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Abstract

When and how do international agreements regulating trade influence export and
import behavior? I study this question at the intersection of conflict and wildlife
trade. The wildlife trade is a known driver of species decline, with hundreds of
millions of individuals being traded internationally each year. Despite long-standing
international agreements regulating species trade, we know very little about their
true impact. I argue that CITES, the key international agreement in the area,
does influence wildlife trade through both its design and through reducing spikes in
trade stemming from violent conflict. Conflict increases trade in wildlife because of
increased exploitation in order to fund the conflict. However, this effect is lessened
if a species is listed on CITES, due to greater international scrutiny on these species
and “conflict poaching.” To test my argument, I use a multi-level research design
taking advantage of highly disaggregated data on US wildlife imports from 2000
to 2022, spanning over 20,000 species and 3 million records. I combine this data
with spatial information on both species ranges and conflict location. I demonstrate
through a difference-in-differences design that CITES listing decreases trade. Next,
I show that species in conflict zones experience increased trade. Finally, I show that
CITES listing eliminates spikes in trade from conflict. These findings show both
the promise and the limits of international regulation of trade, and highlight an
understudied aspect of environmental politics.

∗Assistant Professor, Sam Nunn School of International Affairs, Georgia Institute of Technology. Email:
austinbeacham@gatech.edu. Thanks to Elisa D’Amico, Christina J. Schneider, and attendees of the
Political Economy of Climate and the Environment 2025 Conference and the International Political
Economy Society 2025 Conference for helpful comments and feedback.

mailto:austinbeacham@gatech.edu


1 Introduction

Each year, millions of individuals of animals and plants are traded internationally. The

legal trade alone is worth over 220 billion dollars annually, and it is estimated that illegal

trafficking may be worth up to 23 billion (CITES Secretariat 2022). While much of the

legal trade is for “legitimate” purposes such as research or sustainable pet trade, wildlife

trade as a whole is still a significant driver of species decline and even extinction (Hughes

et al. 2023; Marshall, Alamshah, et al. 2025). For this reason, like many other forms of

trade, wildlife trade is regulated internationally. The primary mechanism for its regulation

is the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora,

or CITES. And, like other forms of international regulation more generally, the effectiveness

of CITES is hotly debated by practitioners, legal scholars, and concerned parties like

NGOs (Gehring and Ruffing 2008; Goho 2001; Stoett 2002).

I argue that, despite a lack of enforcement mechanisms and reliance on signatories to

enforce the agreement, CITES listing can influence trade. While CITES listing is most

likely to reduce trade from states with plentiful resources and motivation to enforce its

provisions, it also several features that make compliance more likely overall. Building on

prior findings on the mechanisms through which international agreements can be effective,

I argue that it is an agreement with high legitimacy; that it increases transaction costs

for wildlife traders, dampening even permitted trade after listing; and that it provides

information that civil society can use to influence governments’ monitoring and compliance

efforts. Further, I argue in particular that it can dampen the effect of spikes in wildlife

trade that stem from instability and violent conflict. While conflict tends to reduce overall

trade flows, I posit that absent CITES listing, it actually leads to increased wildlife trade

as armed groups use the trade to fund themselves. However, CITES listing can prevent

this spike by drawing attention to trade in particular species. Governments have incentives

to avoid being seen as allowing “conflict poaching” in order to protect their reputations,

maintain access to international funding, and avoid sanctions via CITES procedures and
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other international agreements.

To test this argument, I take advantage of newly cleaned, publicly available data on

US wildlife trade, which is collected independently from CITES. Using disaggregated data

on US wildlife imports from 2000 to 2022, including over 3 million records in difference-in-

differences tests, I measure the effect of a species being listed on the CITES Appendices

on its future trade volume into the US. This is an improvement over relying on CITES’s

own data, because data collection on trade in listed species only begins after listing,

preventing a before/after comparison.1 The US is a worthwhile case to examine because of

its economic size, its place as the largest importer of endangered species globally (Blundell

and Mascia 2005), and the fact that it is often less involved in advocating for species to

be listed, which would threaten to endogenize changes in trade. I combine this data with

country-level information on conflict, and further probe the mechanisms with spatially

disaggregated species range and conflict data.

The findings lend support to my theoretical argument. I first show that CITES listing

does appear to reduce trade volume overall. Next, I probe my specific argument by showing

that while country level violent conflict is associated with marginal decreases in species

trade, this is likely driven by an overall decline in trade across all sectors because of the

conflict (Bayer and Rupert 2004; Schultz 2015). Using the spatially identified subset, I

demonstrate that conflict within a species’ actual range in a country is associated with an

increase in its trade volume out of that country. CITES listing, however, can cancel this

effect, eliminating the impact of conflict and lowering trade volume overall. I find that

CITES substantially reduces the effect of conflict in both the full sample and the spatially

disaggregated subsample. Further mechanism tests suggest that more “charismatic” and

popular species see the biggest declines because of CITES listing, lending credence to the

idea that CITES brings increased scrutiny on trade that can ameliorate the influence of

conflict. Initial results also suggest, however, that some of the decrease in trade results

from trade shifting to the illegal market.

1This is a long-identified problem with evaluating the effectiveness of international agreements (Mitchell
2003, p. 446).
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These findings make several contributions. First, they speak to debates on the effective-

ness of international agreements and institutions more broadly (Chayes and Chayes 1993;

Downs, Rocke, and Barsoom 1996; König and Mäder 2014; Mitchell 1994), and environmen-

tal agreements specifically (Helm and Sprinz 2000; Mitchell et al. 2020; Young 2011). This

paper provides new, robust evidence that CITES does impact trade volume, a relatively

positive finding given the lack of stringent enforcement mechanisms at the international

level. The preliminary results showing that CITES listing may increase illegal trade,

however, are in line with other work that explores negative spillovers from international

regulation (Chapman et al. 2021; Crippa, Malesky, and Picci 2025; Jensen and Malesky

2018; Konisky and Woods 2010). It also speaks to other work on the importance of state

capacity in international agreement compliance (Berge and Berger 2021; Gray 2013). In

contrast to this work, stretched capacity through conflict does not reduce the effectiveness

of CITES, and in fact appears to strengthen its influence through shining a spotlight

on conflict trade. The mechanisms also echo work that emphasizes the importance of

attention and pressure in international organization (Dai 2007; Hafner-Burton, LeVeck,

and Victor 2016; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Shibaike 2022; Simmons 2009).

Second, the findings add to our understanding of the international regulation of trade.

Previous work has found that domestic factors do indeed shape trade behavior and

compliance with agreements (Allee and Peinhardt 2011; Elkins, Guzman, and Simmons

2006; Simmons 2014; Wellhausen 2019), but many of the agreements in question are bilateral

or relatively small in membership. CITES, in contrast, is a near universal treaty akin to

the WTO, but one that lacks the formal enforcement and dispute resolution mechanisms

that are often studied in the context of that agreement (Busch 2007; Carnegie 2014; Peritz

2020; Rosendorff and Milner 2001). The findings add nuance to our understanding of the

mechanisms that may operate across these types of agreements when institutionalized

“retaliation” is difficult. They also highlight that trade in wildlife, in contrast to many

other forms of trade (Bayer and Rupert 2004; Schultz 2015), may actually increase in

the face of violent conflict (Haass 2020). This makes wildlife more in line with “conflict
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minerals” and other potentially violence-fueling commodities.

Third, this work highlights an understudied aspect of environmental politics. While

there is a growing literature on the international political economy of climate change and

the renewable energy transition (Breetz, Mildenberger, and Stokes 2018; Colgan, Green,

and Hale 2021; McLean, Hur, and Whang 2021; Ratan 2024), there has been much less

attention on the international political economy of species conservation and biodiversity.

These are critical issues in their own right that also affect (and are affected by) climate

change. Recent work has focused on the political economy of conservation, but usually

from an area-based conservation lens (Alger 2023; Beacham 2023; Mangonnet, Kopas, and

Urpelainen 2022). This paper highlights another aspect of environmental politics that is

worth exploring in more detail: its relationship with both trade and conflict (Daskin and

Pringle 2018; Gaynor et al. 2016).

2 The International Wildlife Trade and CITES

International trade in wildlife has a long history, and is a massive global business today. It

was the subject of some of the earliest international environmental agreements, beginning

with the 1911 North Pacific Fur Seal Convention between the US, UK (Canada), Russia, and

Japan. That agreement regulated open sea exploitation of the fur seal, which was hunted

for export nearly to extinction before the successful implementation of the agreement.

International regulation was generally regional and patchwork until CITES was agreed

in 1973, and entered into force in 1975. The original draft of the agreement came as an

initiative of the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), but had 80

state signatories initially. The goal of the agreement is “to ensure that international trade

in specimens of wild animals and plants does not threaten the survival of the species”

(CITES Secretariat 2025b), and it was designed to be both a “conservation and trade

instrument.”2 There are currently 185 parties to the agreement; its wide membership

2Quoted in Sand (1997, p. 34)
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has been used as evidence that there is a “general interest in protecting biodiversity and

reducing the negative effects of trade-induced overexploitation of wild flora and fauna”

among states (Gehring and Ruffing 2008). 146 of the 185 parties ratified CITES prior to

the study period beginning in 2000, including almost all major wildlife exporters.3

Species trade is regulated via the listing of a species on one of three Appendices.

Appendix I is intended for species that are directly threatened with extinction; listing in

this Appendix generally prohibits trade entirely. An example of an Appendix I species is

the Asian Elephant, which has been listed since 1975. Appendix II includes species that

are not necessarily immediately threatened with extinction, but that may become so unless

trade is regulated. Trade in these species is generally permitted, but is controlled. Control

involves the “grant of export permit subject to a non-detriment finding by a Scientific

Authority in the exporting state,” meaning that an authority has certified that export

will not harm the continued survival of the species (Reeve 2006, p. 881). Many species of

reef-building corals are Appendix II species. Appendix III is reserved for cases when a

party state independently regulates the trade of a species within its jurisdiction, and seeks

the cooperation of other party states to control international trade. For example, in 2023

the European Union regulated the trade of the Antilles pinktoe tarantula and submitted

it as an Appendix III species. The vast majority of listing are in Appendix II (97%) with

Appendix I making up the majority of the remainder (CITES Secretariat 2025a).

Reforms to the listing procedure in the 1980s and early 2000s have led scholars to

argue that this process results in decisions that are remarkably evidence-based and non-

politicized, at least compared to past procedures and other international agreements

(Gehring and Ruffing 2008; Goho 2001). The procedure for adding a species to a CITES

Appendix is relatively stringent. Typically, a member state or the CITES Secretariat itself

will bring a listing proposal, which is then evaluated in a scientific assessment stage by a

committee of international scientific experts. That panel will than make a recommendation

to the Secretariat. The proposal is then voted on by the Conference of Parties, requiring a

3Those whose ratification status changed are dealt with empirically through country-year fixed effects
in robustness checks.
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two-thirds majority of members. If approved, restrictions automatically come into force

after 90 days, unless a state has filed an exception to the decision (Gehring and Ruffing

2008).4

Beyond agreeing to abide by trade restrictions, member states have other obligations.

They are required to submit annual trade reports to the CITES Secretariat; the data from

these reports are used to create the CITES Trade Database, the most comprehensive global

database on international wildlife trade. The data, however, rely on self-reporting, and

there are known issues with undercounting and discrepancies with other, more localized

trade data like that used in this paper (Blundell and Mascia 2005; Symes et al. 2018). The

CITES Secretariat has limited capacity to directly enforce trade restrictions, and relies

primarily on “technical assistance, workshops, and ad hoc Secretariat missions” (Reeve

2006, p. 885). However, it can recommend trade suspensions to the CITES Standing

Committee (delegated representatives of member states and regions), which are generally

followed. Trade suspensions are a form of sanction in which CITES members are asked

not to trade in certain species (or at all) with a certain member state because of lack of

compliance with CITES’s provisions (Sand 1997). These rarely fully go into effect but

almost always spur action on the party of the offending state (Reeve 2006).

There are two key takeaways from this discussion of CITES’s structure and functioning.

First, the procedure to list species is highly technical, scientific, and thought to be relatively

free of parochial interests and biases. While this means that species are being added

that “should” be, from a mission-oriented perspective, it does mean that species that are

CITES-listed are likely systematically different from species that are non-CITES-listed.

This may mean that listed species are different on average from non-listed species–in

other words, assignment to treatment is not random. Second, CITES itself has relatively

little enforcement capacity beyond recommending trade sanctions. This means that

implementation of the agreement depends on member states being willing and able to take

on monitoring and enforcement functions, and that incentives to decrease trade may stem

4Exceptions are relatively rare and generally do not mean that a state can still trade freely in a species,
since the vast majority of other states have agreed to restrict its trade.
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from external attention and pressure. This leads me to focus on the interaction between

listing and experience of violent conflict as factors that influence CITES compliance in the

next section.

3 Theory

I begin by discussing why CITES listing in isolation should decrease trade, before moving

to discuss the specific mechanism of my theory that revolve around the interaction of

CITES and violent conflict. In this section I will refer to CITES listing in general, but

the theoretical mechanisms mostly rely on Appendix II listing since it makes up 97% of

listings.

3.1 CITES Effectiveness 1: Legitimacy

There are several reasons to expect that CITES listing might genuinely affect trade behavior.

This discussion mostly applies existing arguments from the literature on international

agreement effectiveness, highlighting how CITES has many of the features that lead to

behavior change in the aggregate before introducing my own argument relating to conflict.

First, as discussed in the preceding section, listing decisions are usually made by consensus

and through the integration of a robust scientific process. Because parochial interests are

less common and bigger states do not dominate the decisions-making process, decisions

have high legitimacy.5 This increases the chances that they are actually followed (Buchanan

and Keohane 2006; Tallberg and Zürn 2019). For example, several states recommended

that the Humphead Wrasse, a reef fish of the Indo-Pacific, be added to CITES Appendix

II before the 13th Conference of Parties in 2004 (WWF 2004). Several countries opposed

its listing on various grounds including Indonesia, whose delegates claimed that the Wrasse

was not endangered in its waters. However, after consulting the available data from other

countries, Indonesia withdrew its opposition and actually supported the listing of the

5This is not the case in institutions like the World Bank (Clark and Dolan 2021) and the IMF (Dreher,
Sturm, and Vreeland 2009; Dreher, Sturm, and Vreeland 2015; Stone 2004; Stone 2008)
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species, “apparently, bec[oming] truly convinced of the endangered status of the fish”

(Gehring and Ruffing 2008, p. 141).

New scientific evidence also appears to affect decisions. When a 2022 study showed

that sharks involved in the international fin trade are far more likely to be threatened with

extinction (card), the subsequent CITES meeting heavily referenced the research when

deliberating (and eventually voting in favor of) adding the guitarfish and requiem shark

families to Appendix II (Scales 2024). This sort of deliberative consensus-making increases

the chances that decisions by CITES are perceived as legitimate and worthy of adherence.

3.2 CITES Effectiveness 2: Transaction costs

This legitimacy combined with the official (though unenforced) legal obligation of member

parties means that states with both resources and genuine desire to control will likely do

so. In other words, CITES listing causes action on the part of “genuine compliers” within

their country (Chayes and Chayes 1993): they go through the process of issuing of export

permits, conducting robust non-detriment assessments, and generally doing their best to

reduce trade when needed in order to preserve the species. This exerts downward pressure

on total trade volume. Similarly, listing provides incentives for importing states to do their

best to ensure that CITES procedures have been followed at the point of origin. While this

is generally quite difficult, it does provide another layer of scrutiny that in the aggregate is

likely to reduce trade volume. Additionally, the increased paperwork involved with CITES

species, whether or not it is fully properly adhered to, adds bureaucratic hurdles that may

discourage exporters from trading in listed species because of increased transaction costs

on the part of the firms.

3.3 CITES Effectiveness 3: Information provision

A final channel by which we may expect CITES to influence trade behavior is through

publicizing particular species and providing information to civil society. There is evidence

that particular species receive more media and scholarly attention (Prokop et al. 2022),
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and that the combination of media attention, information, and civil society pressure can

change state behavior more generally at least at the margins (Creamer and Simmons 2019;

Dai 2007). Two examples serve to illustrate this point. First, concern over the trafficking

of pangolins, a scaly anteater, led to their being upgraded to Appendix I in 2016. Part

of this concern stemmed from the known role of armed groups in this trafficking (Tata

2023), speaking to the conflict mechanisms below. After the listing, several large NGOs

began pangolin-specific programs, including independent trade monitoring efforts, and

media attention spiked significantly (Shibaike 2022). Second, the vicuña, a rare Andean

lama, was initially listed on Appendix I in 1973 because of declining populations. When it

was proposed to be changed to Appendix II, this was met with significant outcry by some

groups in the range countries and by NGOs (Sand 1997).

Another piece of evidence that this attention matters is that states almost always quickly

respond and change their behavior in response to CITES trade suspensions, suggesting

that they try their best to avoid the scrutiny that comes from extreme CITES violations

(Reeve 2006). Indeed, “frequent news reports about CITES infringements (as well as the

prosecutions, confiscations and fines ensuing) turned out to be the most effective way of

raising public awareness and acceptance of the treaty, thus strengthening the legitimacy of

the regime” (Sand 1997, p. 49). The preceding discussion leads to my first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Listing a species on the CITES Appendices will reduce trade in that

species, all else equal.

3.4 Conflict and the wildlife trade

While I expect CITES to decrease trade overall, very little in the preceding discussion

precludes the vast majority of the decrease in trade coming from highly motivated, well-

resourced states that can willingly and (relatively) easily enforce the provisions of the

agreement. I go a step beyond this by arguing that CITES can also decrease trade in

situations where we might expect it to increase otherwise, and where we may think an

international agreement is unlikely to have an effect. I focus on CITES’s ability to reduce
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heightened wildlife trade in the face of violent conflict, by which I mean the use of armed

force between two organized armed groups.6 Before doing that, I briefly discuss why I

expect violent conflict to fuel wildlife trade.

In brief, wildlife functions like many other forms of commodity trade, in that it is

relatively “lootable” (Collier 2000), and can provide quick funding to armed groups (both

the government and non-government armed groups like insurgents, civil war combatants,

and militias). There is robust evidence that wildlife trade coincides with violent conflict

(Barron 2015; Douglas and Alie 2014; Haass 2020; Lopes 2014), and can help to prolong

it. Conflict decreases the presence of other types of government administration beyond

military, like anti-poaching workers and wildlife monitors, allowing more illegal poaching

to potentially take place before being passed off as legitimate wildlife trade at the point of

export. Conflict also stretches limited government capacity, potentially diverting resources

away from things like enforcing an international environmental agreement. Governments

can make quite credible arguments that they are focusing on saving human rather than

animal or plant life (although the two are, of course, linked, even in the case of conflict).

As a general expectation, therefore, we might expect experience of conflict within a country

to increase trade of an average species out of that country, due to the increased instability

and stretched government capacity/monitoring ability. I articulate this with the following

hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Increased conflict in a country will increase trade of species out of that

country, all else equal.

However, I mostly strongly expect increased trade of species who inhabit areas that

are directly experiencing conflict. These places are where all of the above mechanisms

would operate the most strongly, including, crucially, the armed groups having access to

the species in order to capture and subsequently trade them. Therefore, I put forward a

more granular hypothesis:

6Definition adapted from Yilmaz et al. (2024).
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Hypothesis 3: Increased conflict in a species’ range will increase trade in that species,

all else equal.

3.5 CITES and violent conflict

I expect that CITES listing can reduce and even eliminate the increase in wildlife trade that

stems from violent conflict. The above mechanisms of legitimacy, increased transaction

costs, and information provision can all serve to reduce conflict’s effect. The scientific

process that leads to CITES listing means that states have agreed that the species in

question is worth being monitored because it is potentially at risk of extinction. This

means that an increase from trade due to conflict could potentially be seen as especially

harmful by the global community, making accepting an export from a potential conflict

zone less likely. It is also possible that CITES listing occurred in the first place because

of pressure on the species’ viability due to the conflict. For example, during the 1980s

there was intense debate on moving the African elephant from Appendix II to Appendix I,

primarily because both parties in several different civil wars were using ivory to purchase

weapons (Sand 1997, p. 44). More recently, eight countries were asked to submit national

action plans for combating ivory trade for similar reasons (CITES 2013).

The increased bureaucracy and transaction costs that I predicted would contribute to

reduced trade from CITES listing may also serve to dampen the effect of conflict. While

we may expect a government’s resources to be stretched thin during a conflict, they may

devote some of their resources toward wildlife trade monitoring and enforcement precisely

because they are involved in a violent conflict: it allows them to block some of the armed

groups’ funding, potentially make arrests at the point of exit, and, in more extreme cases,

attempt to reassert territorial control through bureaucratic presence.

The increased scrutiny and information available to civil society that comes from

CITES listing can also serve to combat the increase from violent conflict. A global,

securitized community has formed around the need to combat the illegal wildlife trade and

wildlife poaching. A growing literature in the field of political ecology (and elsewhere) has
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discussed how private security firms, national militaries, and the broader global architecture

of “national security” have firmly entrenched themselves in the arena of conservation in

the name of combating illegal wildlife trade (Duffy 2022a; Duffy 2022b; Gaynor et al.

2016; Haass 2020; Massé and Margulies 2020). These security-focused actors argue that

wildlife trade can fund gangs, terrorists, rebels, insurgents, and other armed groups, and

is interlinked with other forms of crime like human and drug trafficking (Barron 2015).

While the degree to which arming park rangers and “fighting fire with fire” will actually

improve poaching and conservation outcomes is debated (Duffy 2022a), there is no doubt

that NGOs and states invoke security as a means to secure funding and support from

wealthy international donors, including states (Duffy 2022a; Massé and Margulies 2020).

One way of seeming worthy of support is by staying in good standing with the principal

agreement governing the international wildlife trade in CITES. By doing its best to apply

CITES’s standards even in the face of violent conflict, a state can make a credible signal

that it is worthy of increased support both from the security-focused donors and from

conservation NGOs, thereby gaining access to more funding than the monitoring efforts

that decrease trade likely cost. Overall, the intersection of wildlife trade’s securitization

with actual violent conflict combines with CITES’s inherent features to actually reduce

wildlife trade. Based on this logic, I propose my final hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: CITES listing significantly reduces the effect of violent conflict on increas-

ing trade in a species.

4 Research Design

To test the empirical implications of my theoretical argument, I examine wildlife imports

into the United States. While focusing on the US does pose questions about the generaliz-

ability of my findings, data availability from other countries is quite limited. Additionally,

one of the main ways in which the US case may not be generalizable is that as an importer,

it is quite high capacity and relatively pro-conservation, at least of wildlife. However, most
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“consumer” states of wildlife imports have historically been rich countries with relatively

high capacity (Sand 1997, p. 46), meaning that there is perhaps less variation along at

least some of these dimensions among true wildlife importers than one might imagine. In

summary, the US is a reasonable place to test whether or not CITES listing influences

trade, and there are good reasons to believe the findings would generalize to other importer

countries.

I draw on publicly available data from the US Law Enforcement Management In-

formation System (LEMIS), managed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service for internal

law enforcement. The data used in this project was further standardized, cleaned, and

formatted by Marshall et al. (2025). These data detail wildlife imports into the United

States from 2000 to 2022, including over eight million individual entries, over 21,000 species,

and 2.85 billion individuals. Descriptively, the primary purpose of trade was commercial

(75.85%), followed by hunting trophies (16.23%), personal use (3.51%), scientific purposes

(2.68%). Other categories (educational, zoos, etc.) made up less than one percent of the

total entries. Information is not available about the specific importing parties.

I then match the genus and/or species import record with the CITES listing (depending

on the taxonomic level at which it was listed in the CITES Appendices).7 Finally, I

aggregate individual import records to the species-country-year level, summarizing how

many of each individual species was imported from which country in each year from 2000

to 2022. The full sample includes 3.25 million observations.

I further probe the theory by taking advantage of spatially disaggregated data on

species ranges and violent conflict. I collect spatial information on the species ranges of

around 17,000 species of mammals and reptiles, two of the most commonly traded types of

animals (IUCN 2025). I then count, over time, how many geolocated instances of violent

conflict occurred with the range of each of these species, using the Uppsala Conflict Data

Program’s (UCDP) Georeferenced Event Dataset (GED) (Sundberg and Melander 2013).

The design only compares species with geolocated range data available, so it is a more

7For example, the entire genus of lizard Abronia was listed in 2015, but some species within that genus
were listed earlier. Data on the specific year of CITES Appendices changes is from UNEP-WCMC (2025).
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limited sample of species than the full LEMIS trade data.8 This analysis aims to test

whether or not a species having more conflicts in its range makes it more likely to be

exported to the US than species with fewer (or no) conflicts.

Figure 1: Overlapping species range example on border of US and Mexico. Data from
IUCN Red List.

For this sample, I draw on the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. This data includes

the known ranges of 6,025 mammal species and 10,316 reptiles that the organization has

identified on their Red List, meaning that they have undergone an extinction risk assessment.

Not all species in this list are necessarily under immediate risk of extinction, as their

status varies based on the assessment. All are included in this analysis, as an animal being

common or of “least concern” does not mean that it is not subject to wildlife trade. The

data have been collected over the last two decades, and so do not represent a particular

snapshot in time.9

8It would be inappropriate to include species without spatial range information in this test, because
there is no way to systematically measure whether or not conflict occurred within their range. Assuming
that there are no conflicts is not valid, because these observations are unobserved.

9This could raise an issue where a species extent is no longer accurate due to habitat loss or potentially
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I break these ranges into country ranges, so that, for example, the range of a a grey

wolf in Canada will be separate from the range of a grey wolf in Norway. The advantage

of splitting species by country is that if the species lives in two countries, but only one

of those country ranges experiences conflict, the less conflict prone range can still serve

as a “control” in the empirical setup. An example of the overlapping species ranges can

be seen in Figure 1. Because I then measure annual conflict and trade for each of the

country-species, the unit of analysis is country-species-year.

4.1 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable of interest is the logged total imports of each species in each year.

The LEMIS data is measured in either individuals or in weight if the species in question

does not constitute clear individual entities (for example, moss). Because the LEMIS data

does not include records of species that were not imported in a year, I impute zeroes for

species that were imported at some point in the sample but not in that particular year.

This creates a panel dataset for each species across the sample period. Not doing this

would prevent detecting an effect of CITES listing if, for example, a species experienced

steady high import level that then dropped to no imports after listing.

4.2 Independent Variables

To test the effect of CITES listing (Hypothesis 1), three independent variables are used.

The first and primary specification is an indicator variable, at the species-year level, of

whether or not a species is listed in any of the CITES Appendices in that year. It can take

the value of 0 or 1. If a species was not already on the CITES Appendices but is then

added by approval of the CITES membership, it takes a 1 in the year of approval and all

subsequent years. The second two species-year varying independent variables are more

granular versions of this variable, indicating if the species was listed in Appendix I, the

expanding ranges because of changing weather patterns. While this is a limitation, there is no alternative
dataset that would not have this issue.
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most stringent form of listing, or Appendices II or III. Results using these are reported in

the supplementary information.10

To test the effects of origin country experience of violent conflict (Hypothesis 2), I use

the UCDP Country-Year Dataset on Organized Violence within Country Borders (Yilmaz

2024). Following the literature, I use the log of the total number of cumulative deaths in

organized violence at the country-year level to capture the intensity of violent conflict that

a country experiences. I also include V-Dem’s polyarchy measure as a control variable

(Coppedge et al. 2021). These measures vary at the country-year level.

To test the effect of violent conflict within a particular species’ range on its exports

(Hypothesis 3), I measure the total number of conflicts in each country-species range

by intersecting the GED data with the country-species ranges described above. UCDP

defines a conflict as “an incident where armed force was used by an organized actor against

another organized actor, or against civilians, resulting in at least 1 direct death at a specific

location and a specific date.” Note that this is a relatively stringent definition of conflict

because it requires a death to take place. I use this dataset because of its global coverage

and as a more conservative test of the theory than other datasets that do not require

death to occur. Because the GED data include the year of the conflict, I summarize how

many conflicts each species range experienced in each country and in each year.11

Similar to the LEMIS data, I assume that GED includes the a valid sample of violent

conflicts globally, so if a country-species is not recorded as experiencing a conflict event in

a certain year, I impute a zero for that observation. To account for temporal dynamics in

conflict leading to increased wildlife trade, the main specifications use the total number

of conflicts in the past three years. For example, an armed group may still be active

in an area for some time after the last recorded episode of violent conflict, and recent

experience of conflict episodes is likely to affect stability, monitoring, enforcement, and

service provision in ways that influence wildlife trade for longer than just the year in which

10SI is in development and available upon request.
11The conflict events are geolocated as points, so this procedure is akin to counting how many points

fall within each country-species range in each year.
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Figure 2: Example of country-species-year observation. The range of the Madagascaran
flying fox is shown, with conflict events from 2009. Two conflicts occurred in this species’
range in 2009.

they occur. Because the data is highly skewed, I take the log of all operationalizations of

the conflict variables. Figure 2 shows an example of one country-species-year observation

with conflict events overlaid.

To evaluate Hypothesis 4 on CITES reducing the effect of conflict, I interact both the

country-level and species range-level conflict independent variables with the CITES listing

indicator variable.

4.3 Model Specification

I estimate a difference-in-differences (DiD) model with multiple fixed effects to assess the

impact of CITES listing in country-species-level import volumes. The model to test the

effects CITES listing can be expressed as:

log(Importsito) = β1 Listedit + β2Democracyto + αi + γt + δo + εito (1)
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Where Listedit is an indicator equal to 1 if species i is listed in year t, 0 otherwise;

Democracyto is a time-varying democracy control measure for year t and origin country

o; αi is species fixed effects; γt is year fixed effects; δo is origin country fixed effects; and

εito is the remaining error term. These fixed effects account for time-invariant species

characteristics, common time shocks, and time-invariant origin-country specific factors,

respectively. Standard errors are clustered at the species level to account for within-species

correlation over time.

To test the interactive effect of CITES listing with conflict in a country or species

range,12 I introduce conflict and an interaction term in an otherwise equivalent model:

log(Importsito) = β1 Listedit + β2Conflictito + β3 (Listedit × Conflictito)

+ β4Democracyto + αi + γt + δo + εito (2)

5 Findings

Table 1 shows the main results. Model 1 tests the influence of CITES by itself (Hypothesis

1), Model 2 tests the influence of conflict on wildlife trade country-wide (Hypothesis 2), and

Model 3 tests for the influence of CITES in reducing the influence of country level conflict

(Hypothesis 4). Models 4 and 5 use the subsample with species range data available,

testing Hypothesis 3 on the influence of localized conflict and again testing Hypothesis 4

with more fine-grain data.

12Note that the second equation includes species, country, and year notion for the conflict variable, but
the country-level specifications would not actually include the species-level variation.
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Table 1: Main Regression Results

Dependent Variable: Total Imports (Logged)
Model: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Variables
CITES Listing (Any) -0.1272∗ -0.0649 -0.0539

(0.0629) (0.0602) (0.0486)
Democracy -0.2901∗∗∗ -0.3189∗∗∗ -0.3200∗∗∗ 0.0117 0.0119

(0.0292) (0.0301) (0.0301) (0.0078) (0.0078)
Country Conflict Deaths -0.0046∗∗∗ -0.0019†

(0.0009) (0.0010)
CITES Listing (Any) × Country Conflict Deaths -0.0265∗∗∗

(0.0035)
Species Conflict Count 0.0052∗∗∗ 0.0070∗∗∗

(0.0013) (0.0014)
Species Conflict Count × CITES Listing (Any) -0.0115∗

(0.0045)

Fixed-effects
Species Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Origin Country Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Fit statistics
Observations 2,842,360 2,800,667 2,800,667 1,357,723 1,357,723
R2 0.13652 0.13713 0.13727 0.29570 0.29578
Within R2 0.00012 0.00013 0.00029 9.37× 10−5 0.00021

Clustered (Species) standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.001, **: 0.01, *: 0.05, †: 0.1

Several interesting patterns emerge. First, CITES listing does seem to influence trade

in wildlife. CITES listing by itself has a negative and statistically significant relationship

with trade, accounting for species, year, and origin country fixed effects. This means

that trade in the same species from the same country decreases after CITES listing, even

accounting for global year-to-year shifts in wildlife trade. This is a positive finding for the

effectiveness of this international agreement, considering that enforcement capacity is quite

low and mostly relies on domestic implementation. It appears that scientific consensus,

increased transaction costs, and the spotlight placed on listed species does influence trade.

Second, the results strongly suggest that conflict has an important influence on wildlife

trade. Interestingly, Model 2 shows that country-wide conflict seems to have a dampening

effect, which runs counter to Hypothesis 2. However, localized conflict within the range of

the species actually being exported has a positive and statistically significant association

with increased trade, shown in Model 4. The magnitude of this effect is higher than the

negative effect of country-wide conflict. One interpretation of this result is that overall
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Figure 3: Interaction plot showing the effect of country-wide conflict on wildlife exports to
the US, conditional on CITES listing of the species.

conflict decreases trade in wildlife just as it decreases trade across the board in most cases

(Bayer and Rupert 2004; Schultz 2015), but local conflict does indeed provide opportunities

for armed groups to capture wildlife and trade it internationally, potentially in order to

fund the conflict. This is in line with the literature that argues that wildlife trade can

fund “bad actors,” which some use to justify a securitized approach to conservation.

Lastly, I find strong support for my argument that CITES listing can counteract the

influence of conflict. In both the full sample and the localized species range sample,

the interaction term between CITES listing and conflict is negative and statistically

significant. This shows that when high conflict incidence coincides with CITES listing,

trade decreases even more than conflict on its own (Model 3) or the positive effective of

conflict is substantially reduced (Model 5). To further explore this, Figures 3 and 4 show

interaction plots from these two models.

Figure 3 shows that CITES listing causes country-level conflict be associated with

decreases in trade, while there is marginally no effect from conflict for non-listed species.

In the finer-grain geospatial sample (Figure 4), conflict is associated with increased trade

for unlisted species, but CITES listing erases this bump. Both of these results are in line
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Figure 4: Interaction plot showing the effect of localized conflict in a species range on
wildlife exports to the US, conditional on CITES listing of the species.

with my theoretical expectations, in particular Hypothesis 4.

Overall, the main results strongly support my expectations: localized conflict increases

trade, while CITES listing decreases trade both on average and in particular dampens the

effect of conflict. The one finding not in line with initial expectations, where country-wide

conflict dampens wildlife trade, is well-explained by existing work on the relationship

between conflict and trade, and was not my primary theoretical emphasis.

6 Robustness

I undertake several steps to build confidence in the results. First, I test if the main

results are robust to focusing on CITES Appendix I listing and CITES Appendix II and

III listing separately (Table A.1). I find that all results are robust to Appendix II/III,

but Appendix I is only significant at the 10% level alone, and does not seem to reduce

conflict trade in the species range subsample. This is likely because there are very few

Appendix I listings in total, and the majority of them entered the Appendices before the

trade data’s sample period, limiting valid difference-in-differences comparisons. Second, I
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use alternative specifications for both the country-wide and localized conflict, including

single year and five year windows, event counts rather than total deaths at the national

level, and deaths at the local level. I find that results are relatively robust to these

different operationalizations (table in production). Third, I replicate the results from the

full sample using country-wide conflict in the subsample with species ranges. Results are

similar in magnitude and direction, and the interaction effect between CITES listing and

country-wide conflict is still significant (Table A.2).

I also probe robustness by adding even more stringent fixed effects. For the geolocated

subsample and for the test of CITES alone in the full sample, I add country-year fixed

effects (as opposed to country and year separately). While I cannot do this in the models

that include variables at the country-year level (country-wide conflict), I can for those

that are not testing the country-wide conflict hypothesis. This fixed effect should absorb

all governance, institutions, conflict, or other country-level, time-varying factors, reducing

concerns about country-specific policy shocks or trends over time. I still find that CITES

alone decreases trade volume, that conflict in a species’ range increases trade volume, and

that CITES can eliminate this spike (Table A.3).

I also test if the results are driven by a mechanical decline in species population in their

natural habitats. If this is the cases, the finding that CITES decreases trade and reduces

spikes from conflict may be driven by the fact that there are fewer individuals of the

species in existence to capture and trade. To rule out this alternative explanation, I limit

the sample for all species that are eventually listed on CITES to the two years before and

after CITES listing. The idea is that species populations may change in the wild during

that time, but are less likely to do so in a way that fundamentally shifts trade volume.

The results for Hypothesis 1 on the overall effect of CITES are robust to this change,

suggesting that mechanical decline does not explain my results (Table A.4). Implementing

country-year fixed effects in this limited window sample yields similar results, although

they become marginally less significant (p = 0.0539).
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7 Empirical Extensions

7.1 Trends

I also probe the theoretical mechanisms of my argument in a couple of ways. First, I

analyze trends in trade behavior prior to and after CITES listing. Note that, because

CITES listing is a lengthy, public, international process involving consultation with member

states, affected industries, and scientists, I do not necessarily expect completely parallel

trends in trade behavior prior to listing. CITES listing does not come as an unexpected

shock to wildlife traders (both legal and illegal). And, indeed, this is not what we see when

looking at an event study. Figure 5 shows that there is actually a statistically significant

increase in trade prior to listing.

Figure 5: Event study on the effect of CITES listing on wildlife trade.

There are two plausible interpretations of this finding. First, it could demonstrate

that anticipatory effects are indeed occurring, where traders increase trade in anticipation

of restrictions coming into place later. This actually bolsters my argument that CITES

is effective: it shows that actors involved in the wildlife trade expect it to become more
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difficult after listing. It may be showing that the CITES process is actually taken seriously,

to the point that it is resulting in significant behavior change prior to the listing even

becoming official. Second, it could be showing that CITES listing is happening in response

to the increase in trade that we see in preceding periods. CITES listing is, after all,

supposed to come about when evidence mounts that continued unrestricted trade in a

species may threaten it with extinction. An increase in trade may cause alarm among

environmental scientists that such a scenario is coming about, resulting in listing. At

this time I am unable to adjudicate between these interpretations, but at minimum they

bolster prior arguments that the CITES process is indeed evidence-based, and at maximum

potentially demonstrate that actors expect CITES to be so effective at restricting trade

that they change behavior in anticipation of potential listing. Future versions of this paper

will aim to address these pre-trends empirically via the inclusion of more control variables

or alternative model specifications.

7.2 Attention Mechanism

I further examine the mechanisms by splitting the species range sample between reptiles

and mammals. If I am correct that publicizing wildlife trade and securitization are

important channels through which CITES is effective, we might expect the CITES listing

of mammals to be more effective than the CITES listing of reptiles. This is because there

is a well-established bias in humans toward “charismatic” species that we find relatable

and appealing, and the majority of these come within the mammal class of animals. Media

attention, conservation funding, and political priority are often given to mammals, so I

expect CITES listing to be especially effective in reducing trade in these animals. For

example, NGOs like Save the Elephants are organized around a particular species, and

organizations like the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) use animals like the panda as their

logo. This reflects a bias in where donors would prefer to give money (Colléony et al. 2017)

and in which protected areas tourists would like to visit (Hausmann et al. 2017). Most of

the grey literature and promotional material surrounding securitized wildlife monitoring
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also focuses on mammals (Duffy 2022b), further bolstering this idea.

Indeed, it appears that there may be bias in scientific research and perhaps even the

likelihood of CITES listing itself between mammals and other species.13 Research has

found, for example, that lizards are less likely to be studied and assessed scientifically

than other types of vertebrae (Meiri and Chapple 2016), that CITES listing may exhibit

“speciesism” (Hutchinson, Stephens-Griffin, and Wyatt 2022), and that reptile species are

“under-regulated” (Marshall, Strine, and Hughes 2020). Using the CITES listing data

described above, I see some suggestive evidence of this: there are 784 individual listings of

reptiles in the CITES Appendices (of approximately 11,690 known species of reptile; 6.7%

of the total), compared to 941 listings of mammals (of approximately 6,600 known species

of mammal; 14.3% of the total). I do not present these figures as dispositive evidence of

bias in CITES listing, which is beyond the scope of this paper, but they do align with the

evidence from other work.14

Building on these intuitions, I split the full geolocated sample to a mammal-only sample

and a reptile-only sample; I expect the results to be stronger for the mammal-only sample

than the reptile-only. I present the results of equivalent models to the main results below

in Figure 6, with green representing the results for mammals and orange representing

the results for reptiles. While localized conflict is associated with increased trade in both

families of animal (circle model)–further bolstering Hypothesis 3–CITES only appears to

decrease trade both by itself (triangle model) and in the interaction with conflict (square

model) in the mammal subsample. This lends support to the idea that awareness and

attention due to CITES listing are important, even though they are biased toward certain

species of animal.

13Note that I have not argued that which species are proposed for CITES protection is completely free
of bias. Rather, I argued that it is not driven by political bias toward particular species, and that the
final listing decision itself is scientifically driven. There could be bias in which species are researched and
found to be in need of CITES listing in the first place. Empirically, species fixed effects should account
for differing characteristics that affected likelihood of listing.

14It is possible, for example, that the same factors that lead to a bias in research on mammals would
also lead them to experience greater trade pressures, resulting in more listings.
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Figure 6: Coefficient plots of split sample models by species class.

7.3 Illegal Trade Spillovers

Finally, I analyze whether or not CITES listing shifts some trade to the illegal market.

Given the nature of illegal trade, data availability is limited. In order to maintain

comparability, I rely on the same LEMIS dataset as the main analysis, identifying illegal

trade through the data attribute “disposition” that identifies whether or not an import

was accepted. Following previous studies, I identify illegal trade as all wildlife imports

that were “seized” at inspection (Petrossian, Pires, and Uhm 2016). It is unlikely that

seizure data is a representative sample of all illegal wildlife trade, but this appears to be

the best and most comprehensive data on illegal wildlife trade available (Eskew et al. 2020;

Olsen et al. 2021; Petrossian, Pires, and Uhm 2016).

Using this identifier, I create a new dependent variable, logged seized imports, and

test my main hypotheses again using this new variable. The empirical setup is otherwise

equivalent to the main models. Table 2 shows the results. It appears that CITES listing
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by itself is associated with an increase in illegal wildlife seizures, although the magnitude

is smaller (about half) than the decrease in overall trade found above. Similar to the main

results, local conflict is also associated with an increase in seizures, although country wide

conflict is now also associated with an increase. Looking at the interactions, CITES listing

does not reduce the effect of conflict, and indeed seems to increase it in the country-wide

conflict models (Model 3). I caution strong interpretation of these results due to the data

limitations discussed above, as well as the fact that enforcement in the form of seizures

may be increasing after CITES listing as opposed to illegal trade itself. Future versions of

this paper will continue to explore this potential negative spillover.

Table 2: Wildlife Seizure Regression Results

Dependent Variable: Total Seized Imports (Logged)
Model: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Variables
CITES Listing (Any) 0.0661∗∗∗ 0.0610∗∗∗ 0.0065

(0.0177) (0.0172) (0.0052)
Democracy 0.0011 0.0018 0.0022 −5.79× 10−5 −4.89× 10−5

(0.0030) (0.0030) (0.0030) (0.0015) (0.0015)
Country Conflict Deaths 0.0003∗ 6.17× 10−5

(0.0001) (0.0002)
CITES Listing (Any) × Country Conflict Deaths 0.0025∗∗

(0.0009)
Conflicts, 3-year (Logged) 0.0006∗ 0.0007∗∗

(0.0002) (0.0003)
Conflicts, 3-year × CITES Listed -0.0008

(0.0010)

Fixed-effects
Species Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Origin Country Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Fit statistics
Observations 2,842,361 2,800,668 2,800,668 1,358,229 1,358,229
R2 0.04860 0.04910 0.04932 0.11462 0.11463
Within R2 0.00018 2.73× 10−6 0.00023 2.43× 10−5 3.72× 10−5

Clustered (Species) standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.001, **: 0.01, *: 0.05, †: 0.1

8 Conclusion

In this paper, I have made two claims. First, I argued that despite a lack of stringent

enforcement mechanisms and dispute resolution clauses, the primary agreement regulating

international wildlife trade does actually affect actors’ behavior in this space. While other

work has also found that international agreements do lead to behavior change (Jensen and
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Malesky 2018; Mitchell 1994), this is fairly surprising given the lack of success of many

ambitious international environmental agreements and the state of environmental crises

globally (Barnosky et al. 2011; Hansen et al. 2025). The second claim is that CITES is

partially effective because it can help counteract a particularly publicized form of wildlife

trade: trade stemming from violent conflict. I argued (and found) that while conflict may

decrease trade overall, it actually increases trade in conflict-zone species–unless they are

listed on CITES, the publicity and attention from which can counteract conflict’s effect.

This is not to say that CITES has solved the problem of the overexploitation of species for

commercial purposes. Domestic consumption, illegal, unmonitored trade, under-reporting,

and habitat destruction continue to threaten millions of species. Indeed, it is a limitation

of this paper that it relies on reported wildlife trade, which is known to almost certainly

be an undercount. But it is heartening that this global convention whose processes appear

to be quite free from political considerations can actually influence actions on the ground.

By taking advantage of trade data from the United States, I side-step a common

problem facing the assessment of the effectiveness of international agreements: a lack of

counterfactual data. It may be difficult to measure the effectiveness of an international

labor rights regime, for example, if rights were not systematically monitored until the regime

came into being. Using data from another source that has comprehensively monitored

trade in both listed and non-listed species, I am better able to assess any influence that

CITES has on trade. Research in the broader area of international organization can

look for similar opportunities. The limitation to this approach, of course, is that my

analyses were based solely on wildlife imports into the United States. While the US

is the largest importer of wildlife and is therefore important to understand in its own

right, future research can examine how far the conclusions from this paper travel, or

how much monitoring/enforcement behavior have changed in the US itself given recent

anti-environmental priorities in the US government. By using import data from a single

country, this paper also cannot address heterogeneity in importer capacity, enforcement,

or motivations. Future work could unpack this, although data availability is an issue per
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the above point.

While the field of environmental politics is growing within political science, the majority

of work focuses (understandably) on climate change and deforestation, with a recent

growing interest in area-based conservation. This paper contributes to the broader field

by highlighting that trade in non-human species is an important factor leading to species

decline, which in turn affects ecosystem health, carbon sinks, fish stocks, agricultural yields,

and more. CITES appears to substantially reduce trade in listed species, perhaps giving

hope that broader, evidence-based, consensus can be reached in other arenas like emissions

reduction and plastic production. As global norms slowly shift in a more sustainable

direction, understanding past and present successes (however small) has never been more

important.
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Appendix

A Robustness Checks

Table A.1: Separating CITES Appendices

Dependent Variable: Total Imports (Logged)
Model: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Variables
CITES Listing (I) -0.2566† -0.2406† -0.2334

(0.1353) (0.1360) (0.1996)
Democracy -0.2893∗∗∗ -0.2901∗∗∗ -0.3190∗∗∗ -0.3198∗∗∗ 0.0116 0.0120

(0.0292) (0.0292) (0.0301) (0.0301) (0.0078) (0.0078)
CITES Listing (II/III) -0.1256∗ -0.0633 -0.0506

(0.0637) (0.0609) (0.0495)
Country Conflict Deaths -0.0044∗∗∗ -0.0022∗

(0.0009) (0.0010)
CITES Listing (I) × Country Conflict Deaths -0.0248∗∗

(0.0093)
CITES Listing (II/III) × Country Conflict Deaths -0.0260∗∗∗

(0.0037)
Species Conflict Count 0.0055∗∗∗ 0.0066∗∗∗

(0.0013) (0.0014)
Species Conflict Count × CITES Listing (I) -0.0111

(0.0082)
Species Conflict Count × CITES Listing (II/III) -0.0110∗

(0.0050)

Fixed-effects
Species Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Origin Country Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Fit statistics
Observations 2,842,360 2,842,360 2,800,667 2,800,667 1,357,723 1,357,723
R2 0.13650 0.13652 0.13714 0.13714 0.29572 0.29577
Within R2 9.97× 10−5 0.00012 0.00014 0.00014 0.00011 0.00019

Clustered (Species) standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.001, **: 0.01, *: 0.05, †: 0.1
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Table A.2: Replicating Full Results in Range Sample

Dependent Variable: Total Imports (Logged)
Model: (1) (2) (3)

Variables
CITES Listing (Any) -0.0655 -0.0389

(0.0475) (0.0486)
Country Conflict Deaths -0.0005 0.0007

(0.0004) (0.0006)
CITES Listing (Any) × Country Conflict Deaths -0.0096∗∗

(0.0035)

Fixed-effects
Species Yes Yes Yes
Origin Country Yes Yes Yes
Year Yes Yes Yes

Fit statistics
Observations 1,451,317 1,384,077 1,384,077
R2 0.28335 0.28966 0.28979
Within R2 1.8× 10−5 1.33× 10−6 0.00018

Clustered (Species) standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.001, **: 0.01, *: 0.05, †: 0.1
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Table A.3: Country-Year Fixed Effects

Dependent Variable: Total Imports (Logged)
Model: (1) (2) (3)

Variables
CITES Listing (Any) -0.1121∗ -0.0507

(0.0561) (0.0476)
Species Conflict Count 0.0088∗∗∗ 0.0103∗∗∗

(0.0017) (0.0018)
Species Conflict Count × CITES Listing (Any) -0.0097∗

(0.0048)

Fixed-effects
Species Yes Yes Yes
Origin Country-Year Yes Yes Yes

Fit statistics
Observations 3,256,868 1,451,317 1,451,317
R2 0.13847 0.29102 0.29108
Within R2 1.55× 10−5 0.00019 0.00028

Clustered (Species) standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.001, **: 0.01, *: 0.05, †: 0.1
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Table A.4: Mechanical Decline Test

Dependent Variable: Total Imports (Logged)
Model: (1) (2)

Variables
CITES Listing (Any) -0.0895∗ -0.0703†

(0.0401) (0.0365)
Democracy -0.2724∗∗∗

(0.0312)

Fixed-effects
Species Yes Yes
Year Yes
Origin Country Yes
Year-Origin Country Yes

Fit statistics
Observations 2,519,706 2,876,963
R2 0.14026 0.14201
Within R2 9.06× 10−5 2.25× 10−6

Clustered (Species) standard-errors in parentheses
Signif. Codes: ***: 0.001, **: 0.01, *: 0.05, †: 0.1
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