset of tier 2) goods. CoCom re-
quired notification of all members
in advance of all sales to proscribed
destinations, and unanimous ap-
proval in order for such sales to go
forward. While Wassenaar lacks the
unanimity rule that allowed CoCom
members to veto each other’'s ex-
ports of controlled items, Wassenaar
members agreed that a state would,
within 60 (preferably 30) days of
approving a license for the export of
an item “essentially identical” to one
that had been denied by another state
within the past three years, inform
the state that had issued the denial.
This provision is effective only if it

40

Although the CoCom par-
ties were responsible for ini-
tiating development of the
Wassenaar Arrangement,
the successor regime differs
significantly in its goals and
procedures, given the
changed strategic environ-
ment. CoCom was designed
as an institution of the Cold
War to respond to the threat
posed by the Soviet Union
and its allies. The West
sought to maintain its quali-
tative edge on the battlefield
by a virtual prohibition on
sales of arms to “communist
countries” and by control-
ling the export of strategic
products and technical data.
As the original threats of the
Cold War diminished, new

WA membership is broad in com-
parison to other nonproliferation
export control regimes and includes
a number of former CoCom targets.
There were 36 states as of July 1996
that were members of one or another
of the major regimes (CoCom,
MTCR, NSG, Zangger Committee,
Australia Group, and EU dual-use
regulation). Of these, all but three
were members of the Wassenaar Ar-
rangement as of this writing. As
noted above, this makes WA the sec-
ond most comprehensive of the ex-
port control regimes in participation.
Brazil, Iceland, and South Africa are
the only members of other nonpro-
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liferation regimes that are not mem- Early Performance North Korea as “dangerous coun-
bers of Wassenaar, and South Africa Early evaluations of WA revealed tries” in which arms buildups should
has expressed interest in joining disappointment by advocates of be prevented?

WA_'QZ In some cases, _SUCh as BUI’strong nonproliferation export con-

garia, states have lobbied hard t0 b& 5 ‘one commentator argued thatABILITY OF THEORIES TO

admitted after being initially re- “Wassenaar. conceived as a forumEXPLAIN THE WA

03 i ie L .
fused®® Such interest can be mOtl_ for instituting arms export restraint, Having covered Wassenaar’s

vated by security concerns, domeSt'cmerer provides a forum for ex- brief history, we can now apply the

Zggggz't;hae d‘?/gfl'ég(}?/voet?gpn%iﬁfglghanging information on arms ship- theories outlined earlier to the case.
. ments.®® Another critic claimed While each theory contributes some-
ogy, and a wish to become full mem-

i ' ’ . that “The failure of Wassenaar thing to an explanation of
prs 1 h eratonal oY seme o ncresse US relnce onacsenaa, one rovies al x
regimes® Russia has asked that unilateral controls® The vquntary_ p!anatlon by itself. Rea_llsts_' empha-
Belarus énd Kazakhstan be admit_September 19_96_data exchange mJ.S'S on state power highlights the
ted to WA, as they form a Customs volved submissions on dual-use importance gf American leadership
Union Witr; Russia. and Belarus hastransfers from only half of WA in the establishment of WA. But the
directly expressed }ts interest in join- members, though all had reporteq tolack of agreement among ”?embers
ing % the UN Conventional Arms Regis- over the threat posed by proliferants,
: ter. However, this first exchange had and the limited effect of supposed
Among the features of WA agreed been viewed as non-compulsory be-American hegemony, are not well
to in the negotiations are that “[t]he cause some founding members hacexplained by realism. Factors em-
Wassenaar Arrangement will be indicated they would be unable to phasized by neoliberals, such as
open on a global and nondiscrimi- comply with regime requirements side-payments for regime compli-
natory basis to all countries meet- by the September date. ance, clearly play a role in export
ing the agreed membership gy eral states that had not yetcontrol cooperation. Greater access
criteria.™® The membership criteria, passed the national implementingto Western technology is a strong
agreed to at the High Level Meeting g gis|ation did so shortly thereafter. iNCeNtive to seek admission to re-

in September 1994, are: A working group session on the first 9imes such as Wassenaar. And the

adequate existing export : e
cont?ols, adherenge topthe two days of a June 2-12, 1997, meet.neoliberal distinction between prob-

major international weap- ing of WA member state represen- [€ms of coordination (minimal co-
ons nonproélferatlon agrk'ﬁe- tatives evaluated the March 31. OPeration to avoid a particular
g(e%tr?'pg{i]qieﬁg\?vgﬂjsl‘p; 1997, information exchange and urI[Qeswatt)_Ie outcomez_ anfl colrllgbo-
riah’ countries—Iran, Iraq, found substantially improved par- ration (active cooperation to achieve
(1F%3% S0inncs ave been  cipation compared o the Septem-£ ESIAUEY SHCES 8970 B 05
! < i ul for analyzing the process of prob-
deemed pariahs because of ~ Der 1996 exchangé US officials o def i/ g thp P P ;
their suspected ties to terror- ~ have continued to express confi- ‘€M delinition in the formation o
|sm|, attempﬁs to develop]c dence in WA as a foundation for the Wassenaar. However, it is necessary
nuclear or other weapons o i to turn to constructivist analysis to
mass destruction, possible develo_pment of more effective co- explain why particular robler¥1 defi-
designs on territorial expan- operation. In one proposed expan-&XP yPp P
sion or ﬁther forms of be-  sjon of Wassenaar's role, severalNitions were adopted, and to appre-
avior that raise questions nciate the role of norms of
about their commitment to states hav_e also pus_hed to have llg,hf\on oliferation and  multi.
regional and global stabil- weapons included in Wassenaar's"ONPr¢ ao
ity.)® purview. And while consensus on lateralism. Constructivism’s rel-

Thus, it is the collective judgment formally naming states as targets re-€vance to WA suggests that closer

of state behavior rather than either majns elusive, agreements have beeffNgagement with former target

regime type or membership in a par-reached on control of encryption, Statés may enhance export control

ticular bloc or alliance structure that expanding the dual-use lists, andCOOP€ration and effectiveness

establishes their status as pariahs. designating Iran, Iraq, Libya, and through socialization of relevant
elites and organizations.
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Realism near the discipline, the structure, orform. But alliances for neorealists
the coherence that CoCom hatf.” are balancing devices, and partici-
Indeed, those states that have beepation in Wassenaar does not appear
most resistant to strengthening to constitute balancing.

lated technologies enhances orVassenaar—Russia and France— Alternatively, neorealists could
threatens their relative power. This have ?‘ISO been among the states _exéxplain Wassenaar in terms of Jo-
theory therefore offers an explana- pressing the greatest concern VV'thseph Grieco’s “voice opportunities
tion of export control cooperation as Amer_lcan power, and there_fore thesis.” This thesis states that “if
either a form of alliance behavior or showing the_ greatest _propensny ©states share a common interest and
of hegemonic dominand& Strict balance against the United S_tates. T9indertake negotiations on rules con-
export controls will be undertaken some extgnt, th_en, Russian andstituting a collaborative arrange-
by a state if technology transfer is French ret_lcence in Wassenaar M3Ymnent, then the weaker but still
seen as likely to strengthen actual orbe balancing behaviot: influential parties will seek to en-
potential adversaries more, on bal- However, while the post-Cold sure that the rules so constructed will
ance, than gains from trade in suchWar demise of CoCom is consistent provide for effective voice opportu-
technologies would strengthen thatat first cut with realist expectations, nities for them and will thereby pre-
state’s own capabilities. Neorealism, the establishment of the Wassenaawvent or at least ameliorate their
with its emphasis on the difficulty Arrangement is more problematic. domination by stronger partnef8”
of cooperation between distrustful An outcome more consistent with Thus, sharing a concern with post-
states in a dangerous world, explainsthe skepticism of hard-core CoCom prevention of destabilizing
export control cooperation in gen- neorealists regarding international arms buildups, smaller states chose
eral as a form of alliance behavi8t. institutions would have been allow- to cooperate in the New Forum in
This is a plausible explanation of ing CoCom to expire without the order to prevent American domina-
CoCom'’s origins. In fact, CoCom establishment of such a replacementtion. For example, members might
has been termed “the economic armArms exports would then be a sourcebe able to limit American dominance
of NATO.” CoCom was, in this of national political and economic of the international arms market by
view, a product of the bipolar struc- power uninhibited by international imposition of regime restrictions.
ture of the Cold War international restrictions. On the surface, at least,The lack of a member veto rule in
system, and its demise was expectedhe fact that this does not appear towassenaar could be taken as success
with the end of bipolarity. have been very seriously consideredin avoiding US domination, preserv-
The replacement of CoCom with presents an anomaly for neorealistsing others’ freedom of action.
Absent the Soviet threat, it is unclear

Realists expect export controls to
reflect states’ perceptions of the de-
gree to which trade in weapons-re-

the WA could, if in its internal _ : This thesis implies that the United
makeup WA more accurately than from a nec_)reahst perspeqtlve why States could impose unacceptably
CoCom reflects the international dis- States as diverse as the United State&ﬁigh costs on other participants if
tribution of capabilities, be consis- Western El_Jropean POWETS, andthey failed to cooperate, and that
tent with neorealist expectations. former Sowe_t _ar_ld Warsaw Pact\y5ssenaar membership is under-
This explanation appears consistent>tates shou_ld jomin _suc_h an arrang€yayen on the theory of “if you can't
with congressional testimony by menf[, par_tlcul_e}rly in light of the beat them, join them.” However, it
trade consultant and former Reaganman'feSt inability of the memb_er oes not appear that the United
administration under secretary of state_s to_agree on a set of pr_oscrlbe tates has this sort of power in the
commerce for export administration, dest|r_1at|on_3196 For neorealists, a 1990s. The United States could not
Paul Freedenberg, in which he statedSeCUrty regime such as Wassenaa'éredibly threaten a trade war as pun-
that “Unfortunately, given the atti- ought to reflect a common threat, Yelishment for noncooperation, for in-
tudes of our allies and based on WhalIhe member statgs do not agree Oftance, because the targets of the
they consider to be US domination what that threat is. In some CaS€Sthreats would know that the eco-
of CoCom, we must reconcile our- fo_rmerWar_saW Pact statfa_s may hav%omic and domestic political con-
selves to the creation of a new orga-J_o'ned WA_'n o_rder to faC|I|t_ate their sequences to the United States would
nization that will not have anywhere incorporation into NATO in some likely foreclose that option. Because
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the United States no longer has theNeoliberalism lic good but also acts to prevent oth-
sort of global economic and techno- | €rs from free-riding®> Unfortu-
logical dominance it commanded in cooperation as the result of bargain-nately'_ it has_ proven d_|ff|c_ult to
_the early .decades _of the Cold War, ing among rational states with com- dgter_mlne which game S|tuaf[|on ap-
|'Fs potential to punish honcoopera- o0yt not identical interests. p!les in export control scenarios, and
_t|on on export cc_)ntrols is quite lim- Neoliberals explain sustained Coop_dn‘_ferent m(_amb(_ers of_ten seemto per-
ited, at least f_or its more Prosperous 4 4tion under conditions of anarchy ceive the situation (_1|fferently. | will
I_Eu_ropean allies. For example_, thein terms of situations modeled demonstratethatt_hls appears to ha_ve
I|m|te(_j effects of recent Ame_zrlcan through game theoRy* They cat- been the case with CoCom and in
sanct|o_ns threats against allies un'egorize different arrangements of the _estthshment of Wassenaar,
der legislation such as the Helms- making it necessary to go beyond
Burton Act on Cuba calls into neoliberalism to explain these re-
guestion the potential for American gimes.

domination on matters of trade and
security, and thereby the need for
states to preserve “voice opportuni-
ties.”

Neoliberals see export contro

actors’ interests into different game
situations, which imply different in-
stitutional forms. In dilemmas of
common interest, or collaboration Lisa Martin describes CoCom as
games, individually rational behav- a suasion game in which a hegemon
ior produces a suboptimal outcome. prevents allies from free-ridinég
Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD) is the best- This is accomplished through
Finally, hegemonic stability known examplé!? Actors in col- threats, promises of side payments,
theory explains CoCom as an instru-laboration games stand to benefit byand the creation of issue linkages.
ment for realizing the hegemon’s defection from agreements, but suf- Institutions can facilitate such strat-
interest in the collective good of fer if all do so. Collaboration can egies. Martin elaborates on the
technology controt?® CoCom is improve the outcome for all, but CoCom case as follows:

seen as the creation of a hegemonionly if a monitoring and enforce- (o:r(:l[;%ir%?sgg[ise(i;[cr)]gtrlyth'lr'%ﬁtss
postwar United States, and its de-ment regime can be established to 1,2 hegemonic actor needs

cline is not surprising given the rela- detect and punish defectios3. to establish a credible com-

tive American decline from that - : mitment to linkage. For the
: ) Dilemmas of common aversion, i i -
peak of powet*® This argument is United States, making tac

i 4 h b or coordination games, by contrast, tical linkages credible pre-
complicated, cr)]wer\]/er, gagor.‘”%' are those in which actors have an gﬁgtssioa}] rgﬁtoeiti%hnas”elnng?hlen
versy over whether the United j,centive to act in concert, but often COCOM case, for example,

States is a declining power or St_'” 2 have different preferences regarding  alinkage between control of
structural hegemon and questions,, hich policy they should collec- technology and Marshall

about whether the conditions neces-; . Plan aid was established b
tively adopti** However, once this Congress, thus improvingy

sary for HST 10 be operative apply i settieq, there is no incentive tode-  the administration's bar-

In this cas€:® In any case, the €S- (ot 45 each participant is better off ~ gaining position within the
tablishment of WA would seem to acting together than unilaterally regime.tt’

challenge the argument that a hege-, o nting its preferred policy. There-  However, this interpretation of
mon is necessary for regime Cre-(q o monitoring and enforcement of CoCom’s early period, 1949-1954,
atlon._Thls_ls reflected in the many compliance is unnecessary and mayis based on the analysis presented in
ways in which the Arrangement does o ¢, nterproductive. What is re- Adler-Karlsson's classic study of
not correspond to US preferences tog e in this situation is a forum for CoCom: It does not fit well with
the degree one would expect from bargaining and communication to Mastanduno’s revisionist interpreta-
this perspective. Thus, while ¢ jiate the selection of a common tion, which argues that this linkage
Wassenaar is not obviously incon- ,qtiq was never credible to the European

explainable as an effect of Ameri- ’ the US interest in the economic re-

i i sion or coercion game, closely par- .
can hegemony or of its decline. g Y PA s hstruction of Western Europe out-

aII.eIs'heg_emonlc stabllltytheory. In weighed the goal of technology
this situation, a hegemon has incen-
control, and notes that the

tives to unilaterally provide a pub-
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Eisenhower administration con- that a declining hegemon is no clearly reflected in the case of the
spired with the allies to sever the longer willing or able to unilaterally Wassenaar Arrangement. It appears
linkage!!® Mastanduno explains al- provide a public good, then a sua-that much of the politics in WA in-
lied cooperation in establishing sion situation becomes a collabora-volves problem definition. The
CoCom as the result of convergencetion problem?* Presumably, then, United States sees Wassenaar as a
of national preferences largely the Wassenaar Arrangement wouldsolution to a collaboration problem,
brought about by the Korean W&t.  be viewed as a collaboration regime.and thereby sees effective, formally
Mastanduno’s analysis is widely ac- The disagreement over how to institutionalized monitoring and en-
cepted, and Martin cites it approv- model the export control “game” il- forcement provisions as desirable
ingly in her study of multilateral lustrates a dual difficulty confront- and necessary. The Europeans, on
economic sanctions: ing game theoretic analyses of the other hand, see the WA more as

[lnterpretations that see
multilateral agreements on
strategic goods as the solu-
tion to a collective action di-
lemma rather than as a
coercion game conform bet-
ter to the facts. The United
States preferred more strin-
ent controls than did the
uropeans, and the [US]
overnment could not cred-
ibly threaten to sell its own
technology if the Europeans
did not control theirs—do-
mestic outcry would have
prevented such sales. In ad-
dition, threats to cut aid
were not credible, since the
United States valued highly
the recovery of friendly na-

export control cooperation: it is of- a solution to a coordination problem,
ten not clear whether a situation isin which sanctions for defection are
best understood in terms of coordi- counterproductive and the primary
nation, collaboration, or coercion. problem is a lack of policy harmo-
And even if this can be established, nization, not cheating. This political
the static nature of most game theorystruggle over creating a shared un-
work on international relations does derstanding of the nature of the game
not permit an understanding of how is not well handled within a
or when the situation will chand®.  neoliberal framework. Understand-
In practice, neoliberals deal with this ing how states develop a common
either by attempting to deduce stateproblem definition is the domain of
preferences from the international social constructionist approaches,
power structure or by identifying such as constructivist international
preferences inductively and setting relations theory.

them as constant in the analysis.

he recc o
tions. A debate related to the collabora- Constructivism

Nevertheless, she maintains thattion-coordination question pertains  Constructivism explores the ways
the coordination of dual-use technol- to the propensity of states to com-in which shared norms and identi-
ogy controls in CoCom was a sua-ply with agreements. Abram and ties shape actors’ understandings of
sion (or coercion) game and that theAntonia Chayes have advanced atheir interest¢?¢ Constructivism
United States was merely unable to“managerial” thesis. It claims that might account for the demise of
impose its preference through cred-states generally comply, that viola- CoCom in terms of change in the
ibly establishing a tactical issue link- tions are typically inadvertent or normative dimension of interna-
age. Mastanduno’s analysis, marginal, and that regimes require tional relations associated with the
although not framed in game theo- management more than enforce-end of the Cold War. The Western
retic terms, views the situation as ment of their provision¥° Viewed intersubjective consensus that had
closer to one of collaboration, and from this approach, regimes are typi- established the rationale for
attributes discord in CoCom largely cally solutions to coordination prob- CoCom’s existence had vanished,
to failure of American leadershiff.  lems. George Downs and othersand CoCom seemed to interfere
Richard Cupitt and William Long, have challenged this, arguing thatwith liberal ideaghat had become
however, use CoCom as an illustra- states mainly violate agreements outmore consensual among CoCom
tion of a coordination problem in of self-interest, not inadvertence. states in the 1980% Furthermore,
which coercive measures are inap-Such an approach thus sees the probwassenaar’s rules and form are
propriate and likely to prove coun- |em as collaboration, not coordina- more consistent with principles of
terproductive® tion.1?’ multilateralism, whose salience has
increased dramatically since

Martin further claims that if the The difficulty in neoliberal theory _ ]
CoCom'’s creatioi®® And, with the

distribution of power changes so in identifying the game situation is
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end of the Cold War, nonprolifera-
tion norms and norms of non-use or
possession of weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD) became increas-
ingly salient within the international
community. The greater force of
these norms with respect to WMD
rather than conventional arms and
dual-use technologies helps explain
the greater willingness of states to
agree to restrictions on goods cov-
ered in regimes other than

tions” and, more particu-

larly, what Gorbachev

termed the “common Euro-
pean home.” The commu-
nity of nations was for

[Gorbachev]—and that is
significant—not simply the

sum of states recognized in
accordance with interna-
tional law, but rather a col-
lection of states that
participated in the multilat-

eral institutions of the post-
war erat®

Michael Beck has argued that

Wassenaar. Thus constructivistsearly Russian export control coop-
point to conformity with norms of eration was driven in large part by
legitimacy in an institutional envi- Russian identification with the lib-

ronment as well as considerations oferal West and not by security con-

material power or rational technical cerns. He argues that

efficiency as major determinants of
change and continuity in interna-
tional cooperation on export controls
in recent decadés!

Constructivists would expect the
establishment of the WA and the
breadth of its membership to reflect
the successful promotion of a set of
normative and principled under-
standings regarding appropriate state
conduct in the area of technology
transfer. Thus, states would be ex-
pected to join export control regimes
and establish CoCom-like national
export control systems out of a sense
that this is part of what it is to be a
proper state, rather than due to in-
dependent national preferences aris-
ing from security concerns or
domestic political interests?
Norms favoring multilateralism are
an important part of this argument,
and help account for Wassenaar's
size and inclusiveness. One
constructivist account of the end of
the Cold War argues that the diffu-
sion of these norms, rather than
changes in material capabilities of

states, drove the process, as
The Soviet Union, and then
its successors, wished to
join the “community of na-

norms,

During the first years of
Russia’s independence,
Russia’s foreign minister
Kozyrev pursued a foreign
policy which sought to in-
tegrate Russia into the
“civilized” or Western com-
munity of states. ...Russia’s
identification with the West
in the early years of its in-
dependence also allowed
for unprecedented coopera-
tion in arms control and
nonproliferation. At the
1993 Vancouver Summit
with President Clinton,
Yeltsin noted that coopera-
tion was possible on a wide
range of issues, including
nonproliferation, because
the United States and Rus-
sia “are now democratic
partners.®

These findings are consistent wit
other research that underlines the
role of shared (liberal) identity an
multilateral norms among states as
the basis for post-Cold War export Ment.
control cooperatioA® Thus, for
constructivists, the convergence ofwill require the promotion of a

worldviews and greater mutual shared understanding of the prob-
identification in the wake of the lem, which does not now exist
Cold War, along with the spread of among the members. Unfortunately,
nonproliferation and transparency while highlighting their importance,

are Kkey causes of constructivism offers no clear pre-
Wassenaar’s development. More scriptions for the creation of shared
than either realism or neoliberalism, understandings. In fact, contrary to
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constructivism can account for not
just the creation of a new export con-
trol regime after CoCom, but for the
main organizational features of the
WA.

CONCLUSION:
INSTITUTIONAL
REINCARNATION AND
EXPORT CONTROLS

These different theoretical per-
spectives offer different policy pre-
scriptions for strengthening
post-Cold War export control coop-
eration. Realism points to the cru-
cial need for American leadership,
a critical factor in CoCom'’s effec-
tiveness:*® Neoliberals agree but
also believe that institutional design
matters and has an effect partially
independent of state power. But de-
sign depends on how states perceive
the “game” situation. If the
Wassenaar Arrangement is to be-
come the robust export control re-
gime envisioned by the United
States, it must be organized to solve
a collaboration problem requiring
monitoring and enforcement rather
than remain just a transparency re-
gime structured to enable states to
avoid a common aversig#. Alter-
natively, if a closer congruence of
interests were to emerge, producing

ha shared view of the situation as a

coordination problem, then

d Wassenaar could work effectively

without monitoring and enforce-

However, either of these paths
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critics, constructivists generally see lenge is to assist them in that effort. suggests that transgovernmental
intersubjectivity as an “emergent” Even taking into account Downs’s connections established in the Was-
phenomenon that cannot be easilycritique, for Wassenaar it is simply senaar regime may eventually
controlled or crafted® Along with  too late to adopt the associated recchange state practices on conven-
liberals, however, constructivists do ommendation to start with a small tional arms exports.

hold that interaction over time can group of committed states rather
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constructivist work emphasizes the politically unacceptable, and would
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for my dissertation, “International Cooperation

Since membership in regimes ment in the effectiveness of their on Export Controls: Nonproliferation, Globaliza-
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bers that currently possess less thamost notably through the Nunn- jike to thank Jeffrey Knopf, Michael Barnett, and
exemplary export control records in Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction two anonymous reviewers for their insightful

. ts. The analysis and
the expectation that they can be so-program and the Department of ¢or o ¢ creysis and any efors are my

cialized by engagement. In short, Commerce’s Export Control Coop- 2 wiliam w. Keller, “The Political Economy of

constructivism suggests their partici- eration Program, which help other Conventional Arms Proliferation Current His-
tory 96 (April 1997), p. 179.
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operation more effectively than control systems on the CoCom mod-sometimes CoCom. | follow, among others,

s 141 : 145 Michael Mastanduno’&conomic Containment:
would exclusiort* Thus, it has been el.**> For example, the Bureau of J - = = = o e et West Trade

argued that “[e]ngaging the Chinese Export Administration in 1995 €S- (ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1992) in
at an early stage of the regime de-tablished a Nonproliferation and using “CoCom.”

| t il | E t Control C ti t 4 Paul CornishThe Arms Trade and Europe,
velopment process will lay a prom- EXpor ontro ooperation teéam -patham House Papers, Royal Institute of Inter-

ising foundation for future thatassists cooperating countries innational Affairs (London: Pinter, 1995), p. 35.

compliance with international the development of such pro- °'90r lvantsov, “Russia wants no reformed
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norms,™*? and that international grams'“ It also conducts a “Foreign warch 17, 1994.
technical working-level relation- Export Control Officials Forum” to ° Hopes that China might be brought into

ships among firms and governmentscoordinate activities with Com- \/assenaar have not been realized. One early re-
port states that Frans Engering, chair of the “New

can “help to build a culture of con- merce’s counterparts abroad Forum” negotiations to replace CoCom “has been
trol in China at all levels®* This  throughout the former Soviet Union, given a mandate to open talks with China, the

. . . Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia
recommendation is made with the Central and Eastern Europe, and  ioining at a later stage.” Andrew Kelly,

recognition that regime membership Asia. While it is not yet evident “Export Control Goes National in Post-Cold War

by itself does not necessarily halt il- whether these efforts will seriously Era.” The Reuter European Business Report,
April 11, 1994. Goldman and Pollack write that

licit transfers. It reflects a belief that hinder weapons proliferation, there «ajinougn the United States has kept China in-
engagement in export control re- is reason for optimism. A new in- formed about the Wassenaar discussions, the

gimes will eventually promote a ternational environment may re- Chinese have not been included formally in the
Wassenaar Arrangement discussions.” Charles A.

shared commitment to nonprolifera- quire new approaches. For while Goidman and Jonathan D. Polladgygaging
tion norms and practicé$' post-Cold War export control coop- China in the International Export Control Pro-

ti hto CoC init cess: Options for US Policypocumented brief-
h eration owes much to Lot.om, In 1ts ing prepared for the Office of the Secretary of

new incarnation WA faces a very Defense, RAND National Defense Research In-

different set of challenges. Construc- Stitute DB-197-OSD (Washington, DC: RAND,
1997), p. 33. An anonymous reviewer of this ar-

tivism’s observation that state inter- ticle pointed out that the Japanese hoped that
actions can create new norms China might become a founding member, but the

This suggestion is consistent wit
the Chayes’ managerial thesis: that
states have a propensity to comply
with regimes, and the primary chal-
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