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economic, and technological succeed. cautious assessment of this history
Nonproliferation efforts have al- Might conclude that regime policies

ready included policies that go be- ¢@" take credit for some, though
lenging than evef”’and called into yong simple “(F:)arrot and sgtick" probably not all, of these “suc-

guestion whether traditional policies approaches. Technology denial poli- cesses? Yet, identifying the source
and old a_lssumptions will gffectiyely cies have sought to prevent nuclearOf this appare_:nt effeqtiveness at in-
constrain nuclear_ prollfera_tlon_. technology purchases rather thand_ucmg restraint requires a more re-
Policymakers seeking to maintain merely deter them through sanctions.fmed taxonomy of policies than
and improve the Treaty on the Non- Nuclear-weapon-free zones havecurrently available and correspond-
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons sought to establish norms against thé'ngly more careful attention to the
(NPT) regime have demonstrated h- causal pathways the particular policy
that they are “prepared to expand used in any given case.

their repertoire” of policies to fight
nuclear proliferation, e.g., rewarding
North Korea and former Soviet
states for foregoing nuclear ambi-
tions? The skepticism of some schol-
ars that these new policies will
achieve their intended objectives
raises important theoretical questions
regarding the relative effectiveness

Recent changes in “political, under which these strategies mightthan most analysts predictedA

conditions” have made
“problems of proliferation more chal-

acquisition of nuclear weapons wit
out even attempting to establish sup-
porting sanctions or rewards. Ofthe International relations scholars
states considered as likely have analyzed nonproliferation poli-
proliferants during the quarter cen- cies largely within a theoretical
tury since negotiation of the NPT, framework that “shoe-horns” an em-
most have failed to acquire nuclear pirically diverse array of policies into
weapons, several have explicitly re- two categories of either carrots or
nounced nuclear weapons programssticks? Thus, a diversity of empiri-
and accepted international or regionalcal policies are analyzed through a
i ) .2 inspections, and the remaining few dichotomous theoretical lens. Fram-
ofd|ffer§nt st_rategles for prom_o_tlng have made considerably sloweringthe primary, if not exclusive, policy
nonproliferation, and the conditions progress towards nuclear weaponsoptions as altering the consequences
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of proliferation by threatening sticks deterrent, remunerative, preven- sirable behavior or increase the op-
or promising carrots creates severaltive, generative, cognitivepr  portunities for desirable behavior.
problems. It causes analytical ne- normative'!Regimes often combine The final pair ofcognitiveandnor-
glect or misinterpretation of the pro- these strategies, with different (and mativestrategies alter the potential
cesses by which existing policy perhaps greater) effects on behav-proliferant’s perception of a given
actually influences behavior, espe-ior than would be predicted from reality, either by altering the infor-
cially in cases in which policies alter examining each of the strategies in mation would-be proliferants have or
opportunities or perceptions rather isolation. However, elaborating these the value that they attach to certain
than consequences. A frameworkideal types establishes theoretical ex-behaviors and consequences.
limited to “carrots and sticks” also pectations regarding the relative ef-
ignores recent theoretical develop-fectiveness of these different Deterrent Strategies
ments highlighting the role that ca- strategies under different conditions. ,
o : : Deterrent strategies are common
pacity, ideas, and norms play in stateln particular, we can expect these. .
) i : : . ) ) . - ~~7in regulatory regimes. Deterrent
decisionmaking.Finally, it constrains  six strategies to be differentially in- S ,
) ) . ) . . Strategies involve sanctions, threats,
creative, systematic design of un- fluenced by a potential proliferant’s . :
: : . ) ) . coercion, and other efforts to dis-
tried—but potentially effective— commitment to regime norms, its : .
) : - . . . courage undesirable behavior by
nonproliferation policies. capacity to fulfill regime rules, the . N )
L increasing its costé.Calls for “trea-
regime’s transparency, and strategy-

, . e ties with teeth” and for better moni-
dependent implementation difficul- | . e
toring, verification, and enforcement

ties. Aft_er_ delineating major highlight the appeal of deterrent strat-
characteristics and examples of each_ = :

. . : egies and the common view that most
of the six strategies, the article gen-

. o treaties would be more effective if
erates tentative propositions regard- :
. only states properly implemented

'ng how policy _effect|_veness 'S them. Indeed, Downs, Rocke, and
influenced by the interaction between
Barsoom recently have argued that

strategy choice and different condi- S ;
: . . deterrent strategies, including cred-
tions a regime might face. . . :

ible commitments to sanction non-

This article develops a taxonomy
that goes beyond the “logic of con-
sequences” inherent in the behav-
ioral models of carrots and sticks.
Rather than treat the opportunities,
information, ideas, and norms that
influence a state as givefighis tax-
onomy accounts for the ways in
which regime members can influ-
ence and have influenced prolifera-

tion decisions by consciously compliance, are the only strategies
manipulating the opportunities would- SIX STRATEGIES OF that can ensure high levels of com-
be proliferants face, the information SOCIAL CONTROL pliance®?

those states have, and even the goals Since no standard categories of
those states seek. Proliferation canregime type exist in the political sci-
be constrained via causal mecha-ence literature, the present article
nisms that differ significantly from draws from existing sociology and
:)r}o?gvbr;\?c(;l;/eivgz?etfsslr&igi?ggogs p_ubllc policy II|teratt1fre;]to devTIop & oceurs: and c) establish mechanisms

' > | 10 six-part typology of the regulatory , jmpose costs on noncompliers.
pursue nuclear acquisition certainly strategies that members design iNtOpaterrent strategies may vary with
deE)en_dS on the ?xpected SanCtI0n$eg|mes to altgr behavior. The first respect to the types of costs imposed
of “going nuclear” and the rewards pair of strategiesjeterrentandre- (e.g., military sanctions, economic
of remaining nonnuclear. However, munerativestrategies—sticks and bo.yc':’otts diplomatic thre:ats) the ac-
it also depends on the state’s opporcarrots—manipulate the conse- o '

I . : ) : tors imposing them (e.g., govern-
tunities for proliferation and norma- quences a potential proliferant faces ants publics, non-governmental
itm?uzircfspngqisn ?;‘rr;c')s\i\;erohferatlon in an attempt to make desirable be-q 7 ations (NGOSs), or the media),

: havior more attractive or undesirable and the strength of the incentives

This article argues that regulatory P€havior less attractive. The Sec-, s have to identify and sanction
strategies can be classified into sixONd pair—preventiveandgenera- - sqrinad hehavior. Deterrent strat-
ideal types based on the mechanismé/Ve _strate,g|es—redu_c_e a potential egies assume that proliferants inten-
by which they influence behavior: proliferant’s opportunities for unde- tionally choose to engage in an

Deterrent strategies usually: a)
clearly delineate proscribed behav-
ior; b) establish mechanisms to iden-
tify such behavior as (or after) it
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undesirable behavior because theytion efforts promptly. When incon- engaged in it; and c¢) reward them
value the consequences of that betrovertible evidence of proliferation for doing so. They may vary in the
havior more than those of available efforts, whether by an NPT mem- type of rewards provided, the type
alternatives and lack an adequateber (e.g., Iraq, North Korea) or non- of actors providing those rewards,
commitment to regime norms. The member state (e.g., India, Israel, and the structure of incentives those
model also assumes that potentialPakistan), has become available,actors have to provide them. Re-
proliferants have adequate capacityeven states committed to nonprolif- wards are assumed to affect behav-
to engage in desirable behaviors.eration have found it politically diffi- ioral changes either when potential
Under such strategies, transparencycult to invoke credible and potent proliferants view compliance as de-
regarding potential proliferant behav- sanctions. The failure of NPT and sirable but costly, or when they do
ior is required to prompt regime mem- IAEA efforts in Irag provides dra- not value compliance but do value
bers to sanction deviant actors. matic evidence of the difficulty of the side paymenté. Thus, the strat-
However, the sanction threat createsdetecting proliferation efforts by a egy assumes potential proliferants are
strong incentives to conceal deviant state with strong incentives and ca- capable of fulfilling regime norms, but
behavior, thus frustrating efforts to pacities for deception. It also high- reluctant to do so. Transparency is
achieve transparency. Sanctionlights the difficulty of threatening crucial to successful remunerative
threats also may lack credibility, po- sanctions adequate to alter a deterstrategies, since regime members
tency, or both. Internationally, the mined state’s behavior. Indeed, themust be able to distinguish whom to
lack of an overarching government strength of Iraq’s nuclear ambitions reward. Unlike deterrent strategies,
makes centralized enforcement im- suggests that no form of deterrenthowever, remuneration induces ac-
possible, and the cost of sanctionsstrategy could have succeeded: Iragtors to volunteer, rather than hide, in-
and problems of collective action was essentially undeterraBfeThe formation!® Remuneration also can
make decentralized enforcementperception that strong benefits ac-foster innovation by creating a goal
unlikely* In many regimes, when crue from proliferation usually dwarfs toward which actors striviand is
sanctions are imposed, they are tooany countervailing sanctions other perceived as less coercive and less
small to counter the likelihood that states can be expected to imposeof an infringement on sovereignty and
undesirable behavior will go undetec- Notably, however, “second order” free will?* Implementation problems
ted, especially when political exigen- deterrent strategies may play impor-include: a) the collective action prob-
cies limit the size of sanctions. Even tantroles in nonproliferation policy if lems of inducing actors to provide
successful deterrent strategies, be-used to induce nuclear exporters tofunding; b) the normative reluctance
cause they must “specify minimum refrain from or closely control par- of regime supporters to reward re-
conditions of performance” and be- ticular nuclear technology transfers, calcitrant actors; and c) the failure
cause they may create “reactive re-providing the foundation for a “first of available rewards to be sufficient
sistance,” fail to induce member order” strategy aimed at preventing to counter the benefits of the unde-
states to achieve “higher levels of (rather than deterring) proliferation. sirable behavior.

o e
aspiration. Recent assistance to North Ko-

Nuclear proliferation cases usu- R€munerative Strategies rea, Belarus, Kazakstan, and Ukraine
ally fit this model's assumptions well,  Efforts to halt proliferation have to forego their nuclear weapons am-
but experience demonstrates theincreasingly adopted remunerative bitions suggests that remuneration
ubiquity of the problems noted. strategies to make desirable behav+mnay be an important componentin a
States clearly develop or procure jor more attractive by increasing its comprehensive nonproliferation strat-
nuclear weapons intentionally; they benefits (or reducing its costS). egy. Canada, the European Union,
could choose notto. But, most statesSide payments or rewards can influ- Japan, Sweden, Switzerland, and the
also have the capacity and incentivesence those who could fulfill regime United States have all contributed to
to conduct programs clandestinely, commitments but would otherwise efforts to reward the former Soviet
creating pressure for extensive andnot do so. Remunerative strategiesstates for de-nucleariziri§. By the
expensive monitoring programs that usually create: a) clear standards ofend of 1996, the three former Soviet
nonetheless fail to identify prolifera- desirable behavior; b) identify those states had relinquished all of their
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nuclear warheads. Technical and fi- proliferant be viewed as a given, in- the capacity or commitment to iden-
nancial compensation played a “key stitutions can modify the alternatives tify and prevent potential proliferants
role” in Ukraine’s dismantlements a would-be proliferant faces, either from engaging in the precursor ac-
and an arguably lesser role in the by reducing undesirable options (pre-tivities or the undesirable behavior
actions of Kazakstan and Belafs. ventive) or increasing desirable onesitself. Preventive strategies are im-
Ukraine would seem unlikely to have (generative¥® Technology denial potent against potential proliferants
returned its inherited nuclear weap- regimes regulating nuclear weapons,that have autonomous control over
ons to Russia without having negoti- nuclear power, and other military the targeted behavior and its precur-
ated compensatory security technologies, attempt to prevent sor activities, a particular problem in
guarantees and economic &fd. (ratherthan deter) “have-nots” from proliferation threats by states that
Similarly, Japan, South Korea, the acquiring certain technologiés. have or can develop indigenous ca-
United States, the European Union,Such strategies rely on a process ofpabilities to design and build nuclear
and many other states have contrib-prohibiting precursor behaviors that weapons. Thus, wealthier and more
uted to the $4.5 billion program to regime members can more readily powerful states will be less suscep-
induce North Korea to forego its control and that, if prevented, also tible to such strategies than develop-
nuclear weapons ambitiorts. preventthe ultimately important un- ing states. Preventive strategies also
Whether North Korea will fulfill all  desirable behavior, namely prolifera- commonly must rely on reinforcing
terms of the Agreed Framework will tion. strategies to address cases in which
not be known until well into the next Preventive strategies usually: a) prevention fails.

C(_anFury. _Evgn if Pyongyang complies, clearly delineate proscriptions of pre-  But preventive strategies have
dls'Flngwshmg the role that compen- cursor acts that themselves are nobeen an important line of defense in
satlo_n (as OF’POSGd to threat§ of eco'directly undesirable; b) use “premoni- nonproliferation. Article IV of the
nomic sanctlons)_ played in any tory surveillance” to detect acts be- NPT, of course, has sought to pro-
obser\_/ed (_:hange n North Korean fore, rather than after, they oc&r mote the transfer of nuclear tech-
behavior will prove difficult. and c) make efforts to reduce thenologies, so long as they were not
Such strategies face unigue prob-autonomy of a potential proliferant diverted for military purposes. How-
lems, however. Acceptance of theseto engage in the undesirable behav-ever, when such “end-use deter-
rewards does not preclude a statdor. Preventive strategies make simi- rents” seem unlikely to stop diversion,
from continuing to pursue prolifera- lar behavioral assumptions to more directly preventive strategies
tion. The strategy also has the dis-deterrent strategies, assuming poteneof technology denial have been
tasteful characteristic of rewarding tial proliferants lack a strong com- adoptec?® At different points in
states that break the internationalmitment to regime norms rather than time, the now-defunct Committee for
norm against proliferation, thereby the capacity or opportunities to fulfill Multilateral Export Controls
creating incentives for extortion at- them. However, preventive strate- (COCOM), the London Suppliers
tempts and moral hazard. Given gies can reduce the transparency androup, the Wassenaar Arrangement,
these factors, states will often resistmonitoring problems that plague de- and individual national regulations
providing large-scale rewards to terrent strategies by proscribing be- have embargoed exports of particu-
proliferants, even if doing so would haviors that are inherently lar technologies “to prevent the ac-

effectively alter their behavior. transparent and costly to conceal.quisition of armaments and sensitive
For example, negotiators have soughtdual-use items for military end-uses,”
Preventive Strategies to regulatdradein nuclear weapon if IAEA safeguards were absent or

, , and missile technology at least in partif the “situation in a region or the
Preventive strategies seek to , . .
- . .~ because of the greater ease of idenbehavior of a state is, or becomes, a
eliminate the choice of noncompli- .~ " ;
. tifying illegal cross-border nuclear cause for serious concern to the Par-
ance as an option rather than mak- : e -
N . , materials transfers than of identify- ticipating States® Such technol-
ing it less attractive. Although rational . . : : R
: . ing subsequent diversion of nuclear ogy denial seeks to control “militarily
choice theory usually urges the sim- . . . ;
. : material. Implementation problems critical technology, such as uranium
plifying assumption that the alterna-

: : . arise when regime supporters lackenrichment, as a means to control the
tives available to a potential
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spread of nuclear weapond.” promise of “locking the barn door ity deficits, focusing on potential
before the cows escape.” However,proliferants who want to but cannot
raccomplishing this may be difficult alter their behavior because they lack
to have slowed or prevented somea_nd the possibility ofde\{gl_oping in- appropriate alternatives. Transpar-
nuclear development programs. I:ordlgenous nucI(_aar capabilities meansency serves to assure _those actors
example, U.S. pressure successfullythat a preventive strategy,_ by |t_self, proyldlng t_he opport_unltles that po-
frustrated Iran’s attempts to pur- can at best only delay proliferation. tential prollfera_nts will np'F appropri-
chase nuclear equipment “from Ar- ate thg funds without fulf_llllng regime
gentine, Chinese, European andGenerative Strategies commitments. Generative strategies

Indian sources” during the early  Generative strategies complement}c&lce the same |mpl_ementat|on_prob-
1990s¥ Likewise, the London Sup- preventive ones by generating or cre- €S s remunerative ones of induc-
pliers Group made it “extraordinarily ating new—rather than removing "9 wealthier regime members to fund
difficult for Pakistan and Iraq to get existing—opportunities from the €W OPportunities. Creating new op-
their weapons programs into full choices available to potential Eort_unltles for socially deswable_be-
swing, and certainly delayed them. proliferants. Such strategies address avior also may not reduce socially
Nonetheless, such restraints did notundesirable behaviors that result from UNAeSiraple behavior if the two are
prevent Pakistan from eventually incapacity; in these cases, threats,nOtmuw.ally exclusive. ﬁor example,
achieving its objective, and would not rewards, or prevention will be un- generative programs mtend_ed to
have prevented Iraq if the 1991 warlikely to alter behavior. Generative Make [nuclear power plants] slightly
had not intervened® A strategy strategies can address incapacitiessaffar for a short period of operation
of technology denial will not stop the involving systemic opportunity defi- _untll Eastern [European] states can
weapons programs of states withcits or the specific opportunity defi- 'mPIEMent plans for shutdown has
strong, security-driven, nuclear am- cits of particular states. The former [N€ Unintended effect of prolonging
bitions, but it may slow progress in strategy assumes that “if we createl'® OPerations of the more danger-
such programs by forcing them “to the opportunity, they will use it," while ©US" NUCIear power plants.

rely on indigenous capabilities and the latter assumes that the opportu- Generative strategies are best il-
covert activities.* Of course, the nity exists but certain potential lustrated by the defense conversion,
success of such strategies dependproliferants lack the resources to industrial partnerships, and the inter-
not only on the strength of such in- avail themselves of it. The differ- national science and technology cen-
digenous capabilities, but also on theence is captured in the contrast be-ters in Moscow and Kyiv funded by
effectiveness of the “second order,” tween technology development andthe United States, Canada, and Swe-
precursor, strategies used to achievaechnology transfer programs: e.g.,den® These projects have created
technology denial. Successful pre-the International Atomic Energy over 5,000 new job opportunities for
vention requires eliminating both in- Agency’s promotion of the develop- former weapons scientists “who
digenous and foreign means of ment of safer nuclear reactors is anmight otherwise be tempted to sell
acquiring nuclear weapons. Pre-attempt to redress systemic incapaci-their nuclear expertise abroat.”In
cluding indigenous development is ties. Transfers of existing nuclear contrast to a remunerative strategy
almost impossible to achieve; eventechnologies to particular states at-of increasing salaries to alter the in-
precluding foreign procurement has tempt to redress a particular state’scentives of nuclear scientists and
proved quite difficult. These latter incapacities. Atthe margin, genera-technicians with respect to their ex-
failures usually arise from the fail- tive strategies merge into remunera-isting choices, these generative
ure of the “second order” sanctions tive strategies, but the former alter projects are creating new alterna-
used to deter corporations or foreignbehavior by creating previously un- tives that would not otherwise exist.
governments from making controlled available choices, rather than chang-The U.S. Nunn-Lugar Cooperative
materials available, rather than from ing the consequences of existing Threat Reduction (CTR) Program
the failure of the preventive strategy choices. has aspects of both generative and
itself. Successful resolution of such remunerative strategies, providing

. . e Unlike remunerative strategies, . : :
implementation difficulties offers the . . 9 former Soviet states with otherwise
generative strategies target capac-

These efforts to foreclose oppor-
tunities for nuclear purchases appea
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unavailable services, tools, and tech-transfers to help states achieve theimuclear weaponry because they mis-
nologies for dismantling nuclear security goals without resort to takenly believe it to be beneficial to

weapons, as well as providing what nuclear weapons development. their own security and that new in-
looks more like direct compensation formation will induce them to re-
for doing so* The resources in- Cognitive Strategies nounce undesirable behavior.

volved undoubtedly have made
nuclear weapons removal and dis-
mantling safer than it would have
been otherwisé.

Monitoring potential proliferant be-
havior becomes unnecessary since
actors serve as “their own ubiquitous
inspectors” Implementation costs
decline since altering information
about consequences or opportunities
usually costs far less than altering
those consequences themselves.
Cognitive strategies tend to fail when
(r]egime members institute them as
cheap and nonintrusive ways to “do
something,” rather than because in-
adequate information is truly the

Regimes incorporating cognitive
strategies provide potential
proliferants with new, more com-
plete, and more accurate information
Of course, to alter behavior, the that can facilitate more intelligent

new alternatives must be more at-decisions that favor socially desirable
tractive than the existing ones. behaviors. The information can re-
Sometimes the attractiveness lies inlate to the alternatives available, the
the nature of the alternative, e.g.,causal relationship between behav-
once the former Soviet states be-jors and consequences, the costs an
came willing to return warheads to benefits of different behaviors, the
Russia, their internal incentives for current state or likelihood of various
safe removal and dismantlement en-important decision parameters in the : .
sured that they would avail them- world, or the likely behavior of other S°4f¢® of undesirable behavior.
selves of any safer American actors. These strategies can rely orf \rmed with better information, gov-
technology and know-how made regime members to generate and disSMeNtS—and the foreign and do-
available. At other times, however, seminate the information themselves, TeSUC corporate and private actors
the new alternative must be madeto encourage others to generate and '@ SUPPOrt those governments
both availableand attractive. For disseminate the information, or to "c2PONS procurements—can more
example, the United States inducedmandate that others provide infor- 2CCUrately identify whether and how
Sweden to abandon its nuclearmation in the course of private trans- ]E:onforman_cg with regime norms will
weapons program in the 1950s byactions. At least part of the urther their individual interests.
self-consciously making proprietary, diplomacy within the nonproliferation ~ Efforts to clarify the financial,
civilian, light water reactor technol- arena has involved the effort to pro- technical, and safety risks and costs
ogy available at a price designed tovide non-nuclear states with infor- of nuclear weapons development,
make it more attractive than the mation to convince them that adding production, and deployment pro-
heavy water reactor technology they nuclear weapons to their arsenal will grams constitute attempts at cogni-
had already developédl. Making a not actually increase their security, tive strategies. A more aggressive
weapons-incompatible civilian and that they can increase their secognitive strategy could provide mili-
nuclear power technology available curity more through other means. tary intelligence to reassure a state
and attractive to the Swedes effec- C . , that its rivals are not proceeding with
: ) C . ognitive strategies both lack
tively delinked the civilian and mili- : e nuclear development programs,

clear behavioral prescriptions or pro- N :
tary nuclear programs. It thus _ . . , thereby reducing its incentives to pro-

scriptions and focus on creating and

cure or develop nuclear weapdfs.

increased the costs and reduced the,. L : :
: disseminating information. Regime . :
attractiveness of the latter program. . . __Indeed, such strategies might reduce
- ) members may view such strategies L N

Similarly, security guarantees extend- . . the chances for “missile gap” type

) . as more effective or simply as least ) : :
ing the American nuclear umbrella . . arms races driven by inaccurate in-

. . common denominator strategies that :

provided Western Europe with a formation. Inthese ways, states may
become convinced not to undertake

. . ) ) evoke less opposition during regime
policy option that allowed it to achieve 1655 OpPOStK greg
; : o . negotiation. Cognitive strategies as-

its security objectives without resort . . a nuclear development program that

: sume potential proliferants support . .
to developing a nuclear weapons ca-__ . . . would otherwise appear to be desir-
o - : .~ regime norms and can fulfill regime . .

pability. Similar generative strategies able. Such strategies seem unlikely

: . requirements. The model assumes .
would include conventional weapons . . to avert many decisions to pursue
that potential proliferants pursue
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nuclear weaponry. However, they or prescribed activities; b) avoid at- strengthen the rhetorical force of
may be important elements of a strat-tempts to alter the opportunities or such normative arguments and on-
egy designed to encourage safe deeconsequences that potential going compliance by its signatories
velopment, production, and proliferants face; and c) establish on-will further strengthen the social le-
deployment after the “go nuclear” going procedures for dialogue amonggitimacy of the norm. Over time, the
decision has been made. Indeedyegime members and between mem-strength of such a norm and the cor-
those pessimistic that nuclear prolif- bers and potential proliferants to pro- responding stigma attached to vio-
eration can be stopped have recommote regime norms. Normative lating it can create pressures to
mended that existing nuclear powersstrategies assume that potentialconsider the “appropriateness’—
provide the information necessary for proliferants’ values are inconsistent rather than the consequences—of
emerging nuclear powers “to securewith regime norms but are suscep-deciding to acquire nuclear weap-
their deterrents...[and] understandtible to policy manipulation, that po- ons# Similar dynamics have been
the nature of the forces they are ac-tential proliferants have the capacity observed or seem likely to develop

quiring.”s to adopt desirable behaviors, and thatin the Latin American, South Pacific,
they will do so once their lack of a Southeast Asian, and African
Normative Strategies commitment to regime norms can be nuclear-weapon-free zones, which

remedied through normative dialogue seek to take advantage of a current
. : . and education. As with cognitive lack of strong nuclear incentives to
havior by altering potential . . ) :
: , strategies, transparency is not a pre-establish more stable and predictable
proliferants’ deep-seatedalues S . . . : .
: : requisite, since normative strategiesfuture security environment§.
rather than the instrumental incen- ) . )
. : can begin to influence an actor as Such regimes help reduce each
tives that more proximately deter- . , . .
. . . o soon as an act is contemplated andstate’s fears that its neighbors are
mine potential proliferant decisions o . . )
. . : before it is committed, whereas so- going nuclear, thereby reducing the
and actions. Regimes establish nor-"." = : :
. . : ._Cial disapproval and formal punish- pressures for reactive, short-term,
mative strategies to induce potential - ; . !
: . . . ment can only be mobilized after the “worst-case” defense planning that
proliferants to “change their practices L ) .
event and only in circumstances otherwise might make nuclear weap-
because they have come to under- . . . .
. where others acquire evidence ofons attractive. Efforts to increase
stand the world in a way that pro- : 5 S )
: . » Who committed the act® Norma- the priority given to economic and
motes certain actions over othefs.” . . . . . : :
. L . tive strategies face the implementa-environmental issues while reducing
Normative strategies involve either _. . . o )
. : , tion obstacles posed by the inherentthat given to security issues (e.g., in
collective or hierarchical efforts at ... . ;
: . . difficulty of altering deeply held be- the European Union) also appear to
consciousness-raising. During re- . . o . i i
. . . liefs, resistance to “imperialist” ef- setinto motion normative processes
gime negotiations and recurring . .
. . ” forts at normative re-education, and that help shape and reduce member
meetings, “leader” states may try to . . : ; ) )
: “ ” . the time needed to induce first nor- states’ security concerns in general,
convince “laggards” to accept their . L .
. . mative change and then any corre-and their interest in nuclear weap-
norms of behavior, or regime mem- . . . X
sponding behavioral change. If onsin particular.
bers may work together to focus at- .
: successful, however, normative strat-
tention on a problem, create NEW e bromise wide-randing. dee FIVE TENTATIVE
collective norms, and increase mem-agd stgble behavioral chgangés P PROPOSITIONS
ber commitment to existing norms. ges.

Essentially, normative strategies in- Debates held in the five-year re- It would be foolish to seek to iden-
volve rhetorical attempts to persuadeviews of the NPT regime have tify which of these six strategies is
potential proliferants not merely to sought, at least in part, to convince “the most effective” at forestalling
adopt different means to their pre- the nuclear “have-nots” that nuclear proliferation. No regime does—or
existing goals, as in a cognitive strat-weapons development would be would be likely to—rely exclusively
egy, but to adopt new goals. morally wrong?® The indefinite ex- on only one of these strategies.
tension of the NPT in 1995 and the Rather, the taxonomy provided here
recent signing of the Comprehensive

Test Ban Treaty can be expected to

Normative strategies change be-

Regimes using normative strate-
gies: a) establish broad hortatory
goals with few specific proscribed
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delineates a collectively exhaustive policies to forestall proliferation re- proliferation by themselves and by
range of strategies regime membersquires a taxonomy of policy types that others as in their interests. However,
can institutein combinationto in-  achieves an appropriate balance bethe six strategies delineated here are
duce behavioral change. In addition, tween generalizability and accuracy. likely to affect the recalcitrant dif-
determining that one strategy wasA taxonomy with too many catego- ferently than the disinclined.

more “successful” than another ries frustrates efforts to see com-
would require, at least conceptually, monalitie_:s across policies, Wh_ile of generative and cognitive strate-
that other fa_ctors be held c_on_stant.ta_xon_om|es with tqo _few_ categories gies depends considerably on the
Yet, the choice 01_‘ stfategy is likely miss w_nportant variation in the types degree of the potential proliferant's
_to depend on the likelihood of behav_- of policies ac_tually u_sed and th_e opposition to regime norms. Genera-
|or_al change. For exa_rr_1p|e, even if sources of their eﬁectlveness. Th'stive and cogpnitive strategies are pre-
eV|der_10e shpwed cognitive _strate_glesartlcle has suggested a sm-c_ategorymised on the notion that potential
effectively discouraged proliferation taxonomy designed to rectify the
by the states they targeted while de-current tendency to see all nonpro-
terrent strategies failed to deter pro-liferation policies as either carrots or
liferation by the states they targeted, sticks. This taxonomy may not
this finding might well be due to cog- achieve the appropriate balance for
nitive strategies targeting states thatcertain policy or analytic purposes.
were less predisposed to goingHowever, policymakers and analysts
nuclear than those targeted by theshould at least remain open to choos
deterrent strategy. ing and evaluating policies by refer-

On the one hand, the effectiveness

proliferants do not strongly oppose
regime norms, pursuing nuclear
weapons programs only because
they lack the capacity or informa-
tion that would allow them to re-
nounce such efforts. Therefore,
creating new opportunities or dis-
‘seminating new information would
-~ seem likely, at best, to alter the be-
These difficulties do not preclude ence to a broadgr array of policy havior of disinclined proliferants but
us, however, from identifying differ- types than a too-simple OIIChOtomousWould be very unlikely to alter the
ences among the strategies that ar@"e- behavior of recalcitrant proliferants.
likely to influence their relative ef- Proposition 2: Consider On the other hand, the effectiveness
fectiveness. This section, therefore,whether the “recalcitrant” will re-  of preventive strategies depends
develops five tentative propositions spond to a given strategy differ- very little on the degree of opposi-
regarding the interplay between fac- ently than the “disinclined.”lt is  tion to regime norms of the potential
tors deemed important by existing obvious that “the more a state op- proliferant. Preventive strategies,
theories of regime effectiveness andposes a regime, the less likely it will successfully implemented, can inhibit
the strategies posited as importantbe to comply with its dictates.” Less proliferation regardless of the degree
here. The first three hypotheses ar-obvious, however, is how the validity of the potential proliferant’s opposi-
gue that the influence certain fac- of this claim depends on the strategytion. Successfully foreclosing oppor-
tors—proliferant commitment to the regime adopts. The degree of aunities to buy nuclear technologies
norms, proliferant capacity, and re- potential proliferant’s opposition to has slowed or prevented such pur-
gime transparency—have on aregime norms is less determining of chases by recalcitrant states strongly
regime’s effectiveness depends onthat state’s behavior under somemotivated to acquire nuclear weap-
the strategy the regime employs. strategies than under others. If weons, as well as by states merely dis-
Two additional hypotheses compareconsider states as lying on a specdinclined to comply. Deterrent,
the strategies with respect to the easérum reflecting whether their incen- remunerative, and normative strate-
of implementation and the degree totives to acquire nuclear weaponry aregies sit between these extremes.
which each encourages behavioralstrong, weak, or nonexistent, we canDeterrent and remunerative strate-
change beyond some minimum level.imagine classifying them as being gies can influence both the disinclined
recalcitrant, disinclined to comply, or and the recalcitrant, but are likely to
nonproliferants, respectively. Regime have more influence over the former
. strategies need only seek to influencethan the latter—especially since both
states in the first of these two groups,rewards and punishments will usu-
since states in the last group see nonally be quite smal® Indeed, recal-
citrant states strongly committed to

Proposition 1: Develop a tax-
onomy with sufficient nuancdo
understand which existing nonproli
eration policies “work” and why they
work, as well as to develop better
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acquiring nuclear weapons will be as technology denial have been paring them then to find or develop the
undeterrable (being willing to absorb ticularly effective in dealing with resources necessary to move toward
threatened sanctions) and unbribablestates that lack strong indigenousthose goals. These strategies ignore
(either being unwilling to accept re- technological skills but have strong circumstances in which the regime
wards or doing so and reneging onnuclear ambitions, because they con-can manipulate behavior by manipu-
their side of the bargain). Normative strain the state’s capacity to prolif- lating opportunities.

s_trategies may ayert some prolife_ra-erate. Qengrative §t_rategies a_lddress Proposition 4: Transparency is
tion by creating increasingly legiti- the proliferation decision as an instru-
mate and stable norms or “taboos” mental decision made in pursuit of
regarding what weapons are appro-security and seek to provide alterna-
priate means of providing for national tive means of achieving that goal.
security?®® Normative s'Frategies W_iII Ma!<ing othe_rv_vise unavaila_ble alter- cess® Part of its importance de-
tenq to be more effec_tl\_/e e_lt altering natlv_es suff|C|_entIy attractive, €.9., (jves from the common assumption
the mteres_ts of the disinclined than offerlng security gL_Jarantees OF Pro- regime compliance requires a
the repalcnrant, but may hold the pneta_ry technologies, can Igad do- credible deterrent threat that, in turn,
potential to succeed against the Iat-me_stlc _actors_ _to reconsider arequires adequate monitoring and
ter over the _Iong te_rrﬁl. The prollferatlon.deC|S|on asno Ionger_the verification mechanism. In arms
ove_rarchlng point here IS'[hat. the e_f- mo_st effective means of ach|eV|_ng control in general and nonprolifera-
fectlven_ess of some strat(_agles will pohcy goals. American technologies tion in particular, verification has
be consistent across a va_rlety of acprovided under the Nunn-Lug_ar been seen as the quintessential if not
tors, wherea_ls th(_—:t effectiveness of(CTR) program allowed safer dis- exclusive determinant of treaty com-
other strategies will depend far more mantlement and transport of nUCIearpliance, even displacing discussions
on the type of actor being targeted. weapons than would have been oth-of whether and how other states

erwise possible. Remunerative strat-cp o uld respond to a violation, once

egigs_, in practice, also may P“’Vide detected® However, the degree to
ply with and to violate regime rules sufficient revyards fo_r renouncing the which regime success depends on
influence the response to a strat-nUdea_r optlor_m This may make atransparency depends on the type of
egy. Recent international relations pqtentlal proliferant reevaluate a regime in question. Deterrent, remu-
scholarship has pointed out the roleP"0r asse_ssment th_at such a deC"nerative, and generative strategies
incapacity (as opposed to intention- SION Was simply too risky. have demanding transparency re-
ality) plays in the noncompliance of  In contrast, the other three strate-quirements, because they are essen-
many states with international re- gies assume that the capacity oftially contingent strategies. All three
gimes that require performance of states to violate or comply with non- require that responses differ, de-
certain action§? The nonprolifera- proliferation norms is given, beyond pending on past behavior; regime
tion regime requires restraint rather the reach of the regime’s influence. members must know whether a po-
than action, yet the capacity and op-In many (perhaps most) cases, sucttential proliferant fulfilled or ignored
portunities to comply or violate re- assumptions are justified. However, regime commitments in order to
gime rules still influence a potential in others, deterrent strategies mayknow how to respond. Effective
proliferant’s action. Regime strate- serve to increase the costs of prolif- deterrence, for example, requires that
gies differ in the degree to which they erating but not provide the proliferant any significant weapons develop-
shape the alternatives for compliancean alternative means of achieving its ments be identified and quickly sanc-
and noncompliance that are avail- policy goals (and henewtinfluence tioned. Similarly, the effectiveness
able. Preventive and generativeits behavior). Cognitive strategies of rewards requires that they must
strategies seek to shape these alterprovide information about alterna- cease as soon as evidence of re-
natives directly. Preventive strate- tives but not the resources to under-newed proliferation efforts becomes
gies reduce noncompliance bytake them. Normative strategies available. These strategies may in-
removing opportunities to acquire seek to induce potential proliferants duce perverse informational dynam-
nuclear technology. Strategies suchto internalize regime goals, expect- ics as well. Deterrent strategies

always nice but not always cru-
cial. Regime transparency about
actor behavior has consistently been
touted as crucial to regime suc-

Proposition 3: Consider how
differentials in the capacity to com-
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incline states to be even more se-fail to forestall proliferation efforts implement preventive and cognitive
cretive about their nuclear programs because states did not threaten credstrategies more fully, since they re-
than security concerns alone wouldible and potent sanctions (implemen-quire fewer resources, pose fewer
dictate. Remunerative and genera-tation limitations). Such a failure collective action problems, and
tive strategies may lead states tomight also arise, on the other hand,evoke fewer specters of infringing
overstate their incentives and capaci-because even credible and potentsovereignty.

ties to “go nuclear” in an effort to sanctions induced a reactive resis-

extort economic or technical assis- tance in the targeted state, reinforc-CAVEATS AND FUTURE

tance from those offering it. ing rather than undermining RESEARCH

In contrast, preventive, cognitive, prc_)llferat|on ambitions (inherent limi- Several caveats are in order.
and normative strategies do not re-tations). Though these strategies are concep-
quire that regime members respond The six strategies vary notonly in tually distinct in terms of how they
differentially to potential proliferants their inherent limitations, but also in induce behavioral change, regimes
based on past behavior, and theretheir implementation limitations. usually will (and should) combine
fore need fewer and weaker trans-Choosing among strategies requiresthese strategies in efforts to maxi-
parency mechanisms. Theseassessing not how potential mize success. For example, linking
strategies may respond to different proliferants will respond if each strat- deterrent threats and remunerative
states differently based on their per-egy were implemented perfectly, but promises creates a double-edged
ceived likelihood of proliferation. But how they will respond to each strat- reciprocity (or “tit-for-tat” strategy)
they do not require timely, accurate egy given the likely level and form that rewards desirable behavior and
information about their behavior be- of implementation. None of the six punishes undesirable behavior more
cause changes in behavior do notstrategies will be implemented per- effectively than either policy alorig.
require rapid changes in response fectly, but the typical degree and form Although it runs counter to the inter-
For example, preventive policies of of imperfection will vary across re- national norm of sovereign equality,
technology denial that embargo any gime strategies. Political, economic, regime effectiveness might be in-
state posing even a minimal prolif- and other costs create a gap betweegreased by a carefully differentiated
eration hazard, or cognitive and nor- paper and practice that depends inpolicy that responded to any particu-
mative efforts to inform or engage “systematic” ways on the implemen- |ar proliferant with the strategy most
in dialogue with states to shape theirtation requirements placed on regimelikely to influence it. Indeed, the tax-
perceived interests, are probablysupporters. Some strategies are simenomy developed here clarifies that
most effective when they maintain a ply more difficult to implement than *“one size may not fit all,” and that
stable policy regardless of short-termothers. The implementation gap is true success requires an optimal set
changes in behavior. considerably smaller in preventive of strategies based on understand-

Proposition 5: Forecast imple- and cognitive strategies than with de-ing systematically the range of po-
mentation failures when predicting terrent,_remuneratl_ve, generatlve,andtenngl strategles_ and _the|r
compliance Strategies to forestall normative strategies. For e_Xample,effectlveness underd_lfferent_cwcum-
proliferation are subject to two types states demonstrate a consistent restances and against different
of factors that can cause failure: “in- luctance to f_OHOW through on de_ter- _prollfgrants. Evgn if research could
herent” limitations and “implemen- rent strategies that they negotlat_ed|dent|fy the “optlmal".strategy (or
tation” limitations. The former arise bec_:ause of the costs and co llectivecombination of strategies) to forestall
from the inability of a strategy to in- 6_1ct|on probl_ems posed by mt_erna- proliferation (an_unllkely eventinany
duce a state to forego nuclear Weap-t'on_al sanction efforts. Ir!ducmg c_ase), su_ch gwdance would b? un-
ons even if regime supporters regime supporters to provide the_re-||}<e|y to dictate policy. Many crite-
implement the strategy perfectly. sources needed for re_zmuneratl\_/e,na (_)ther tha_n “effe_ctwenes_s at
The latter arise because regime Supgenera_tlv_e, an_d normative strateglesaltgr|ng behaV|_o r"—alhan_ce_ relation-
porters often do not implement the POS€ similar, if less severe, collec- ships, costs, likely retaliation—can

strategy they have negotiated. Fortive action problems. In contrast, we and should determine what strategies

example, a deterrent strategy mightS1oUld expect member states toare adopted.

The Nonproliferation Review/Fall 1997 49



Ronald B. Mitchell

Developing a taxonomy of strate- ing the costs and benefits of the pro-jiary, from october 28-31, 1996, and spon-
gies for influencing behavior is only liferation/nonproliferation decision sored by the European Safeguards Research and

afirst step. This taxonomy and thesethrough deterrent sticks and remu- 2evelopment Association, the Joint Research
Centre of the European Commission, and the

propositions seek to identify available nerative carrots, nonproliferation institute of Nuclear Materials Management.
options and to think systematically strategies that have been and couldhe article benefited greatly from comments

. . . received from Clay Moltz and two anonymous
about factors that influence their suc- be adopted prove far more diverse. ¢icyers. Research support was provided

cess. The taxonomy takes accountOpportunities for proliferation can be through a Summer Research Award from the

of recent theoretical developments closed off (preventive) and opportu- University of Oregon.
2 Bates Gill, Kensuke Ebata, and Matthew

that draw attention to the variety of nities to achieve security goals with- sephenson, “Japan’s Export Control Initia-

available levers for influencing be- out nuclear weapons can be createdives: Meeting New Proliferation Challenges,”

havior that go beyond carrots and (generative). A potential proliferant gge Nonproliferation Review (Fall 1996), p.

sticks. Will options such as remov- can be given intelligence and techni-s Tanya oOgilvie-White, “Is There a Theory of

ing opportunities for proliferation, cal information that reduces threat Nuclear Proliferation? An Analysis of the
idi tuniti f _ . ti d oth . lari- Contemporary Debate The Nonproliferation
providing opportunities for non- misperceptions and otherwise clari- geyiewa (Fail 1996), p. 56.

nuclear security, providing informa- fies that proliferation involves greater * For a critical view of recent nonproliferation

tion that convinces a state that risks and fewer benefits than it might Policy approaches, see Henry Sokolski, “View-
point: Next Century Nonproliferation: Vic-

nuclear weapons will not further its have thought (cognitive). Over the o1y is possible,The Nonproliferation Review
security goals, or building a norm long term, dialogue and action may 4 (Fall 1996). For a more general critique of

: : policies that are not based on sanctions, see
through words and action that makeseven alter the underlying values and George W, Downs, David M. Rocke, and Peter

nuclear weapons increasingly illegiti- levels of concern that motivate pro- n. Barsoom, “Is The Good News About Com-
mate actually work? Do they per- liferation (normative). These six cat- pliance Good News About Cooperation®:

. . . ternational Organization50 (Summer 1996).
form better or worse than the usualegories provide the foundation for s 7,5mas Bermnauer and Dieter Ruloff, *Ana-

menu of sanctions or rewards? Inevaluating systematically the relative Iytical Framework,” in Thomas Bernauer, Jozef

what ways does the influence of con-effectiveness of different strategies Go!dblat, and Dieter Ruloff, edsSoliciting
Cooperation From Critical States: The Poli-

textual factors—strength and type of at altering behavior. This article has iics of positive Incentives In Arms Control
nuclear ambition and capabilities, delineated the different paths by (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press,

. . _ . : : _forthcoming), pp. 39-40; and Leonard Spector
transparency, likely degree of imple- which these strategies influence be and Mark G. McDonoughTracking Nuclear

mentation—vary across the available havior and generated tentative propo-proliferation: A Guide in Maps and Charts,
strategies? This article seeks to ensitions regarding the factors that 1995 (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment

. . : for International Peace, 1995).
courage a broad and creative debaténfluence when they will be most ef- ¢, roosnt dociscions of ‘.c;uses for opti-

regarding the strategies we can adopfective at doing so. The strategiesmism” regarding the unexpected reversal of

to meet the new challenges of pro-vary in the degree to which their ef- Some states’ nuclear programs and the con-
trary-to-prediction slowness of nuclear prolif-

liferation in the years ahead. fectiveness depends on the strength. ation by others, see Richard Kokoski,
Beginning to answer these questionsof the potential proliferant’s nuclear Technology And The Proliferation Of Nuclear

; F ; s ; : « WeapongNew York: Oxford University Press,
through rigorous empirical analysis ambitions, their capacity to “go 1995). p. 3: Mitchell ReisSridled Ambition:

of both past nonproliferation experi- nuclear,” the transparency regardingwhy Countries Constrain Their Nuclear Capa-
ence and similar experience in otherproliferation activity, and implemen- Pilities (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson

Ims of international relations con- tation difficulties. A debate that goes SS™e" Press, 1999), p. L; and Richard K. Betts,
re_a ms ofinternational rela ' : g “Paranoids, Pygmies, Pariahs And Nonprolif-
stitutes the task ahead. beyond carrots and sticks when de-eration Revisited,” in Zachary S. Davis and

veloping options and that eVah'latesBenjamin Frankel, edsThe Proliferation
Puzzle: Why Nuclear Weapons Spread And

CONCLUSION the_ r_elati\_/e effeCti\_/eneSS of theseWhat Result{London: Frank Cass and Co.,
policies will be crucial to successful 1993), p. 111.

: _ 7 See, for example, the papers presented in
efforts to combat nuclear prolifera David Cortright and George LopeBombs,

States can address proliferation

threats through six ideal-type strate-tion threats in the decades ahead right and f
e : . Carrots, and Sticks: The Use of Economic Sanc-
gies. deterrent, remunerative, gen- tions and Incentives as a Means of Halting the

erative, preventive, cognitive, and Proliferation of Nuclear Weapon&Soshen, IN:

normative. A|th0ugh extant theoreti- The Fourth Freedom Forum and The Joan B.
| f ks h fit led t Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies,
_Ca rameworks ) ave often led us 10 An earlier version of this article was pre- 1993); as well as William J. Long, “Trade And
interpret strategies as merely alter-sented at the Workshop on Science and Mod-Technology Incentives And Bilateral Coop-
ern Technology in Safeguards held in Arona, eration,” International Studies Quarterl#0

50 The Nonproliferation Review/Fall 1997



Ronald B. Mitchell

(March 1996); and A. Walter Dorn and An-
drew Fulton, “Securing Compliance With Dis-
armament Treaties: Carrots, Sticks, And The
Case Of North Korea,Global Governance3
(January 1997).

8 For recent works on the role of norms in
defining national interests and international
relations, see Martha Finnemoridational
Interests In International Sociefythaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press, 1996); Alexander
Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make Of It,”
International Organizatio6 (Spring 1992);
Richard Price, “The Genealogy Of The Chemi-
cal Weapons Taboo hternational Organiza-
tion 49 (Winter 1995); Audie Klotz, “Norms
Reconstituting Interests: Global Racial Equal-
ity And U.S. Sanctions Against South Africa,”
International Organizatiod9 (Summer 1995);
and Jeffrey W. Legro, “Which Norms Mat-
ter?,” International Organization51 (Winter
1997). On the influence of ideas and informa-
tion, see Peter M. Haas, “Epistemic Commu-
nities And International Policy Coordination,”
International Organizatior46 (Winter 1992);
and Judith Goldstein and Robert O. Keohane,
eds.,Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Insti-
tutions, And Political Change(lthaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1993).

9 FinnemoreNational Interests In International
Society pp. 28-31.

10 Models in the rational choice/game theo-
retic tradition tend to take both the prefer-

“Achieving Cooperation Under Anarchy: Strat-
egies And Institutions,” in Kenneth Oye, ed.,
Cooperation Under Anarch{Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1986); and Gary
Clyde Hufbauer, Jeffrey J. Schott, and Kim-
berly Ann Elliott, Economic Sanctions Re-
considered: History And Current Policy
(Washington, D.C.: Institute for International
Economics, 1990).

15 Eugene Bardach and Robert A. Kag@u-
ing By The Book: The Problem Of Regulatory
UnreasonablenesgPhiladelphia: Temple Uni-
versity Press, 1982), p. 100.

16 Although Irag may have been “undeterrable,”

and Dieter, edsSoliciting Cooperation...; and
Bernauer, Brem, and Suter, “The Denuclear-
ization of Ukraine,” p. 116. Kazakstan's deci-
sion to dismantle its inherited nuclear weapons
was “reinforced,” if not determined, by the
compensation it received; see William C. Pot-
ter, “Project Sapphire: U.S.-Kazakstani Co-
operation for Nonproliferation,” in Shields and
Potter, eds.Pismantling the Cold Warp. 361;
Mikhail Ustiugov, “Kazakh Power Play: Rich
In Oil And Gas, Kazakhstan Nonetheless Wants
Nuclear Power And PrestigeBulletin of the
Atomic Scientist$2 (July-August 1996); John
W.R. Lepingwell, “Kazakhstan and Nuclear

its experience may have deterred other statesWeapons,”"RFE/RL Research Repog (Feb-

with weaker nuclear ambitions. See Les Aspin
cited in David J. Karl, “Proliferation Pessi-
mism and Emerging Nuclear Powerdriter-
national Security21 (Winter 1996/1997), p.
88.

17 For an excellent, in-depth analysis of remu-

ruary 19 1993); and “Report: First FY 1995
Semi-Annual Report on Program Activities to
Facilitate Weapons Destruction and Nonpro-
liferation in the Former Soviet Union,The
Monitor: Nonproliferation, Demilitarization
and Arms Controll (Summer 1995), p. 21.

nerative strategies with a special focus on the?® Amy E. Smithson, “North Korea,” in

North Korea and Ukraine cases, see the ar-

ticles in Bernauer, Goldblat, and Ruloff, eds.,
Soliciting Cooperation...”;also Long, “Trade
and Technology Incentives....”

18 John K. Stranlund, “Public Mechanisms To
Support Compliance To An Environmental
Norm,” Journal of Environmental Economics
and Managemen28 (March 1995), p. 206.
19 Of course, the potential proliferant may
overstate the extent to which they were likely

ences of the relevant actor and the structureto proliferate.

of the choices available to an actor as “the

20lan Ayres and John Braithwait&esponsive

Bernauer, Goldblat, and Ruloff, edSgliciting
Cooperation...,”p. 107; and Korean Penin-
sula Energy Development Organizatiofn-
nual Report(Korea: Korean Peninsula Energy
Development Organization, 1995), p. 21. For
an extensive chronology of the development
of the Agreed Framework, see General Ac-
counting Office,Nuclear Nonproliferation:
Implications of the U.S./North Korean Agree-
ment on Nuclear Issue@Vashington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1996).

26 Siegwart Lindenberg and Bruno S. Frey, “Al-

givens of a situation, and, for purposes of Regulation: Transcending The Deregulation ternatives, Frames, and Relative Prices: A
analysis, we assume that they don’'t change Debate(New York: Oxford University Press,

much in the short run. In short, we take people
as we find them” (Kenneth A. Shepsle and
Mark S. BonchekAnalyzing Politics: Ratio-
nality, Behavior, and Institution§New York:
W.W. Norton and Co., 1997)), pp. 16-17.
1 This framework has been developed within a
larger research project examining policy strat-

egies across a range of international issue ar-

eas. See Ronald B. Mitchell, “Strategies of
International Social Control: Changing Incen-
tives, Opportunities, Or Values,” paper pre-
sented at International Studies Association
Conference held at San Diego, CA, 18-20 April,
1996.

12 Gary S. Becker, “Crime and Punishment: An
Economic Approach,’Journal of Political
Economy76 (March/April 1968); Amitai
Etzioni, A Comparative Analysis Of Complex
Organizations: On Power, Involvement, And
Their Correlates(New York: The Free Press of
Glencoe, Inc., 1961); Keith Hawking&nvi-
ronment and Enforcement: Regulation And
The Social Definition Of PollutiofOxford,
England: Clarendon Press, 1984); and Albert

J. Reiss, Jr., “Selecting Strategies of Social Con-

trol Over Organizational Life,” in Keith
Hawkins and J.M. Thomas, ed€nforcing
Regulation(Boston: Kluwer-Nijhoff, 1984).

3 Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom, “Is The Good
News About Compliance....”

14 Robert Axelrod and Robert O. Keohane,

The Nonproliferation Review/Fall 1997

1992), p. 111.

21 Long, “Trade And Technology Incen-
tives....”

22 Steven E. Miller, “The Former Soviet
Union,” in Mitchell Reiss and Robert S. Litwak,
eds.,Nuclear Proliferation after the Cold War
(Washington, D.C.: The Woodrow Wilson
Center Press, 1994), p. 114.

2 John M. Shields and William C. Potter, “Co-

Broader View of Rational Choice Theor/tta
Sociologica36 (Fall 1993), p. 197; and Shepsle
and BonchekAnalyzing Politics p. 16-17.

27 Michael MastandunoEconomic Contain-
ment: CoCom and the Politics of East-West
Trade (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
1992).

%8 Reiss, “Selecting Strategies....”

2% MastandunoEconomic Containmentpp.
326-327.

operative Assistance: Lessons Learned and3® Arms Control and Disarmament Agendye

Directions for the Future,” in John M. Shields
and William C. Potter, edsDismantling the
Cold War: U.S. and NIS Perspectives on the

Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls
for Conventional Arms and Dual-use Goods
and TechnologiegWashington, D.C.: U.S.

Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; http:/
Program (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, /www.acda.gov/factshee/conwpn/
1997), p. 387; and Thomas Bernauer, Stefanwassenaa.htm, 1997); Nuclear Energy Agency,
Brem, and Roy Suter, “The Denuclearization The Regulation Of Nuclear Trade: Non-Prolif-
of Ukraine,” in Bernauer, Goldblat, and Ruloff, eration, Supply, Safetywol. 1 (Paris: OECD,
eds., Soliciting Cooperation...pp. 116 and  1988); and Gary K. Bertsch, Richard T. Cupitt,
134. Indeed, initial Belarusian expectations of and Steven Elliott-Gower, “Multilateral Ex-
large-scale compensation that would benefit port Control Organizations,” in Gary K.
indigenous enterprises “have now been muted” Bertsch, Richard T. Cupitt, and Steven Elliott-
Wachaslau E. Paznyak, “Nunn-Lugar Program Gower, eds.|nternational Cooperation On
Assessment; The Case of Belarus,” in Shields Nonproliferation Export Controls: Prospects
and Potter, edsDismantling the Cold Warp. For The 1990s And Beyor{@nn Arbor: The
170. University of Michigan Press, 1994).

24 Michael H. Newlin, “Export Controls and 3! Amy Sands, “The Impact Of New Tech-
the CTR Program,” in Shields and Potter, eds., nologies On Nuclear Weapons Proliferation,”
Dismantling the Cold Warpp. 294 and 299; in Reiss and Litwak, edsNuclear Prolifera-
Thomas Bernauer, Jozef Goldblat, and Dieter tion...,” p. 260.

Ruloff, “Conclusions,” in Bernauer, Goldblat, 32 David A. Schwarzbach, “Iran’s Nuclear

51



Ronald B. Mitchell

Puzzle,” Scientific Americar276 (June 1997), 4’ Finnemore,National Interests In Interna-

p. 63. tional Society p. 29.
33 Betts, “Paranoids, Pygmies, Pariahs...,” p. * Edmundo Fujita,The Prevention Of Geo-
114. graphical Proliferation Of Nuclear Weapons:

34 Sands, “The Impact Of New Technologies...,” Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones And Zones Of
p. 271; and Benjamin Frankel, “The Brooding Peace In The Southern Hemisphéxew York:
Shadow: Systemic Incentives And Nuclear United Nations, 1989); and Jozef Goldblat,
Weapons Proliferation,” in Davis and Frankel, “Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones: A History And
eds.,The Proliferation Puzzle. Assessment,The Nonproliferation Review

3 Barbara Connolly and Martin List, “Nuclear (Spring-Summer 1997).

Safety in Eastern Europe and the Former So-* It is also worth noting that political exigen-
viet Union,” in Robert O. Keohane and Marc cies will make the adoption of remunerative
A. Levy, eds. Institutions for Environmental strategies unlikely in response to recalcitrant
Aid: Pitfalls and Promisg(Cambridge, MA: proliferants.

MIT Press, 1996), p. 275. 50 Finnemore,National Interests In Interna-
36 Bernauer, Brem, and Suter, “The Denuclear- tional Society p. 29; and Price, “The Geneal-
ization of Ukraine,” p. 139. ogy Of The Chemical Weapons Taboo.”

37 U.S. Office of the Secretary of Defen&ep- 51 The effectiveness of such strategies will al-
liferation: Threat and Respons@Vashing- ways, by definition, be difficult to determine:

ton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, since normative strategies operate by leading
1996), p. 58; Miller, “The Former Soviet states to redefine their interests, and since in-
Union;” and Dorothy S. Zinberglhe Missing  terests have theoretical primacy over regimes
Link? Nuclear Proliferation And The Interna- as determinants of state behavior, compliance
tional Mobility Of Russian Nuclear Experts will tend to be attributed to a happy coinci-
(New York: United Nations, 1995). dence of state interests with regime norms
38 Miller, “The Former Soviet Union,” p. 109. rather than the influence of regime policies.
The U.S. government plans to spend over $152 See, for example, Abram Chayes and Antonia
billion in its Cooperative Threat Reduction Handler ChayesThe New Sovereignty: Com-
program, with approximately half of that go- pliance With International Regulatory Agree-
ing to Belarus, Kazakstan, and Ukraine (De- ments(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
fense Technology Information Centedpw Press, 1995); Ronald B. Mitchelhtentional
CTR Works(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Depart- Qil Pollution At Sea: Environmental Policy
ment of Defense; http://www.dtic.mil/ And Treaty CompliancéCambridge, MA: The
defenselink/pubs/ctr/how.html, 1997)). On the MIT Press, 1994); Peter Haas, Robert O.
CTR program more generally, see Shields and Keohane, and Marc A. Levynstitutions For

Potter, eds.Pismantling the Cold War The Earth: Sources Of Effective International
% U.S. Office of the Secretary of Defen&ep- Environmental Protection(Cambridge, MA:
liferation: Threat And Response The MIT Press, 1993); and Keohane and Levy,

40 An excellent account of this policy is pro- Institutions for Environmental Aid.
vided by Long, “Trade and Technology Incen- 5 For a summary of arguments regarding the

tives....” role of regime transparency and mechanisms
4t Bardach and KagarGoing By The Bookp. for improving transparency, see Ronald B.
248. Mitchell, “Sources of Transparency: Informa-

42 0On assurance strategies, see Lisa L. Martin,tion Systems In International Regimesii-
Coercive Cooperation: Explaining Multilat- ternational Studies Quarterl¢2 (March 1998).
eral Economic Sanctions (Princeton: For recent discussion of the virtues of trans-
Princeton University Press, 1992). parency in the proliferation arena, see Charles
43John J. Mearsheimer, “Back to the Future: W. Nakhleh, “Viewpoint: Addressing the Im-
Instability in Europe After the Cold Warfh- plications of the Japanese Fuel Cycle Through
ternational Securityl5 (Summer 1990), p. 38. Transparency, The Nonproliferation Review
4 Paul Wapner, “Environmental Activism And 4 (Spring-Summer 1997).

World Civic Politics,” World Politics47 (April 54 Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom, “Is the Good
1995), p. 337. News About Compliance....”

% Toni Makkai and John Braithwaite, “The 5 Fred C. lkle, “After Detection—What?”
Dialectics Of Corporate Deterrence]burnal Foreign Affairs39 (January 1961), p. 208-
of Research in Crime and Delinquen8y 220.

(November 1994), pp. 360. 5 Bernauer and Ruloff, “Analytical Frame-
46 For an excellent discussion of how norma- work,” pp. 32-33.

tive forces have effectively eliminated the use 5" Axelrod and Keohane, “Achieving Coop-
of nuclear (and chemical) weapons as an Ameri- eration...,” and MartinCoercive Coopera-
can policy option, see Richard Price and Nina tion....

Tannenwald, “Norms and Deterrence: The %8 For the seminal work on “tit-for-tat” as a
Nuclear and Chemical Weapons Taboos,” in strategy for overcoming cooperation prob-
Peter J. Katzenstein, edlhe Culture of Na- lems, see Robert Axelrod;he Evolution Of
tional Security: Norms and Identity in World Cooperation(New York: Basic Books, 1984).
Politics (New York: Columbia University Press,

1996).

52 The Nonproliferation

Review/Fall 1997



