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Predicting the Success
of Economic Sanctions

ROBERT E. LOONEY AND CRAIG KNOUSE
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More recently, sanctions have been undertaken for purely
political reasons. On 9 March 1988, the Parliament of the Euro-

pean Community refused to ratify three cconomic protocols
concluded with Israel:

The objective of these protocols was mainly to protect Israel’s interests
following Spain’s and Portugal’s entry into the Common Market. The
parliamentarians who did not give their assent to these agreements thought
that Isracl had to be punished for two reasons: first, because it refused to
allow direct export of Palestinian merchandise from the West Bank and
Gaza to the European Community; second, because of the attitude of the
Isracli authoritics towards the intifada and the harsh measures taken
against the Palestinians in the course of the uprising.*

Whatever their objectives, economic sanctions appear to be
gaining wider usage as an instrument of foreign policy. Are
future sanctions likely to attain their goals, and if so, under what
circumstances? A recent exhaustive study® concluded that only
one-third of prior sanctions can be considered as successful:

Most obscrvers conclude that trade sanctions are not successful policy
instruments. This assessment has held despite the number of countries
applying sanctions. It also seems to apply regardless of the degree of

cconomic damage inflicted on the target country, or the target country’s
level of economic development.®

In a recent review of the literature, Lindsay asks: “Yet if
trade sanctions do not work, why do states continuc to impose
them? The answer lics less in the ignorance of government
officials than in the naivete of the research on trade sanctions.””
And in a major study on the aforementioned European sanc-
tions against Isracl, Greilsammer obscrves that, despite the very
favorable circumstances surrounding the sanctions:

The reasons for the lack of impact of the sanction on the government’s
policy in the territories are diverse: suppressing the intifada was consid-
ered by the two parties in power a vital, primary aim; within Isracl, the
incidence of the sanction was felt exclusively by the farmers, and the
economic damage inflicted was not sufficient to unleash domestic political
pressure that would bring a new policy more in accord with the norms of
the Community; in Isracl, the veto was successfully depicted as an attack

from the outside upon the population as a whole; the actual identification
with the sender states was weak.?



42 Predicting the Success of Economic Sanctions

The issue of the effectiveness of sanctions again came to the
fore with the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. Proponents of a military
solution to the Kuwaiti crisis asserted that there was no proof
that sanctions would work. Only war, they argued, would
guarantee that Iraq would get out of Kuwait, and soon. In
contrast, the CIA’s view’ was that sanctions should begin to
significantly hobble Iraq’s economy by the early spring of 1991:1°

1. Unable to earn money through exports, Iraq should de-
plete its foreign reserves by the spring leaving it little cash with
which to entice potential sanctions-busters who smuggle goods
over rural borders. )

2. Economic problems would noticeably worsen by spring
as Baghdad would shift ever more of its dwindling resources to
the military and struggle to keep basic services, such as electrical
power, functioning regularly.

3. Grain reserves should sustain consumption at two-thirds
of the pre-cmbargo level until the next harvest in May. But
despite government incentives to increase food production, “Iraq
does not have the capacity to become self-sufficient in food
production by next year and even a good spring harvest will
support only about half the pre-embargo levels of grain con-
sumption.”

This view was supported by recent empirical evidence sug-
gesting that the probability of a successful conclusion to the
sanctions against Iraq was 100 percent: “Even when the model
is adjusted to account for Mr. Hussein’s exceptionally tyrannical
control, and the cstimated cost is say, halved to 24 percent of
GNP, the probability of success remains above 85 percent.”!

Given the fact that Iraq refused to leave Kuwait even after
weeks of extensive bombing, it is fairly safe to say the sanctions
would not have resulted in the country’s compliance with the
UN resolutions. Clearly, part of the problem faced by poli-
cymakers in sanctioning countries in assessing the likely effec-
tiveness of sanctions is that past rescarch provides little guid-
ance. The two Middle Eastern cases we have mentioned exem-
plify this: in both cases the conditions for the favorable imposi-
tion of sanctions seemed present; however, in each case the
sanctions largely failed to meet their stated objectives. Why?

A major problem with past research on the effectiveness of
sanctions is that it is often anecdotal, with little basis established
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Definition of Success

Most of the foreign policy successes stemming from the impo-
sition of sanctions are a matter of degree. A major problem in
any study of this sort, therefore, is determining when sanctions
have attained cnough of their objectives to be considered suc-
cessful.  Doxey defines an effective sanction as “one which
succeeds in producing the desired behavioral response from the
individual or group to which it is communicated.”*® Although
apparently straightforward, this definition does not answer the
question posed by Olson and others about the problems associ-
ated with compliance. Olson points out that “it is often unclear
just what is being attacked by the sanctions, aside from the
simplistic answer that it is the economy.”"

Hufbaucr and Schott provide an alternate definition of suc-
cess and a formula for measuring compliance: “The success of
an cconomic cpisode as viewed from the perspective of the
sender country has two parts: the extent to which the policy
outcome sought by the sender country was in fact achieved, and
the contribution made by sanctions to a positive outcome.”?
Hufbauer and Schott glean their assessment of success from
public statements of objectives made by policymakers. Clearly,
however, the policy publicly pronounced by policymakers may
not be the same as the actual goals sought in the campaign; or,
those goals might shift over time.

Methods of Implementation

The methods used to implement sanctions often decide their
outcome. Here, one needs to distinguish between overt and
covert measures. There are many instances of coercion failing.
Sanctions are a public act and often the target state lacks a way
to save face in the international community if it succumbs to the
pressure. Here, Weintraub may be correct in arguing that lower-
profile public attempts at persuasion are more easily accom-
plished. Publicity is what distinguishes a sanction from a covert
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coercive attempt. A sanction “cannot be arbitrary or ad hoc: its
existence must be generally known, and it must be regular in its
incidence.”? Publicity also serves a useful function in that it
sometimes satisfics a domestic requirement for. action.

POSITIVE VS. NEGATIVE METHODS

A distinction needs to be made about the merits of the “carrot”
and “stick” approaches to sanctions. Baldwin defines the carrot
approach, or positive sanctions, as “actual or promised rewards
to the target country,” and negative sanctions as “actual or
threatened punishments to the target country.”? Many observ-
ers, such as O'Leary, Baldwin, and Wallensteen, discount the
cffectiveness of negative sanctions and argue that the positive
approach should be the policy tool of the future. Clearly, for the
positive approach to make any sense, the benefits of compliance
must outweigh the cost of the bribe for good behavior; also, the
reward must be rendered when the target country complies
with the sender’s desires.

On the other hand, a threat is only credible if it does not
have to be instituted. Positive inducements may have a strength-
cning cffect on the target cconomy; but what happens if the
target country is a country that takes a stance of diametrical
opposition to the survival of the sender country? There is some
doubt that the sender would want to bolster the economy of an
enemy state just for compliance with an international norm.

REASONS FOR FAILURE

Each of the factors mentioned above constitutes a rcason for
failure. Because compliance is difficult to obtain, success tends
to be clusive. Obijectives shift over time, and policymakers may
be caught between conflicting goals. Often once sanctions occur,
public resistance and resolve in the target state stiffen. The
threat of punishment rather than the promise of a reward for

e
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this trade volume may still be less than 1 percent of the large
country’s total trade.® Clearly, in the Galtung casc sanctions fail
because few countries reach this level of vulnerability.

A number of other factors contribute to the inability of
sanctions to achieve their aims. Most often they involve prob-
Jems of agrecment and implementation among the imposing
states. Failure can also occur because of failure to appreciate the
reactions inside the target state and too much reliance on a naive
theory of economic pressure leading to political disintegration.”

Although it is difficult to evaluate the effects of sanctions
applied in the past (because of the differing objectives of the

imposing states and because the application of punitive meas-
ures cannot always be isolated from simultaneously occurring
international cvents), there are many instances where sanctions
have proved ineffective. Britain and France wcre largely re-
sponsible for the failure of sanctions imposed against Italy in
1935; they did not want to take any action that might alienate
Mussolini and force closer Jtalian-German ties. Britain, in other
words, feared aggression in Europe more than Jtalian aggres-
sion in Africa. This is a casc where it was impossible to isolate
sanctions from other (more important) international objectives.

The sanctions campaign led by the United States against
Cuba in the carly 1960s similarly did not topple the communist
govcrnmcnt of Fidel Castro. In fact, sanctions had the reverse
effect in that they helped to consolidate Castro’s political posi-
tion and, if anything, strengthened internal support for the
regime.? Simultancously, the imposition of sanctions opened
up opportunitics for Russian involvement. Conscquently, Cuba
moved entirely into the communist sphere, and the United States

was left with almost no cconomic leverage to influcnce events
in that country.

The more recent enforcement of the UN-backed economic
boycott against the former Rhodesian government also proved
ineffective.  The Security Council applicd sanctions against
Rhodcsia a year after Rhodesia had declared independence 1
November 1965). They failed largely because thcy were not
upheld by South Africa, while simultancously Rhodcsian con-
servative clements increased their support for the survival of the
regime. lan Smith’s government succeeded in softening the

impact of the economic sanctions, by stockpiling, finding alter-
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pone decisions to enforce sanctions because they will not bear
the accompanying risks and costs. The weaker the system
(because of the diversity of values), the more likely are doubts
and hesitations. Itis therefore unrealistic to expect all countries
to cooperate fully in imposing a total embargo against a target
state. The lack of universality of application has indeed been a
major cause of the failure of sanctions in the cases mentioned
above. The existence of nonparticipating countrics often dras-
tically lessened the target state’s vulnerability to external eco-
nomic pressurcs and so croded the psychological effects of the
sanctions policy.

A second important factor in the inability of sanctions t0
achicve their objectives has been the failure of the imposing
states to anticipate fully the responsc within the target state. The
assumption that there is a proportional relationship between
cconomic deprivation and political disintegration has in most
cascs proved to be a fallacy. Political collapse in the wake of
cconomic disaster has been the exception rather than the rule.
indced, cconomic sanctions have generally had the opposite
effect by creating a SCnsc of solidarity in the target state, similar
to wartime spirit of resistance.” Most countrics that have been
subjected to cconomic pressure have grown more reluctant to
accept change and the population morc rcady to bear cconomic
punishment.

Third, history has shown that most states implement safe-
guards to soften the impact of sanctions. Methods used are
stockpiling, finding other markets, diversifying the economic
structure of the country, buying illegally even when proved to
be more expensive, and diverting the economic effects away
from the politically dominant social groups.

The scant success achieved by imposing states also results
from the inequitable burden of costs. Some imposing countries
have more to lose than others and therefore feel that the price
they have to pay is not proportionate. Countries that have to
pay the highest price resent the universal implementation of
economic warfare the most and are therefore more likely to
evade it. Within countries, SOMe sectors of the economy will be
affected more than others, leading to feelings of resentment
among those who have to pay the highest price.

The failure of sanctions in the past does not imply, of course,

e~ ~lwaus neeligible. Lindsay proposes
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The sanction literature we have surveyed has sought sim-
plifying strategies to assess sanctions. Simplification has merit,
but it can lead to the overlooking of useful information.

One common oversimplified approach is to seek a single
differentiating trait or set of traits to characterize sets of sanc-
tions. Here, sanctions are arbitrarily classed as successful or un-
successful and then attention focused on only those items for
which the groups had statistically significant differences. Al-
though it provides some uscful insights, there arc scrious con-
ceptual problems with this approach. By analyzing and inter-

reting cach characteristic associated with a set of sanctions
independently from other facets, this approach obviously ig-
nores the multidimensional nature of sancfions.

Another approach that also may prove insufficient exam-
ines the relationships among the characteristics associated with
past sanctions to find the profile of successful and unsuccessful
cpisodes. Comparisons and contrasts of a new sanction situ-
ation are then made on this basis. For example, using this
approach successful sanctions may have a profile where the
United States or other large industrial nation(s) has dcalt with
a smaller developing country. Here, success was more likely if
the target country did not receive aid from another industrial
country. Using this profile, wc might regard a potentially
successful sanction situation as likely to fail if it did not fit this
profile.

Both the above strategics, however, are likely to result in
poor predictions simply because the characteristics of successful
sanctions are not particularly uniform with respect to any single
measure. Besides, it appears that they may be compensatory in
nature (i.e., one favorable characteristic may well affect another,
unfavorable characteristic). It is probable that cven highly dif-
ferentiating conditions can be moderated by minimally acces-
sible or adequate levels on other conditions, or environments.

s there an alternative to these highly oversimplificd strate-

gies? A successful linc of analysis should:

1. Consider all pertinent data from cach sanction cpisode,
while considering individual differences that are certain
to cxist within cach performance group
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Hufbauer and Schott’s classification scheme is based on the
multiplication of a policy result indicator (1—failed outcome to
4—successful outcome) by a sanction contribution indicator (1—
negative contribution to 4—significant contribution). The re-
sulting index yields a success score from 1 to 16. For purposes
of classification for the discriminant analysis, successful sanc-
tions have scores higher than 7. Converscly, those with scores
lower than 8 were classified as failures.

The second step is the selection of variables for the MDA.
Here the variables® selected were mentioned in the literature as
likely to have a bearing on the eventual outcome of any individ-
ual sanction. The variable chosen on this basis fell into four
broad groups:*? (1) economic variables, (2) political variables, (3)
geographical variables, and (4) military variables (see Table 1).

The first step in the analysis was to factor analyze the
variables listed above. Thus through determining common
variance among them, it was possible to reduce the number of
independent variables for the discriminant analysis, and to
select variables largely uncorrelated with one another. For this
purpose, we selected the principal components method of factor
analysis (with each factor having an cigenvalue of at least 1.0).
The seven factors that met this criterion were then orthodog-
onally rotated using Kaiser’s varimax procedure. These factors
collectively accounted for 87.3 percent of the total variance in the
matrix.

The variables with the highest loading on cach factor were:
(1) PERIOD, (2) SGNP, (3) COST/CAPITA, (4) SREGION, (5)
COST/TARGET, (6) INTLHELP, and (7) STABILITY.

The next step in the analysis was to introduce these vari-
ables one by one in a discriminant analysis of our total sample

of sanctions (the 105 cases listed in Hufbauer and Schott)® to -

find the maximum scparation of the successful sanction group
from those cvents previously classified as failures. The results
(Table 2) were somewhat disappointing, with only 78 percent of
the sanctions correctly identified by the discriminating vari-
ables. In other words, a framework based on the seven variables
listed above enabled us to predict the correct outcome of future
sanctions three out of four times.

Table 1

Variables Used in the Analysis

Economic variables

(a) cost of the sanction
t
(b) cost as a percentage ofo the target country (COST/TGT)

(c) cost per capita (COST /%ngll%éxgonal product (COST/GNP)

(d) trade linkage®

8¢ (TRADE)
(e) GNP ratio: sender t

: ot
() type of sanction ('I'YPE;Sr)gC‘t CNFRATIO)

(8) cost to the send

(h) sender's GNP (Seél(\lcl’c))STSENDER)

(i) target’s GNP (TGNP)

(j) sender industry?” (SINDUS)

gll;)ttarget industry (TINDUS)
arget export concentration’® (TCO

grrs)ttargct.commodity concentra tion”]\(l';‘COM M
arget import concentration#o (TIMPORT )

(0) target merchandise export index# (TME))()

Political variables

(@) companion policies® (COMPOLICY)

(b) international cooperation with the sendop? (INTCO)

(c) international assj
stance ¢t
(d) sanction period+s (PERIOODt)hC target# (INTLHELP)

(¢) health and stability i
. ¢ index T
(f) prior relations indc)',x" (PI)QIO(ISJABIU )

() target government® (TGOVT)

Geographic variables

(a) sender Population (SPOP)

(b) target population (TPOP)

(c) target arca (TAREA)

(d) sender area (SAREA)

((g) ttarget urbanization* (URBN)

arget higher ion i

(g ta r?;ct re%;ion;‘?c:'l]l‘gggr()lﬁl(;cxso EPUCATION
(h) sender region (SREGION)



Table 1 (cont'd.)
Military variables

ot armed forces™ (TARMEIS))
(b) sender armed forcesr égﬁfcl:gf(SPROD)
(0 son e e an a“rr:: groducer (TPROD)

(d) target isan a

(a) targ

Table 2

ions:
Factors Associated With Succcssful' S?{ncstcl)ts
aI(’:rcliminary Discriminant Analysis Re

Significanf umber Predictability
discriminating T?:\?;Q;ssiﬁ@d (pcrccnlagc)

Grouping variables 78.0

Total PERIOD 102/23
SGNP

sample COST/CAPITA

SREGION

COST/TGT

STABILITY

INTLHELP
INTCO 10/1 90.0
TREGION
PERIOD

Pre-World
War 11

25
COST/CAPITA  86/15 8
INTLHELP

SGNP

SREGION

COST/TGT

STABILITY (cont’d.)

Post-World
War 1l cases
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Table 2 (cont'd.)

Significant
discriminating Total/number Predictability
Grouping variables misclassified (percentage)

Non-US- COST/GNP 28/7 750
instigated STABILITY
sanctions COST/TGT

TARMED

IMCOM

TRADE

SPOP

US-instigated =~ SARMED 67/14 79.0
sanctions COST/SENDER

COST/TGT

SGNP

PERIOD

COST/CAPITA

Data sources: G. Hufbauer and J. Schott, Economic Sanctions Reconsidered (Wash-
ington: Institute for International Economics, 1985); World Bank, World Devel-
opment Report (New York: Oxford University Press, various issues); C. Taylor
and D. Jodice, World Handbook of Political and Social Indicators, 3rd ed. (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1983).

Next, to find if our predictability of future sanctions could
be increased, the analysis focused on several subgroupings of
cases. Here, the literature provides some guidance about group-
ing that might produce significant differences:

1. Pre-World War Il vs. post-World War 1I cases. The
assumption is that the post-World War Il cases occurred much
more frequently and as such applied in situations less likely to
be successful.

2. Non-US-instigated sanctions vs. US-instigated sanctions.
The assumption is that the United States, as the most powerful
economy through most of the period under consideration, would

be more likely to achieve success than smaller, less influential
countries.
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In each case, the methodology used was identical with our

analysis of the total sample: (1) the subgroup of sanction cases
were factor analyzed, (2) variables loading most heavily on each
factor were selected for a discriminant analysis, and (3) the
stepwisc discriminant analysis classified sanctions as successful
or unsuccessful for comparison with that of the groupings based
on Hufbauer and Schott’s classification.
Again the results were not particularly cncouraging (Table

2). Although the analysis correctly identified 9 out of 10 pre-
World War 1 cases, it incorrectly identified 15 out of 86 post-

World War 11 cascs. Similarly, 7 out of 28 non-US-instigated

sanctions were misclassified, as were 14 out of 67 instigated by

the United States.

An investigation was also madc of several other subgroup-
ings in an attempt t0 improve the degree of predictability- Logi-
cally, the objectives of the sanctions themselves should influence
the intensity of the methods used in implementation, the pre-
sumption here being that the will of the sanctioning country and

that of the target country is a function of the stakes involved.

Hufbaucr and Schott list five major objectives: (1) modest
change in target policies, (2) destabilization of target governs
ments, (3) disruption of military adventurcs, (4) impairment of
military potential, and (5) other major changes in target policy.
As in the cases above, factor and stepwise discriminant analysis
examined the cxtent to which successful sanctions could be
differentiated from those that failed.

The first grouping bascd on objectives of the target country
involves modest changes in the target country’s policics. These
episodes begin with the United Kingdom vs. USSR in 1933, and
ond with the United States Vs. Zimbabwe in 1983. The three
statistically significant variables used in differentiating between
successful and unsuccessful cases were: (1) companion policies,
(2) sender’s GNP, and (3) sender’s region. However, these

variables classificd ninc countrics incorrectly (Table3). Also, the
probability of classification of those countries correctly grouped

was not particularly high.

Table 3

Modest Changes in Target Country Policies

Sender/ta
rget Classification Pezgi:éztge
Il:JJSK/\[/J:sI.<USSR, 1933 successful
vs. Mexico, 1938 80
phe fexico, successful .
by ;(/sv éxg»lraha, 1954 unsuccc:sf ul s
0o s. Egypt, 1956 successful o
USS\;{S. (;cylon, 1961 successful 7a3
0o VS_VSAR]??;?;&' 1962 unsuccessful Zgz
Y Y S '
fjrance vs..Tumsxa, 1964 SEEEGSS?II oyl
US vs. Chx!e, 1965 succcssf111 pd
Ug VS. i)ndla, 1965 succngﬁi o
vs. Peruy, 1
08 ve. Do 1322 unsuccessful gzg*
U successful .
Ug :Z ?;:}t: i(;);:%ea, 1973 unsucce:sful ggg
ile, 19 un .
(C:;l:a(dia vs. Indlfi, 1974 unzzggfzsgu} o
- ada vs. Pakistan, 1974 unsuc bfu e
/Canada vs. South cosstul s
Korca, 1974
US vs. USSR, 1975 —— e
US vs. Eastern Eur ool .
ope, 1975 o
0o : successf
e :’/: [Sj(:-:l;th Africa, 1975 unsuccc:s:ful os
o VS. o guay, 1976 unsuccessful Py
o . Eaxyvaq, 1976 successful e
o :’/: Pthxopla, 1976 unsuccessful e
o VS. c;araguay, 1977 unsuccessful o
s . uatcn.lala, 1977 unsuccessful 7o
Canvsc,i. Argentina, 1977 unsuccessful oy
e 35 aE;rs. Japan, 1977 successful : o4
v . Sa.lvador, 1977 unsuccessful o
Ch.vs. Brazil, 1978 succcssfbsl ! o
Usn\:;sa ‘1,35,- A.llbania, 1978 unsuccc?sful il
. Bra
zil, 1978 unsuccessful 2173*

(cont’d.)
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Table 3 (cont'd.)
Percentage
der/target Classification correct
Sender/ta
sful 82.0
US vs. Argentina, 1978 unsucces; 0

sful
US vs. India, 1978 unsucces A

unsuccessful
US vs. I, o successful 935

S vs. Iran, 1979 ol 3
lIJJS vs. Pakistan, 1979 unsucccfsl.lsi e
i, ¢ vs. Canada, 1979 success .
i eivi 1979 unsuccessful 2
e ve ?Ohwlaéti() unsuccessful 51.2
. Iraq, .
llil?:t\}’\farlan?is vs. Surinam, 1982 successz\:l1 o
South Africa vs. Lesotho, 1982 succ:esccssful e
Australia vs. France, 1983 unsuc o o
o vs, unsuccessiu
US vs. USSR, 1983 o

1
US vs. Zimbabwe, 1983 unsuccessfu

ied casc. Variables used in disqhninant analy
der GNP, and (3) sender region.

sis:
isclassif

Notes: * represents mis

(1) companion policics, (2) sen

SRR those with
i ectives involves !
The second set of sanction obj ot govemment. This

: stabilization of the targ o 18, and
the mFCnth;:\i with United Kingdom vs. Russia in 1700 820
glzusp»:rni%h United States/OECS vs. ?;zinsa\izrlgsigm ficant in the

: ived from the factor ana ing incor-
Vafrf1 agf\:i:t?:g process (Table 4), with only O“‘l_’i:‘sfnbg 9 4%).
crlclzc&y classified (the United States vs. Argen
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Table 4
Modest Changes in Target Country Policics

Percentage
Sender/target Classification correct
UK vs. Russia, 1918 unsuccessful 100.0
US vs. Argentina, 1944 unsuccessful 9.0*
USSR vs. Yugoslavia, 1948 unsuccessful 99.9
UK/US vs. Iran, 1951 - successful 99.9
US vs. Laos, 1956 successful 99.9
USSR vs. Finland, 1958 successful 90.9
US vs. Dominican Rep., 1969 successful 99.9
US vs. Cuba, 1960 unsuccessful 999
USSR vs. Albania, 1961 unsuccessful 99.8
US vs. Brazil, 1962 successful 92.3
US vs. Indonesia, 1963 unsuccessful 95.3
US vs. South Vietnam, 1963 successful 999
US vs. Chile, 1970 successful 99.9
US/UK vs. Uganda, 1972 successful 94.7
US vs. Nicaragua, 1977 successful 93.9
US vs. Libya, 1978 unsuccessful 99.6
US vs. Nicaragua, 1981 unsuccessful 99.9

Noles: * represents misclassified case. Variables used in discriminant analysis:
(1) international assistance to target, (2) prior relations index, and (3) trade
linkage.

Disruption of military adventures (other than major wars)
was the third grouping based on objectives of the sanctioning
states. This grouping begins with the League of Nations vs.
Yugoslavia in 1921, and ends with the United Kingdom vs.
Argentina in 1982. For this group of sanctions, the factor analy-
sis produced two significant, differing variables: target higher
cducation index and the target region. These two variables
produced only one misclassified case (Table 5).
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Table 5
Disruption of Military Adventures
(other than major wars)

Percentage
Sender/target Classification correct
League vs. Yugoslavia, 1921  successful 99.5
League vs. Greece, 1925 successful 67.0*
League vs. Paraguay, 1932 unsuccessful 974
League vs. Italy, 1935 unsuccessful 67.7
US vs. Japan, 1940 unsuccessful 12.5*
US vs. Netherlands, 1948 successful © 98.7
US vs. China, 1949 unsuccessful 99.3
US vs. UK/France, 1956 successful 86.7
France vs. Tunisia, 1957 unsuccessful 994
US vs. Cuba, 1960 unsuccessful 99.9
US vs. India/Pakistan, 1971 unsuccessful 97.9
US vs. Turkey, 1974 unsuccessful 83.7
China vs. Vietnam, 1978 unsuccessful 99.7
UK vs. Argentina, 1982 successful 99.3

Notes: * represents misclassified case. Variables used in discriminant analysis:
(1) target higher education index, and (2) target region.

The fourth sct of groupings based on objectives involve
cascs that fall under the goal of impairment of military potential
(including major wars). This grouping begins with the United
Kingdom vs. Germany in 1941, and ends with the United States
vs. the Soviet Union in 1981. Three variables proved to be
sufficient to differentiate between success and failure in attain-
ing the desired objective: (1) cost to the target, (2) type of sanc-
tion, and (3) cost to the sender. They predicted the correct
outcome in cach case, and produced a probability of correct
placement of 100 percent in cach case (Table 6).

Ing ma?jor changes in target
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. Table 6
Impallrment of Military Potentia]
(including major wars)
Sen 4 Perce
er/target Classification cor?etzge
UK vs. German
‘ y, 1914 successful
Alliance vs. Ger./]apan, 1939 successful o
l/}gabs vs. Israel, 1946 unsuccessful o
US/v (SZOgh(l)i\;I ‘;24I§ISSR’ 1948 unsuccessful }88(())
Us/ O 1\}onh Korca unsuccessful 100.0
. , 1
US/S. Viee, o oy 950 unsuccessful 100.0
N. Vi
SR ‘lgng:;;‘;Q?;6 unsuccessful 100.0
US ve. Lo 19,80 0 unsuccessful 100.0
s o , unsuccessful 1
vs. USSR, 1981 unsuccessful 1(())88

Note: Variables used in discriminan
sanction, and (3) cost to the sender

t analysis: (1) cost to the target, (2) type of

The final grouping by objective involves the goal of achicv-

for cach case

potential, the probability of place-
was 100 percent.
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Table 7 N
Other Changes in Target Country Policies
(including surrender of territory)
Percentage
Sender/target Classification correct
cender
0
successful 100.

K vs. Japan, 1917 un 008
g\di\a’ vi. II“)*Iyderbad, 1948 successfulf | o
USSR vs. US/UK/France, 1948 unsucccssfu1 00
India vs. Portugal, 1954 1&1:\:1;2222{31 e
?Jpsains vlss.rgelfl 11‘;)5564 unsuccessful 1(())(())(())

vS. , '
Indonesia vs. Neth., 1957 ur\succcssful1 o
:llies vs. GDR, 1961 unsuccessfu o
Ind ncsiéa vs. Malaysia, 1963 unsuccessful o

N South Africa, 1963 unsuccessful oo
llJJlI:ll :,/z Portugal 1963 unsuccessful 100.0

UsS vs..Arab Leaguc, 1965 gnsucccfislful o

Nigeria vs. Biafra, 1967 SuCCess

Arﬁsl;ﬁggﬁc ‘;373 successful 1 8(())8

Arab Leagug vs. Egypt, 1978 unsucczs;;txli 100:0

unsuce

US vs. Fortugal o1 unsuccessful 100.0

EC vs. Turkey, 1981

GNP
o is: it as a percentage of )
; sed in discriminant analysis: (1) cos ) S type of
z‘;le:o\s,ta T;bllti 1t:n'gc:n(i%) trade linkage, (4) cost per capita, and (5) typ

C '

sanction.

CONCLUSIONS

iti iffi redict
is suggests thatitis very difficult to p

oing analys : fodiel
r{k?cofﬁizgme%f san)::tions. No one common thread is pres
c

tter).
the cases that were successful (or unsuccessful,hfo; Ct:ztf rP;\raC her:
ies today have only abouta 75 pcrcen.t c a Al ibange
'Coumnest ome of sanctions. Clearly, predicting the deg ce of
m%ct(}:\scs(:)l:\ ihc Hufbauer and Schott scale would be even
su

problematic.
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On the other hand, it appears that our predictive capability
increases significantly when the objectives of the sanctions are
known. In fact, this predictive capability reaches 100 percent in’
scveral important categories. Apparently, having information
about the costs of the sanctions, together with information on
trade linkages, would be sufficient to predict the outcome of the
cvent with nearly 100 percent accuracy for sanctions involving
impairment of military potential, and those involving other
major changes in the target country’s policies.

There is one major caveat: in a context broader than the one
defined above, sanctions may well fail in a foreign policy objec-
tive, but still be classed as a success by the government (and
public opinion).* This could easily occur if they meet public
demands for “strong” action or, alternatively, if they stave off
demands to use military force. This aside, the distressing find-
ing from the above analysis is that in most instances there is not

a common clement assuring success.

In cach of the other groupings, sanctions appear to involve
a set of variables that are unique to that type of sanction. Even
then they are incapable of providing 100 percent accuracy in
classification. Interestingly enough, as the importance of the
objective increases, our ability to predict the likely outcome
increases. This lends credence to the assertion that the will of
the sanctioning states is critical. The determination of these
countries to pursue their actions against the target may, in the

final assessment, be the most important clement determining
the ultimate outcome of the sanctions.

Finally, until the time of 100 percent predictability comes,
policymakers should realize that only 34 percent of the sanc-
tions since 1914 have (by our definition of success) been success-
ful. To initiate a sanction that has a small chance of success in
the first place is poor policy. It is even poorer policy to initiate
sanctions without clearly defining their objectives; this simply
increases the likelihood that they will be applied in situations
where the chances of failure arc cven greater.
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target and sender country: (1) antagonistic, (2) neutral, (3) cordial.

48. Whether a civilian or noncivilian government.

49. Percentage of population in urban areas (over 50,000 population).

50, Percentage of school-age population in secondary and higher levels
of education.

51. Advanced or developing country.

52. Per 1,000 population. ‘

53. Capable of producing at least one major weapon system. Cf. Stepha-
nie Neuman, “International Stratification and Third World Military Industries,”
International Organization, Winter 1984, pp. 167-198.

54. 1 would like to thank an anonymous referee for suggesting this
qualification.




