
Economic Sanctions and States’ Sense of Self: A
Game-Theoretic Model

Introduction

Economic Sanctions have had a role in international relations and global

politics for centuries. Dating back as far as the year 432 BC, the Megarian de-

cree, passed by the Athenians, was clearly a form of sanctioning. This piece of

ancient legislation excluded Megarian merchants from markets anywhere inside

of the Athenian empire, and today is cited as one of the first economic sanctions

on written record (Hufbauer, Elliot, and Schott; 2008). While sanctions have

existed forever, it was not until recently that scholars began examining differ-

ent questions, such as when, how, and why sanctions succeed in international

politics. These new questions seem to have been prompted by the recent in-

crease in the usage of economic sanctions throughout the global landscape. Only

during the last fifty years or so, have scholars began examining economic sanc-

tions in the realm of international relations and have attempted to determine

the merits, or short comings of this particular foreign policy tool, especially in

comparison to some of the other tools that states have at their disposal in the

20th and 21st centuries. However the vast majority of sanctions literature all

operates under an assumption that success need be defined in terms of whether

or not the sanctioning nation received desired concessions from the sanctioned

nation. Defining success in that manner ignores an important variable to the
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sanctions paradigm, and as this paper will demonstrate, reduces the number of

cases where sanctions can be successful for the sender nation as a foreign policy

tool. This additional variable is one of ontological security, wherein nations

can find internal benefit from the demonstration of support for ideals that they

hold dear, and conversely face ontological costs in the form of shame should

they ignore actions that run perpendicular to their national values. Once one

understands this intangible cause for action, it becomes possible and probable

that sanctions can at times succeed without concessions ever being made, if the

ontological benefit outweighs any tangible costs associated with the enacting of

an economic sanction.

This leads to the purpose of this study which builds upon work previously

done meant to uncover the situations in which economic sanctions may actually

work. Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz argued that imposed economic sanctions can

only work in cases of incomplete information, and used a model based on con-

cepts from game theory to substantiate their claim (Hovi, Huseby and Sprinz

2005). They produced inequalities first in a “game” of complete information

(to be defined later), that could be solved to determine the senders payoff in

each possible situation, and found them all to either be negative, or in cases

where it was positive the target nation would be better off not pursuing the

sanction in the first place. Furthermore, the study then worked in “games” of

incomplete information (to be defined later), and found only one situation (out

of eight) where economic sanctions can have any chance for success. However,

Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz are guilty, as are many other scholars, of defining

success only in terms of the tangible and physical gains (such as concessions

by the target nation), and therefore their "game" as it is referred to in game

theory fails to consider a major factor that must be accounted for in order to

determine whether or not a sanction can have a chance for success, since success
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cannot be solely measured in terms of tangible, physical gains. Specifically, any

economic model, game theoretical or otherwise, must account for the sender

nation’s ontological security gains and/or costs related to the sanction if the

model wants to accurately predict the outcome of the policy initiative (such as

a sanction) for the sender and target nation. Therefore, in this paper I present

and explain an expanded version of the original Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz game,

and use it to uncover the real circumstances under which economic sanctions

can be successful.

This paper first examines the prior work done on sanctions and their success-

fulness by presenting the arguments and findings of numerous other scholars.

Then this paper explains in detail my theory of how ontological theory plays

a vital role in the enacting of an economic sanction, and certainly must be

accounted for if we are to accurately understand the overall utility of an eco-

nomic sanction in a given situation. Simultaneously, I present a different way of

defining success and explain why this definition is a much more accurate way of

understanding a state’s action to sanction another nation even when it appears

to be unable to get desired concessions from the sanctioned nation. I then out-

line methodology for developing a game theoretic model that explains economic

sanctions while accounting for this factor of ontological security, evaluate this

model to determine when (if ever) sanctions have a chance for success based

on my new definition of success, discuss the results of the model, and present

a historical case that supports my model and defining of success. This paper

then concludes with some closing remarks and suggests some areas of further

research.

The History of the Sanctions Debate: Do they Work?

When sanctions literature began to surface during the Cold War era, the first
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theme that needed to be examined appears to have been unanimous; do eco-

nomic sanctions work? And once scholars could answer this question, they would

then be able to rationally conclude whether or not sanctions were a worthwhile

tool to be considered by policymakers in a world that was becoming increasingly

dependent on interstate relations, and foreign markets. While it is an accepted

fact that economic sanctions do not have a historically attractive success rate,

there is difference of opinion about that success rate, and whether or not states

should be optimistic about the use of sanctions. On the more optimistic side of

things, studies argue in favor of success rates as high as 34% (Hufbauer, Elliot,

and Schott 2008), claiming that under the right set of circumstances, economic

sanctions can be relied on to succeed in their foreign policy endeavor with a

relatively high probability. Hufbauer, Elliot, and Schott (HSE hereafter), in

their book, Economic Sanctions Reconsidered, went on to examine more than

a dozen other variables and deduced which ones led to a higher probability of

success when present in a particular case of Economic Sanctions. However, the

definition of success in the HSE studies is extremely broad, and this lackluster

defining of success as well as their broad sense of how much the presence of a

given economic sanction contributed to the success in a given case, makes its

application very limited. “Success” here is granted to any situation where the

sender nation (the country using economic sanctions) achieved its desired out-

come, regardless of the circumstances under which this occurred or how little a

role the economic sanction played in achieving this outcome. Additionally, some

optimists argue that most sanctions literature only examines the cases where

sanctions are actually utilized, while ignoring the cases where the threat of sanc-

tions is enough to stimulate change in the target nation (the nation having an

economic sanction placed upon it). By including these other cases where the

threat of sanctions led to desired concessions for the sender nation, the success
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rate of sanctions sees a substantial increase (Drezner 2004, Lacy and Niou 2004,

and Parker 2000).

On the other side of the late 20th (and early 21st) century sanctions debate

is a more pessimistic opinion of economic sanctions. This group of literature

coincides more with the historical view that economic sanctions are only suc-

cessful in unique circumstances, and thus are not generally a feasible option

in the realm of foreign policy (Galtung 1967). One piece, written by Robert

Pape, contends that the success rate of economic sanctions at only 4%, based

on a reexamination of the same data gathered by the HSE studies. The major

difference however is that this reexamination used a more narrow definition of

success. This view also argues that there are three distinct strategies of applying

international economic pressure; economic sanctions, trade wars, and economic

warfare (Pape 1997). These types of action are so distinct, that Pape believes

that they must be examined individually to uncover their merits, and general-

ization between them is impossible if scholars desire to accurately predict their

usefulness to a state’s foreign policy ambitions. Instead Pape argues that we

much differentiate between the three, and evaluate each of them separately. This

line of thinking paves the way for the argument that sanctions should only be

considered a success or failure if they played a vital role in creating the outcome

that occurred in that particular case and a “successful sanction” has to have

played a vital role in creating the desired outcome for the sender nation.

Another interesting question to consider (alluded to above) is whether or not

sanctions can be successful under a preconceived set of conditions? If they can

be it would raise the inherent utility of sanctions as a possible foreign policy

initiative if we could isolate those situations, instead of simply critiquing the

merit of economic sanctions across the entire spectrum of historical situations,

some of which may have been doomed from the start. It has been argued that
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sanctions work best if (1) the goals of the sender are limited; (2) the target

is already experiencing economic difficulties; (3) there are generally friendly

relations between the sender and target nations prior to the installation of the

economic sanction; (4) sanctions are forcefully implemented in a single step;

(5) sanctions entail significant costs for the target; (6) the costs for sender

countries are modest; (7) the sanctions are not accompanied by covert action or

military operations; and (8) few countries are needed to implement the sanctions

(Hufbauer, Elliot, and Schott 2008). However, basing the utility of economic

sanctions on the presence of these eight variables isn’t entirely helpful, since

the success rate is still low unless the majority of the 8 variables are present,

and cases that have all (or most) of these situations present are not going to be

common.

Another argument regarding the conditions that create a situation in which

an economic sanction can be successful came from the qualitative case study

of Blanchard and Ripsman. They argue that what they refer to as, "the tradi-

tional sanctions logic (that the target will be induced to alter its policies once

the economic pressure is strong enough)," is not specific enough. They specifi-

cally claim that the effectiveness of economic sanctions depends on an inherent

balance between the political costs associated with the options of compliance

and noncompliance. If noncompliance is likely to lead to high political costs,

the target nation has a far greater probability of giving into the demands of the

sender nation, unless compliance is even more politically costly (due to internal

pressures for example) (Blanchard and Ripsman 1999). Lastly, a game theo-

retic argument posits that sanctions cannot work in the theoretical landscape

of complete information, but since the real world is a place of incomplete in-

formation, sanctions can work under certain circumstances (Hovi, Huseby, and

Sprinz 2005). An article written by Jon Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz explains the
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circumstances under which a misunderstanding of a nations true ambitions may

lead to a successful economic sanction, but they argue that only in this one

situation will sanctions produce a successful outcome for the sender nation.

Successful Sanctions: Defining Success and Acknowledging

Ontological Security

In light of all of these studies, a reasonable conclusion to draw would be that

sanctions cannot be relied upon to produce success with any level of certainty.

Regardless of whether one adopts the optimistic view that sanctions succeed

34% of the time, or the more pessimistic view that sanctions produce a desired

outcome a measly 4% of the time, the success of economic sanctions does not

appear to be high enough to warrant the vast increase in the usage of economic

sanctions that we have seen post Cold War. Between 1914 and 1983, 103 dif-

ferent known cases of economic sanctions occurred (about 1.48 cases per year).

From 1984-1989, 17 cases (about 3.29 cases per year) were recorded. From

1990, which I treat here as the end of the Cold War, until 2000 54 new cases,

about 4.82 cases of economic sanctions per year, took place (Hufbauer, Elliot,

and Schott 2008). This paper ignores a few of the HSE case numbers because

these cases were counted multiple times on the grounds that there were distinct

different reasons for the sanctions, and they evaluated each reason separately.

This study is only interested in each separate, unique, occurrence of economic

sanctioning. These statistics however do demonstrate a vast increase in usage

of economic sanctions collectively by nations across the globe, and with this

increase it becomes necessary to deduce whether or not economic sanctions are

a feasible tool for nations to use within the global arena.

When it comes to the success rate of economic sanctions this paper argues
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that the assumption that success must equal concessions from the sanctioned

nation, which prior sanctions literature has assumed countless times, is too

narrow of a definition of success. While concessions are certainly a sign of a

successful sanction, they are not the only way in which a sanction can succeed.

Furthermore, whether one subscribes to the more optimistic outlook presented

by HSE and others, or the more pessimistic stance outlined by Robert Pape,

both sides share this similar shortcoming. Each of these previous examinations

into the success of economic sanctions assume a sort of zero sum game wherein

one party must win while the other loses, and victory is based on whether or

not the sanctioned nation makes the desired concessions of the sanctioning na-

tion. However, in a game theoretic sense the knowledge that economic sanctions

boast an abysmally low success rate throughout global history would be what

is referred to as "common knowledge" and from there it becomes logical within

the studies of economic game theory to assume that any rational actor wouldn’t

blindly use a policy that they expect to fail with greater likelihood then they

can expect it to succeed. Therefore this paper contends that there must one of

two things taking place. The first possibility is that there must be one (or more)

other reasons why nations would use economic sanctions other than success and

failure as traditionally defined (whether or not the target nation makes the de-

sired concessions). While I concede that the concessions are a desired outcome,

they do not appear to be an outcome necessary in order to justify the use of

economic sanctions, since if that was the case policymakers would rationally not

pursue them without a high chance for success. The other possibility is that

policymakers of nations around the world are irrational (defined as not acting

to maximize one’s potential payoffs given one’s knowledge of the situation) in

their actions (Harrington 2009). This paper will ignore the second possibility on

the grounds that explaining irrational actors is not possible by definition (since
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they don’t act rationally), and if we were to assume the irrationality of world

leaders, explaining why they take a certain action becomes impossible.

Therefore, if we assume that national policymakers collectively possess ratio-

nality when it comes to decision-making, which means that they are looking to

better their nations (or their own) interests in some fashion, then the next thing

to determine is how the imposition of an economic sanction can better those

interests. Moreover this imposition cannot simply be based on the probability

for success as defined traditionally, since the likelihood is at best less than 35%.

However, it is here that I put forth a new way of determining success and failure

when it comes to the sanctions game. This is because the defining of success

solely in terms of concessions from the target nations completely overlooks the

intangible dimensions of success to the sender nation (Dorussen and Mo 2001;

Lindsay 1986). Moreover, in many cases this type of success can be far easier

to achieve, since the simple enacting of an economic sanction can accomplish it.

The enacting of a sanction (or maintaining it) primarily to satisfy a domestic

interest group or simply to demonstrate that the government cares and "is do-

ing something," in response to some sort of travesty abroad could accomplish

this sort of goal. For example, the sanctions that have been in place against

Burma (Myanmar) since 1988, that claim to be in response to a lack of human

rights within the nation, narcotic smuggling, and a lack of democracy, are more

about showing the United States’ disdain with occurrences within Burma than

about actually stimulating change. While the United States has taken the noble

stance against three things that our nation obviously disagrees with, is it really

looking for success (as sanctions literature has historically defined it)? This

piece of legislation has been on the books for thirteen years, and, “since their

imposition, U.S. sanctions have not had any success in fostering greater democ-

racy or improving the human rights situation in Myanmar. In fact, conditions
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have worsened” (Brandon 1999). Furthermore, some opinions of U.S. sanction

policy are even more forward with their assertion that,

Sanctions are mainly a symbolic stand for justice. But they are not
symbolic in their effects. They are economically destructive and only
occasionally politically productive. America’s misguided sanctions
against Myanmar, for example, have done nothing...to resolve the
country’s political and economic crisis (Sachs 2004).

Both Brandon and Sachs’s arguments support my assertion that the failure of

many long term economic sanctions are obvious, yet policymakers around the

globe continue to support them even in light of these failures. Therefore an

alternative reason for enacting sanctions policy, and I contend that this reason

is one of intangible gains.

This paper argues that the reason for the repeated used of economic sanc-

tions by the United States, and the increase in usage in recent years, can be

explained by its need for ontological security. Ontological security is a type of

non–physical security based upon the premise that people feel more secure by

reinforcing beliefs that they hold dear to them. Ontological security claims that

individuals feel compelled to better not only their physical security, but also this

sort of non-physical security which focuses more on the attachment individual

people have to routine based actions due to a comfort that they have with these

actions versus the unknown much like the adverse sentiments many human be-

ings display towards change (Mitzen 2006a and 2006b). Moreover, ontological

security can be applied at the state level because, since individual state agents

(elected officials) represent the state at the policy making level, they in essence

are the state due to the simple fact they hold both the moral burden and the

actual capacity to make decisions, and are still bound by their ontological secu-

rity fears (McSweeney 1999). Through this lens, uncertainty at the state level

is inherently a security threat to the individuals who would be affected by this

10



change, and this threat could be the reason for a state’s use of an economic

sanction that, through a realist lens, may be against the states own interests

since the chance of success is so low. Ontological security inherently promotes

order within the state’s way of operating on a national level as well as order

within its dealings with other nations, and thus it becomes understandable that

states want to support people and governments who live similar to their own,

and possesses ideologies similar to their own. If a concept like democracy were

to suddenly be usurped on the global scale by a new way of governing (much

like how democracy replaced monarchy), it would pose an enormous ontological

security risk to the millions of people around the world who currently appreciate

democratic rule in comparison to its alternatives.

The concept of ontological security is taken a step further in Brent Steele’s

book, Ontological Security in International Relations, and it is from this work

that I form the basis for my argument regarding economic sanctions. Steele

argued that states pursue certain types of action in order to fulfill self-identity

needs even at the expense of their physical existence in some extreme circum-

stances (Steele 2008). The argument he makes is that ontological security is a

balancing act between a nations self-identity and its capabilities, and that the

entire balancing act is meant to either prevent or limit the amount of shame the

nation feels. Logically, nations with higher capabilities (militarily, monetarily,

and/or influentially) have a greater responsibility due to self-awareness of its

capabilities (Steele 2008). He goes on to argue that states pursue certain types

of actions in order to satisfy the self-identity needs of that particular state.

Therefore, even though states are pursuing a sense of internal security here, on-

tological security can have ramifications not only to individual states, but also

their interactions with other states, both in friendly and non-friendly terms. Not

only do states desire far more than simply their survival as traditional realist IR
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theory scholars claim, but states also have a self perception of themselves that

they wish to defend and promote whenever and wherever possible (Steele 2008).

This idea of ontological theory has vast ramifications in the realm of sanctions

studies, as it begins to unravel the mystery of why states such as the United

States (which will be the focus of this piece) not only continue to use what has

historically been seen as a failing form of foreign policy, but have actually began

to use them with greater frequency in recent years. Steele points out that onto-

logical security even seems to trump physical security in many historical cases

(such as Belgium’s defense against Germany in World War 1) and this displays

that, in certain cases, states have placed higher importance on their sense of

self; their morals, their laws, and their ways of living, than they have on this

primitive survival assumption that many scholars feel drives state action.

This paper examines the background information behind the United States

continued use of economic sanctions, and argues that the United States’ place

as a global hegemon in the global community, compounded with its adoration

for the status quo goes a long way towards explaining its use of economic sanc-

tions even though their chance of success (based on traditional definitions of

success) is low. Instead the United States use economic sanctions as a way of

explaining the United States’ sentiments towards highly contested issues such

as human rights violations, democratic government, and nuclear proliferation,

and by understanding this we can see that the simple use of the sanction has a

certain amount of success in affirming the United States stance on the contested

policy issue relevant to that particular case. Therefore this paper will exam-

ine the logic behind the United States’ increasing usage of economic sanctions.

Moreover, this paper then presents a game theoretic model of when economic

sanctions can produce success based on a more extensive definition of success

and failure accounting for a new variable known as ontological security (ex-
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plained later), and ends with a conclusion of how the United States can fulfill

its ontological security needs while still having success in its policy initiatives.

This study will focus primarily on the post Cold War era (1990 and onward)

simply due to the vast change in ontological security that the United States

underwent at the conclusion of the Cold War. The United States exited the

Cold War as the world’s superpower, and with this newfound position in the

global community arose a tremendous responsibility to the global community,

since it had greater capabilities, and greater risk of shame, than any other

nation on the globe. Of the 54 cases of economic sanctions between 1990 and

2000 (See Table 1), 33 of those cases saw the United States as a sender nation

(61% of cases), 12 times the United States acted unilaterally (22% of cases),

and 7 other times the United States was involved indirectly through a U.N.

sanction (13%) (HSE 2008). This may not seem astounding at first, but when

the United States state department recognizes 195 different nations (and this

doesn’t include Taiwan, Iran, North Korea, Cuba, etc. meaning the total is

probably 200 or more), it is somewhat informative to understand that one nation

uses economic sanctions more than the other 194 nations combined. The 54

cases are then broken up based on the stated reason for the sanction by the

sender nation(s) into three categories; moral reasons (such as democracy and

human rights), security threats, and economic reasons (note that some cases fall

into more than one category). Of the 33 cases the United States was directly

involved in, 24 of them (72.7%) had moral reasons, in comparison to the rest of

the global community which employed sanctions for moral reasons only 52.4%

of the time. These results demonstrate the United States is far more likely to

involve itself into the affairs of other states for moral reasons than any other

nation is. Furthermore, references to the United States as a "Global Cop" only

further this paradigm under which the United States sees itself as being required
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to intervene and help those who cannot help themselves (Boot 2011). While

the goal here is not to critique the overall utility of the United States’ recent

interventionist tendencies, it is necessary to at least understand this tendency

in order to properly understand the United States’ ontological security threats.

The United States, whether any single person agrees with it or not on a

personal level, sees itself as the global protector of all things good and proper

(based on our definitions of good and proper). Statements such as, "promoting

freedom and democracy and protecting human rights around the world are cen-

tral to U.S. foreign policy," taken right off the Department of State’s Bureau of

Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor website serves as evidence for this claim.

While most (if not all) of America’s citizens would applaud rhetoric such as

this, problems begin to arise when one examines the ramifications of these sorts

of statements, especially when they are linked to our national foreign policy.

For one thing, the obvious ramification comes if the United States ignores an

obvious case of human rights violations or usurpation of democracy. Obviously

the United States cannot reasonably hope to fight back evil (by our definition)

everywhere it surfaces, but by stating this as a part of our national foreign

policy, the United States has placed a certain level of expectations on itself.

The United States is . . . to construct an architecture of values that
spans the globe and includes every man, woman and child. An
architecture that can not only counter repression and resist pressure
on human rights, but also extend those fundamental freedoms to
places where they have been too long denied (Clinton 2010).

This statement, made by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton during a foreign

policy speech in September of 2010, is a prime example of this. However, the

unfortunate reality is that the only cure for this apparent hypocrisy would be to

intervene into every single circumstance that displays human rights violations,

or the limiting of democratic ideals. Realistically, the United States cannot
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hold itself to this sort of foreign policy initiative without vast economic ram-

ifications....so it doesn’t. And moving forward, the United States will remain

selective about humanitarian intervention, because it must balance its goal of

preventing suffering abroad with other interests and commitments, and because

some conflicts, such as anarchic Somalia, are dauntingly complex and would im-

pose unacceptable burdens on well–meaning interveners (Patrick 2011). Patrick

then goes on to list reasons for this limitation such as (1) a nations right to

sovereignty, (2) the simple truth that U.S. capacities are not endless, (3) want-

ing to limit the amount of armed intervention, (4) a preference to multilateral

interventions over unilateral ones, and (5) the United States should only enter

into armed interventions if its leaders are committed to marshaling and sustain-

ing the domestic support required to finish the objective even if things become

more complicated than originally expected.1

So instead of universal intervention into every situation, the United States

directly intervenes selectively when it feels that the threat to its own security

becomes overwhelming, or when the public outcry is greatest. In all other cases,

the United States has developed this habit of sorts where it uses an economic

sanction to express its displease with what is occurring in another nation. The

problem that is so easily noticeable with this sort of habitual nature, is the

United States’ inability to enforce its policies when it is in too many places

at once and, even more so, its inability to actually, effectively help anyone

when it is in too many places at once. Moreover, this ultimately leads to the

perception that many U.S. foreign policy initiatives with regards to economic

sanctions are failing. However, in all actually, the United State isn’t looking for

success by traditional standards in these situations, and once one understands

the ontological reason for the sanctions, one can begin to understand that this

situation is far more complicated than a simple "success" or "failure."
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While examining the 33 cases of economic sanctions that the United States

involved itself in between 1990-2003, 24 of them had some sort of moral jus-

tification behind them (See Table 1). Considering the United States has used

economic sanctions exponentially more frequent than any other nation over the

last 20 years, it seems only natural to reason that there must be something caus-

ing this action. Specifically, there were two reoccurring themes: human rights

violations, and the desire to protect the ideal of democracy. Through the exam-

ination of these cases, it became apparent that the United States uses economic

sanctions as a way of expressing its discontent with a given situation that it feels

strongly in opposition to, but not strong enough to intervene militarily. This

allows the United States’ government to choose which cases it will intervene

in directly, while still having the ability to symbolically express its discontent

in other situations. The United States government (and many of its citizens)

sees itself as the global police of sorts as mentioned earlier, and this creates a

desire to respond to many issues where it feels that people are being wronged

(based on American definitions of right and wrong), but in certain situations

the government realizes that intervention isn’t practical or wise for the country

as a whole. Therefore, we as a nation have developed this mindset where, be-

cause economic sanctions are perceived to be less burdensome on our nation and

overall a better option to military conflict (which at times isn’t always certain,

but that is beyond the scope of this paper); we use them almost in substitution

for military intervention from an expressive standpoint. Therefore, economic

sanctions have essentially been slowly turned into a way of representing the

United States interests in situations where military involvement’s consequences

far outweigh the gains for the United States, but some level of involvement is

still deemed as necessary and proper for the world’s global police officer, and

the United States feel it necessary to at least make its stance towards a given
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situation know and publicized in order to avoid the shame of having stood by

and displayed non–]action while these wrongs occurred.

Therefore, the repeated attempt by scholars to try to examine the success

or failure of economic sanctions is flawed, because the country employing them

more often than the rest of the global community combined, is not looking for

success or failure (in a traditional sense). The United States, in these situations,

uses economic sanctions as a way to express its ideals and protect its ontological

security, which is grounded in words such as unalienable rights, and democracy.

People need not look any further than the documents on which this nation was

founded and find mentioning of these terms, and as the United States has grown

in power over the last two centuries since its independence; its clout has grown as

well. The United States has begun frequently initiating an economic sanction in

any situation in which these ideals appear to be threatened, and it is using them

as a way of demonstrating its sentiments about a given issue. This symbolic

support for its own ideals is an ontological security decision meant to continue

to cement the ideals (that are the basis for the United States existence) in the

minds of other nations around the world, as well as continuing to sooth the

minds of the American people by showing that the United States is taking some

course of action. Therefore, the very existence of the economic sanction has some

success for the United States if examined in that regard, but even this would

be to define success very loosely. This paper argues that, for the United States,

economic sanctions aren’t about success and failure in a traditional security

sense. Instead, they are a symbolic representation of U.S. ideals, and as long as

the gains from displaying these ideals outweigh any physical (or non-physical)

costs associated with the sanction, than the sanction is a "success" even if the

desired concessions from the target nation are never received.
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Methods

As is common place within sanctions literature, this study will refer to the

country employing economic sanctions as the sender nation (sender), and the na-

tion receiving an economic sanction as the target nation (target). The method-

ology used to study economic sanctions here is an extensive form game from

game theory economics. "Games" in game theory are situations that can be

worked through rationally to arrive at the possible end results of a given situ-

ation and from there one can see the eventual results for each party involved.

Within the game, each player possesses a strategy, defined as how best to play a

given economic game, in order to provide the highest well-being for the player.

This measurement of well-being associated with the particular outcome of a

game is known as a player’s payoff (Harrington 2009, Page G-4). An extensive

form game is a model represented by a decision tree wherein branches extend

connecting different nodes known as decisions nodes, where actors within the

game can make decisions. A game begins at an initial node, and has branches

coming from it to represent each decision a player can make. Branches connect

the initial node to the next decision node, and at each decision node a player

in the game makes a decision, which determines what branch the game follows

from that node.

The reason for my use of an extensive form game is because it best models

the real life application of economic sanctions. The two main types of games in

game theory are extensive form games and strategic form games. An inherent

assumption in extensive form games is that both players have the ability to

observe and note the moves of the other player as well as being able to rationally

deduce the responses the other player(s) will have to each of the possible moves

said player can make. Additionally, it operates by one player making a move

at a time, and assumes a sort of cause and effect relationship where a players
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response is somewhat based on the decisions made previously in the game. A

strategic form game in contrast has players create predefined strategies based on

preferences in a given situation, and the players move based on these perceived

preferences without being able to watch previous actions. Extensive form games

are less abstract in their thought process (Harrington 2009). This enables the

acting player to make the best possible individual decision based on the decisions

the other player(s) have made and are likely to make in the future, assuming

rationality.

In order to evaluate an extensive form game, the reader should begin at

the left most bottom decision node, compare the possible payoffs that player

receives based on the possible decisions that player can make at that decision

node. The player is aware of these payoffs, and will make the decision that

leads to the higher payoff, effectively eliminating the other payoffs as a possible

endpoint of the game. We can then move upward through the game to the

next decision node (the one that has a decision that leads to the node we were

just at) and repeat the same process and evaluate different possible terminal

nodes. Each terminal node corresponds to a different set of payoffs for both

the sender and target, which represent, "the measurement of a player’s well-

being associated with a particular outcome of an economic game." (Harrington

2009) After examining the model and repeating the comparison process, one

can determine which terminal nodes are attainable (can be reached by rational

players) and the possible payoffs can be evaluated to determine whether or not

the sender gains from the enacting of an economic sanction by comparing the

payoffs likely to be received when the sender does use sanctions, versus the

payoff received if the sender does not. If the game in question was a game

of "perfect information" (Harrington 2009), where all preferences (and thus

decisions) are known to both players, it would be possible to determine one
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terminal node where the game would always end at. However the type of game

being examined in this paper is one of "incomplete information" (Harrington

2009) due to the subconscious decisions of “Nature” (will be discussed later) and

therefore we will have a few possible endpoints.

However from this set of endpoints, an expected payoff for each player can

be calculated by multiplying each payoff by the probability that it will occur,

and then summing these weighted probabilities. This expected payoff essentially

gives us the payoff that the player is likely to get by beginning the game (in

this case, by the sender enacting an ecconoic sanction) and we can compare to

this to the payoff the player would receive if it committed no action. Logically,

if the player’s payoff from acting is higher than not acting (in any game), then

that action can certainly be defined as a successful action. Therefore, this

paper will show that situations exist wherein the nation employing an economic

sanction will expect to gain from the sanctions imposition by comparing this

result to its payoff if it did not use any economic sanction in the given situation,

and therefore I contend that that any such sanction with this quality (where the

sender experiences a payoff greater than it would if it did not act) can be defined

as a success. This model therefore demonstrates the cases of sender type and

type of international norm being violated where a payoff from enacting sanctions

can be greater than the case that arises if the sender does not take action given a

set of variables, and from this model we will determine that economic sanctions

can succeed even without concessions from the target nation. I will also cite

a historical example of sanctions policy wherein success can be defined not in

terms of concessions, but in terms of the ontological implications of the sanctions

enactment, the United States trade embargo against Cuba.
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Modeling the Ontological Cost and Benefit of Economic

Sanctions

In this particular game, there are two players making choices, Sender and

Target, which represent a country or countries that has/have some global norm

which it values and another country that has some desire to violate that norm

respectively. Sender in this manner could represent multiple countries in a

collective manner which hold the same value. One of the two fundamental

differences between my model and that of Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz, is that in

my model, before either player begins to move, a third player, known commonly

in game theory as “Nature”, that has already made two distinctions that affect

the direction of the game.2 It first decides the type of player Sender will be:

tough, medium or weak, and then it decides what type of global norm is being

violated, one that is of primary importance to the Sender nation(s), or one of

tertiary importance. A tough sender will respond to any violation of global

norms with potent economic sanctions. The medium sender will respond to

the violation of primary norms with potent sanctions, but will only use lenient

sanctions in response to the violation of a tertiary norm. Finally, a weak sender

will impose lenient sanctions in the case of a primary norm, and will do nothing

in the wake of a tertiary norm being violated.

As in any game theoretic model, players cannot observe Nature’s decisions,

and thus do not know the results of those decisions, unless the decisions are

about them. Specifically to this game, Target does not know the type of Sender,

and will not be certain of this until they are able to observe Sender’s responses

during the course of the game, and similarly Target does not know with cer-

tainty whether or not the norm in question is a primary or tertiary norm to

the Sender. I set the game up in this manner to replicate the level of uncer-
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tainty that is present within international politics in real life. Without any

nature-based decisions, game theory traditionally assumes perfect information

(that each player knows how the other will respond given the choices in front

of them) and can rationally deduce the best course of action for both players.

This is not practical or applicable to many real life circumstances, and thus a

game of incomplete information has more real-life applicability.

Once these two facets of the game have been determined by Nature, Target

begins the decision-making portion of the game by deciding whether or not

it will violate the norm. Sender observes this action, and then decides on an

appropriate response if Target chooses to violate (if Target does not violate, the

game ends). Assuming Target violates, Sender then has 3 options; to do nothing,

impose lenient sanctions, or impose potent sanctions. We also assume that the

Target is able to observe Sender’s move and that Target (1) will ultimately

stand firm in the face of lenient sanctions, but (2) will yield if Sender proceeds

with the imposition of potent sanctions. If Sender chooses to do nothing in

response to the violation of the global norm, the game ends as well. If it imposes

sanctions (potent or lenient) Target must then decide on a response (whether

or not to yield) and this step ends the game. If Target yield, Sender will lift the

sanctions, and if Target does not yield, we assume that the sanctions remain in

effect indefinitely into the future. Each point where a player makes a decision

is called a node, and each node that serves as a possible endpoint for the game

is referred to as a terminal node. At each terminal node, payoffs exist for both

Sender and Target which reflect their gains or losses from taking that possible

path towards an eventual end to the game in question.

The first variable to understand in this model, is the benefit, defined as the

violation benefit, gained by Target for using the economic sanctions. Similarly,

the model assumes that there is some cost that Sender incurs by having the norm
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violated, which Sender can overcome (not incur) if it can get Target to yield

and revert back to following the accepted norm. These variables are necessary

because, if there was no benefit for Target, one could easily argue that they

would never violate the norm in the first place. These two values are defined

at B and C respectively such that both B, C > 0. We also assume that Target

eventually yielding will ultimately result in a reversion back to the status of

global affairs prior to the original violation, which inherently means that Target

only gains B if it does not yield. Another implication of this assumption is that

Sender only retains the cost of C if Target does not yield.

Additionally, the model portrayed here assumes that there are certain costs

inflicted upon both parties as a result of the sanctions process. The first is the

literal cost of lost commercial exchange between Sender and Target as a result

of the trade sanction. For cases where Target does not yield, these variables are

set up as SL
T (lenient sanctions; target) and SP

T (potent sanctions; target) for

Target where SP
T > SL

T > 0, since logically potent sanctions will have a greater

burden on the target nation than lenient sanctions would. In cases where Target

does yield, the costs are αSL
T and βSP

T respectively where α, β are two constants

such that 0 < α, β < 1. These costs are set up in this manner to portray that,

eventually yielding allows Target to only incur a percentage of the respective cost

(since α, β < 1) that they would incur in full had it not yielded. Using similar

notation for the sake of simplicity, Sender costs are represented by: SL
S (lenient;

sender), SP
S (potent; sender), αSL

S , and βSP
S defined in the same manner as

the ones above. Another cost to account for is the perceived audience cost that

can be created from pressure domestically to respond to some international

situation. For example, many political lobbying groups that heavily support

the use of potent sanctions in response to these sorts of situations regardless

of the severity of the crisis (Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz 2005). Sender incurs
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some audience cost in situations where either Target violates the norm and

does not yield, or Sender does not enact potent sanctions. The audience cost

is represented by Adn
S if Sender does nothing, and AL

S if Sender imposes only

lenient sanctions. I also assume here that lenient sanctions are preferable to no

action in this regard, i.e. Adn
S > AL

S > 0. Ideationally, the logic here is that

these domestic groups are willing to accept, (1) a successful perceived outcome

where Target yields, or (2) an unsuccessful outcome if Sender imposes potent

sanctions representing the harshest response available for Sender to use (Hovi,

Huseby, and Sprinz 2005).

The second fundamental difference between Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz’ model

and the one created here is that this model includes additional variables in the

game theoretic model that are essential in order to accurately examine the poten-

tial gains and costs of economic sanctions, and these additions also differentiate

my model from any model done prior. These two variables account for the less

visible (and previously often ignored), ontological security costs and benefits

that countries place importance on when making decisions within the interna-

tional community in all situations, and sanctions policies are no different in that

regard. While there may be less roundtable discussion with regards to the on-

tological ramifications of a certain decision or situation, the values, beliefs, and

morals of a nation determine their ontological security beliefs, and the decisions

made by the country’s government reflect these beliefs albeit unconsciously.

In the realm of sanctions policy, a country faces certain costs to its inter-

national image should it ignore the violation of international norms, especially

those it holds dear to it (a primary norm in this model), and similarly the na-

tion stands to gain ontologically from supporting these such international norms

through the symbolic use of economic sanctions to defend the country’s ideals

and values. Therefore I define the OP
B and OT

B to be the ontological benefit that
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Sender stands to gain from supporting a primary or tertiary norm respectively,

and these benefits can be gained through either the use of a lenient sanction or

a potent one (since it is based on how the nation represents itself). However,

there are also ontological costs, OP
C and OT

C defined in the same manner, for

not enacting some sort of sanction in the wake of violating an international

norm by Target. Therefore every terminal node of the model will either have an

ontological cost or benefit added onto it for Sender, with the exception of the

nodes where Target chooses to never violate the international norm in the first

place thus ending the game. It is worth noting (and will be of relevance later)

that the Target also incurs some ontological benefit, denoted by OBT whenever

it violates the international norm in question without eventually yielding, but

incurs some ontological cost, denoted by OCT whenever it yields to international

pressure.

By playing the game out based on the predefined preferences of the Sender

and Target outlined above, we arrive at 6 different terminal nodes, one per

combination of sender type and type of norm. At all but one of these terminal

nodes, the sender receives a payoff in the form of an expression including some

ontological benefit (OP
B or OT

B) that can be compared mathematically (as an

inequality) to the payoff the Sender receives by not employing sanctions, and

by isolating the benefit variable(s), it becomes possible to determine whether or

not the benefits from the sanction outweigh the cost.

Results

This model produces a series of inequalities that can be simplified to be

in terms of a given benefit, and the inequalities, if they hold to be true in a

given situation, imply that the expected payoff of the given economic game

will be a positive value. Since the Sender is guaranteed a negative payoff if it
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does nothing in the wake of a global norm being violated (see payoff 5, 12, 17,

24, 29, 36 of the diagrams), and since a positive number is guaranteed to be

greater than a negative value, the sender is inherently better off pursuing the

economic sanction anytime in which it can deduce that it can expect a positive

payoff (regardless of the magnitude of the positive payoff). The model makes

6 different terminal nodes reachable based on how the sender and target react

to the decisions made earlier in the game, and these attainable nodes are 1,

8, 13, 23, 28 and 36 in the diagram. However the model gives us 5 different

payoffs since nodes 1 and 13 give the sender identical payoffs (and so this payoff

occurs 2/6=1/3 of the time). The other four possibilities each occur 1/6 of the

time. These five expressions (each payoff multiplied by the corresponding rate

of occurrence) can at most create outcomes where the Sender nation will gain

from pursuit of an economic sanction in five of the six possible cases. The sixth

case is the case in which a Weak Sender sees a tertiary norm being violated, and

it does nothing (node 36). In this case the payoff for the sender is guaranteed

to be negative (−C −Ad
sn−OT

C) which will always be less than zero.

However, for the other five nodes, you arrive at values that can be set up as

inequalities that, if greater than the payoff should the Sender do nothing, give

us cases where the Sender is better off acting, and thus the sanctions have been

a success for the Sender if success is defined in terms of bettering one’s self by

acting versus not acting. Therefore, there are 5 least five cases of sender type and

type of norm that create a paradigm where sanctions can succeed, however this

does guarantee that they will. The most important thing to note is that in two

of these cases (medium sender/tertiary norm and weak sender/primary norm),

the sender has the ability to receive a positive payoff even though the target

will not yield to the lenient sanctions imposed. What this implies therefore,

is that this model provides cases where the sender can “succeed” without ever
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persuading the target to make the desired concessions of the sender nation,

which is fundamentally different from how scholars previously defined success.

The success or failure of the sanction regime ultimately depends on the val-

ues of the variables left in the inequalities, which is something that each state

must evaluate on an individual level when they are put into the situation of

the sender nation, since the values of each variable will change for each na-

tion due to differences in how the magnitude of the ontological benefit/cost,

the amount of audience cost (some civilian populations are more volatile than

others), etc. However this does conclusively demonstrate how governments can

rationally determine whether or not a sanction has a chance for success (even

if the exact values of all the variables may not be easily calculated with great

precision), and demonstrates that there are certainly multiple situations where

the success of an economic sanction is plausible based on how much a nation

values each of the different costs and benefits involved in the sanctions process,

compared to the study performed by Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz which only found

one possible case where sanctions might work (Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz 2005),

or the historical examinations of economic sanctions that ignored the intangible

benefits of enacting policy altogether. Sanctions history has demonstrated con-

clusively that situations like the ones outlined in this model can occur in the real

world where the tangible gains of the sanction appear foolhardy or impossible

to achieve, yet national leaders press on regardless because they are pursuing a

form of ontological security that may be much more difficult for an outsider to

pinpoint. An example of this is the United States’ economic sanctions of Cuba,

better known as the Cuban Embargo.

Case Study: The United States’ Trade Embargo of Cuba

The most commonly cited case of a “failing” economic sanction is the trade
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embargo against Cuba implemented by the United States, and yet despite this

common view of the sanction it has remained on record allowing us to recently

celebrate its 50 year anniversary on February 7th, 2012. Following the Cuban

Missile Crisis in 1962, President Kennedy imposed a travel ban which would later

become a complete trade embargo that was reaffirmed with the establishment

of the Helms-Burton Act in 1992. The embargo was undoubtedly a failure (as

defined historically) of U.S. foreign policy never accomplishing any of President

Kennedy’s original goals such as the ousting of Fidel Castro from power, the

bettering of human rights for Cuban citizens, and the removal of the Communist

Party to prevent the spreading of Soviet ideology during the Cold War. Still,

almost 50 years later, this piece of legislation remained on the books. Moreover,

Fidel Castro has passed on, the Soviet Union is no more, the Cold War is a thing

of the past, and the threat of Communism is no longer anywhere near being one

of the biggest security threats to the United States. While the U.S. economic

sanctioning of Cuba had a negligible affect on each of these things, the U.S.

government continues to support this economic sanction even when confronted

with international opposition urging the United States to revoke its embargo. In

fact, when the United Nations voted on the confidence of the embargo in October

of 2010, U.N. member states voted 187 nations in favor of ending the sanctions,

2 nations (United States and Israel) in favor of keeping them, and 3 nations

(The Marshall Islands, Palau and Micronesia) abstained from the vote (Snow

2010). The current Obama administration has finally decided to begin what

appears to be the ending of the Cuban Embargo, but previous administration’s

stubbornness to maintain what is clearly a failed foreign policy on the books for

so long is one of many prime examples of the United States actions based on

perceived ontological security threats (whether true or not).

The physical threat that led to the Cuban Embargo was the event commonly

28



referred to as the Cuban Missile Crisis. However, the threat of a nuclear attack

by the Soviet Union (through Cuba as a proxy) became non–existant by Christ-

mas in 1962, yet normal relations with Cuba still have not been reestablished

almost 50 years later. Therefore, one must realize that the true underlying

intention of this economic sanction was about far more than just the physical

security threat of nuclear war. As is the case with most of the Cold War political

moves, the Cuban Embargo became a symbolic representation of everything the

sender nation (in this case the United States) supported, against everything it

did not. U.S. presidential administrations saw it as democracy, free elections,

and rights for all against communism, a dictator, human rights violations, and

any other negative notion associated with their communist counterpart to the

east. Even if the sanction would never actually oust Fidel Castro from power,

cause free and fair elections, or promote democratic change, the United States

seemed to be content simply leaving the legislation in place as a symbolic rep-

resentation of the United States’ displeasure for the Cuban way of governing

and more importantly, their relations with the Soviet Union. During this time

period (the Cold War) the United States’ ontological security was focused on

being democratic (and not communist) and helping nations who supported its

way of being while doing everything in its power to ignore nations who sided

with its Soviet opposition. Cuba therefore, due its close proximity to U.S. bor-

ders, served as a viable ontological security threat to the United States’ way of

governing since it was the closest communism ever got to U.S. borders at the

national, governmental level.

In this case, the reason for maintaining the sanction was not related to the

proximity of nuclear weapons in relation to the United States (even though that

was the event that began the conflict). If this were the case, the sanctions would

have never made it past 1962, let alone almost 50 years. Instead these sanctions
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remained on the books as a display of the U.S. angst towards Cuba’s relations

with the Soviet Union. The United States found ontological benefit in having

sanctions represent their lack of approval, even if there were costs associated

with maintaining these sanctions. The events that took place with regards to

U.S.–Cuban relations make it abundantly clear that U.S. policymakers decided

that they were better off having the sanction in place than not, and since the

only benefit that one can find from the sanctions would be an ontological one,

the argument can be made that, in the eyes of the United States government,

the ontological benefit of sanctions against Cuba outweighed the costs associ-

ated with the sanctions. This very outcome is the basis for the model presented

above; using game theory, nations can rationally unravel complex relations with

nations and determine whether or not enacting an economic sanction will bet-

ter a nations overall utility. In cases where sanctions yield a greater overall

utility (well being), we can rationally conclude that the sanction was a success

for the sender nation, regardless of where this beneficial result originates from

(ontological, tangible, or both).

This case study therefore displays a situation in which the reasons for a U.S.

sanction were not simply about tangible gains in the form of concessions from the

target nation (Cuba), as evident by the fact that the sanctions remained in effect

for almost 50 years beyond the date that the desired concessions were made (the

removal of Soviet missiles from Cuba). Instead the sanctions became a symbolic

way for the United States to maintain its lack of appreciation for the Soviet-

Cuban relations, Cuba’s lack of democracy, and its human rights violations. The

United States has long since moved past Cuba and Communism as far as the

focal point of its foreign policy goes, but this piece of legislation was left on the

books for the duration of the Cold War as a symbol of Anti-Communism and

Pro-Capitalism, and since then it has served as a way of expression the United
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States’ lack of appreciate for the policies of the Cuban government. Both of

these acts of symbolism are clearly ontological security decisions.

Conclusion: Closing Remarks and Some Areas of Further

Research

For practical application, a nation would need to be able to quantify each

of these variables in order to make these deductions. However it is important

to understand that each of these variables are easily distinguished in a real

life circumstance, and it should be no difficult task for the Sender and Target

nation to make reasonable estimations as to the value of each of the variables

involved in the expressions relevant to their specific situation. The results of

this model demonstrate that there are certainly cases where the sender can gain

from the enacting of an economic sanction even if the target does not yield to

the sanctions and make the desired concessions. Moreover, additional simple

mathematics prove that its possible for the target to violate global norms even

if it knows that it faces an economic sanction by doing so, due to the expected

payoff it receives by violating.

Given the structure of this economic game, the target nations decision to

violate (or not violate) an international norm is what ultimately triggers the

enacting of an economic sanction by the sender nation. However an integral

part of the game is that the decisions Nature makes before the players act

within the game are unknown to the Target. Specifically, the target does not

know the exact value of the norm in question to the Sender, and the Target also

cannot be sure of the Sender’s type (strong, medium, or weak) as it pertains to

the Sender’s eventual response should the Target violate. Therefore, in order

to make a rational decision within the context of the game, the Target would
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examine what is known in game theory as its expected payoff. This is found by

multiplying each of its possible payoffs by the likelihood of that payoff occurring,

and then summing those values together. Since the Target’s decision-making

process is more simplified (it yields to potent sanctions and does not yield to

lenient sanctions), the six possible end nodes of the game only possess three

different payoffs for the target nation (one occurs three times, and another

occurs twice).

The targets expected payoff is: B+OBT −βSP
T −2/3SL

T −OCT . In order for

the target to rationally deduce that violating the norm in question (and thus

triggering the economic sanction) is in its best interest, this expected payoff

must be greater than the payoff the target would receive if it simply did nothing

in the first place, in which case it receives a payoff of 0. Therefore a rational

target nation would determine the values of each of the variables involved, and

see which expression yields a greater value. If B+OBT−βSP
T −2/3SL

T−OCT > 0,

i.e. if B+OBT > βSP
T +2/3SL

T +OCT , the target should violate the norm even

if it expects that the sender will respond with sanctions. If the opposite is true

and the expression is less than the perceived ontological cost, than the target

would not violate the norm assuming it acts rationally. Since two of the terms

being subtracted are multiplied by an x < 1 (one is multiplied by 1/3 and the

other multiplied by 0 < β < 1), its very likely that the expression will hold the

target will violate in many cases. Further research into these cases might be

able to simply this inequality even further.

Given these mathematical inequality, along with the ones presented in the

model above, we can conclude that there can exist cases (if the ontological

benefits to each nation are high enough) wherein both nations would succeed by

beginning this economic sanction game which is something that was not possible

under the historical definition of success related to whether or not concessions
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were made by the target nation. This also opens up sanctions to the possibility

of not always being a zero–sum game, which is different than how sanctions were

previously viewed. Instead, the success or failure of economic sanctions must

be judged based on the payoff received by each of the two parties involved, and

this calculation of payoffs must include both the intangible and tangible factors

associated with enacting foreign policy. This intangible factor about the gains

or losses that can result from not acting in response to the violation of a global

norm has the potential to be an enormous ontological security benefit (or risk)

to the sender nation, and in some cases could be so strong of a factor that it

outweighs the tangible costs (or benefits) associated with that policy. Therefore,

to a researcher who ignores these ontological factors, the policy may not make

rational sense. Instead, in order to get an accurate description of the economic

sanctions success rate, one must included these variables and reestablish a more

encompassing definition of success and failure such as the one proposed here.

This paper therefore uncovers situations in which economic sanctions can

be successful for the sender nation by presenting a definition of success that

compares the nation’s payoff by implementing a sanction to the one it would

receive should it commit no action in response to the violation of an international

norm by the target nation. Moreover, this model also includes not only tangible

gains (and losses), but also an intangible one in the form of ontological security,

which drives much of state’s action within the global community.
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Notes

1paraphrased from Patrick, Stewart. "Libya and the Future of Humanitarian
Intervention." Foreign Affairs. August 26, 2011.

2Hovi, Huseby, and Sprinz did discuss a game of incomplete information in
their article but they only consider a situation where Nature decides on the type
of Sender (tough, medium of weak). Their model does not differentiate between
the type of norm being considered for violation in any capacity.
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Sender Nation Sender2 Sender3 Target Nations Dates Reason for Sanction  

90-1 United States United Nations 
 

Iraq 1990-2003 Security/Moral 

90-2 United States 
  

El Salvador 1990-1993 Moral 

90-3 United States Western Donors 
 

Kenya 1990-1993 Moral 

90-4 United States Belgium France Zaire 1990-1997 Economic/Moral 

90-5 Soviet Union 
  

Lithuania 1990 Security 

90-6 United States Saudi Arabia 
 

Jordan, Yemen 1990-1997 Economic/Moral 

91-1 United Nations United States E.C. Yugoslavia 1990-2001 Moral/Security 

91-2 United States 
  

China 1991- Security/Moral 

91-3 United States 
  

Thailand 1991-1992 Moral 

91-4 Netherlands United States 
 

Indonesia 1991-2002 Moral 

91-5 United States OAS U.N. Haiti 1991-94 Moral 

91-6 United States E.C. 
 

USSR 1991 Security 

91-7 USSR/Russia 
  

Turkmenistan 1991-95 Economic 

91-8 United States 
  

Peru 1991-95 Moral 

92-1 ECOWAS United Nations 
 

Liberia 1992-2006 Moral/Security 

92-2 EC/EU France Germany Togo 1992- Moral 

92-3 United States Western Donors 
 

Malawi 1992-93 Moral 

92-4 European Union Spain 
 

Equatorial Guinea 1992-2000 Moral 

92-5 European Union 
  

Algeria 1992-94 Moral 

92-6 United States 
  

Cameroon 1992-98 Moral 

92-7 United States 
  

Azerbaijan 1992-2002 Economic/Security 

92-8 United Nations United States Germany 
Khmer Rouge, 
Cambodia 1992- Moral 

92-9 USSR/Russia 
  

Estonia 1992-99 Moral 

92-10 China 
  

France 1992-94 Security 

92-11 United States 
  

Nicaragua 1992-95 Moral 

92-12 United Nations 
  

Libya 1992-99 Moral/Security 

92-13 USSR/Russia 
  

Latvia 1992-98 Security 

93-1 United States United Nations 
 

North Korea 1993- Security/Moral 

93-2 United States European Commission 
 

Guatemala 1993 Moral 

93-3 United Nations 
  

Angola 1993-2002 Security/Moral 

93-4 United States European Union 
 

Nigeria 1993-1998 Moral 

93-5 United States 
  

Sudan 1993- Security 

93-6 USSR/Russia 
  

Ukraine 1993-97 Economic 

93-7 USSR/Russia 
  

Kazakhstan 1993-96 Economic/Moral 

94-1 Greece 
  

Macedonia 1994-95 Security 

94-2 Greece 
  

Albania 1994-95 Security 

94-3 United Nations 
  

Rwanda 1994-95 Security 

94-4 United States European Union 
 

The Gambia 1994-98 Moral 

95-1 United States 
  

Peru, Ecuador 1995-98 Security 

95-2 European Union 
  

Turkey 1995-  Moral 

96-1 
East African members of 
OAU 

  
Burundi 1996-99 Moral 

96-2 United States European Union 
 

Niger  1996-2000 Moral 

96-3 United States Western Donors 
 

Zambia 1996-98 Moral 

96-4 United States 
  

Colombia 1996-98 Moral 

96-5 Mercosur United States 
 

Paraguay 1996 Security 

97-1 United Nations ECOWAS 
 

Sierra Leone 1997-2003 Moral 

97-2 New York California 
 

Swiss Banks 1997-98 Economic 

98-1 United States 
  

India 1998-2001 Security 

98-2 European Union United States 
 

Serbia 1998-2001 Security 

98-3 Turkey 
  

Italy 1998-99 Security 

99-1 United States United Nations 
 

Afghanistan 1999-2002 Security 

99-2 United States European Union France Ivory Coast 1999-2002 Moral 

99-3 United States Japan 
 

Pakistan 1999-2001 Moral 

00-1 United States 
  

Ecuador 2000 Security 
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Yield

(3)

(−αSL
S +OP

B)

No Yield

(4)

(−C − SL
S −AL

S +OP
B)

No Sanctions

(5)

(−C −Adn
S −OP

C )

No Violation

(6)

(0)

Teritary

No Violation

(7)

(0)

Violation

Potent

Yield

(8)

(−βSP
S +OT

B)

No Yield

(9)

(−C − SP
S +OT

B)

Lenient

Yield

(10)

(−αSL
S +OT

B)

No Yield

(11)

(−C − SL
S −AL

S +OT
B)

No Sanctions

(12)

(−C −Adn
S −OT

C)

1
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Primary

Violation

Potent

Yield

(13)

(−βSP
S +OP

B)

No Yield

(14)

(−C − SP
S +OP

B)

Lenient

Yield

(15)

(−αSL
S +OP

B)

No Yield

(16)

(−C − SL
S −AL

S +OP
B)

No Sanctions

(17)

(−C −Adn
S −OP

C )

No Violation

(18)

(0)

Teritary

No Violation

(19)

(0)

Violation

Potent

Yield

(20)

(−βSP
S +OT

B)

No Yield

(21)

(−C − SP
S +OT

B)

Lenient

Yield

(22)

(−αSL
S +OT

B)

No Yield

(23)

(−C − SL
S −AL

S +OT
B)

No Sanctions

(24)

(−C −Adn
S −OT

C)

1
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Weak

Primary

Violation

Potent

Yield

(25)

(−βSP
S +OP

B)

No Yield

(26)

(−C − SP
S +OP

B)

Lenient

Yield

(27)

(−αSL
S +OP

B)

No Yield

(28)

(−C − SL
S −AL

S +OP
B)

No Sanctions

(29)

(−C −Adn
S −OP

C )

No Violation

(30)

(0)

Teritary

No Violation

(31)

(0)

Violation

Potent

Yield

(32)

(−βSP
S +OT

B)

No Yield

(33)

(−C − SP
S +OT

B)

Lenient

Yield

(34)

(−αSL
S +OT

B)

No Yield

(35)

(−C − SL
S −AL

S +OT
B)

No Sanctions

(36)

(−C −Adn
S −OT

C)

1
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Terminal Node Description Sender Payoff Target Payoff 

1 To-P-Violate-Impose Potent-Yield     
    

      
      

2 To-P-V-IP-Do Not Yield      
    

      
      

3 To-P-V-Impose Lenient-Y     
    

      
      

4 To-P-V-IL-DNY      
    

    
      

      

5 To-P-V-Do Nothing      
     

        

6 Tough-Primary-Do Not Violate 0 0 

7 To-Tertiary-DNV 0 0 

8 To-Te-V-IP-Y     
    

      
      

9 To-Te-V-IP-DNY      
    

      
      

10 To-Te-V-IL-Y     
    

      
      

11 To-Te-V-IL-DNY      
    

    
      

      

12 To-Te-V-Do Nothing      
     

        

13 M-P-V-IP-Y     
    

      
      

14 M-P-V-IP-DNY      
    

      
      

15 M-P-V-IL-Y     
    

      
      

16 M-P-V-IL-DNY      
    

    
      

      

17 M-P-V-Do Nothing      
     

        

18 Medium-P-DNV 0 0 

19 M-Te-DNV 0 0 

20 M-Te-V-IP-Y     
    

      
      

21 M-Te-V-IP-DNY      
    

      
      

22 M-Te-V-IL-Y     
    

      
      

23 M-Te-V-IL-DNY      
    

    
      

      

24 M-Te-V-Do Nothing      
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25 W-P-V-IP-Y     
    

      
      

26 W-P-V-IP-DNY      
    

      
      

27 W-P-V-IL-Y     
    

      
      

28 W-P-V-IL-DNY      
    

    
      

      

29 W-P-V-Do Nothing      
     

        

30 Weak-P-DNV 0 0 

31 W-Te-DNV 0 0 

32 W-Te-V-IP-Y     
    

      
      

33 W-Te-V-IP-DNY      
    

      
      

34 W-Te-V-IL-Y     
    

      
      

35 W-Te-V-IL-DNY      
    

    
      

      

36 W-Te-V-Do Nothing      
     

        

 

 

40



	  
	  

Bibliography	  

Blanchard,	  Jean-‐Marc	  F.	  and	  Norrin	  Ripsman.	  1999.	  "Asking	  the	  Right	  Questions:	  When	  Do	  

Economic	  Sanctions	  Work	  Best?"	  Security	  Studies	  9(1):219-‐253.	  

Boot,	  Max.	  2003.	  "America's	  Destiny	  Is	  to	  Police	  the	  World,"	  London:	  Financial	  Times	  21.	  

http://www.cfr.org/us-‐strategy-‐and-‐politics/americas-‐destiny-‐police-‐world/p5559	  

Brandon,	  John.	  1999.	  "Better	  Strategy	  Needed	  on	  Myanmar,"	  The	  Journal	  of	  Commerce	  5A.	  

http://www.joc.com/better-‐strategy-‐needed-‐myanmar	  

Dorussen,	  Han	  and	  Jongryn	  Mo.	  2001.	  "Ending	  Economic	  Sanctions:	  Audience	  Costs	  and	  Rent-‐

Seeking	  as	  Commitment	  Strategies,"	  Journal	  of	  Conflict	  Resolution	  45(4):395-‐426	  

Drezner,	  Daniel	  W.	  2003.	  "The	  Hidden	  Hand	  of	  Economic	  Coercion,"	  International	  Organization	  

57(3):643-‐659.	  

Galtung,	  Johan.	  1967.	  "On	  the	  Effects	  of	  International	  Economic	  Sanctions,	  with	  Examples	  from	  

the	  Case	  of	  Rhodesia,"	  World	  Politics	  19(3):378-‐416.	  

Harrington,	  Joseph.	  2009.	  Games,	  Strategies,	  and	  Decision-‐making.	  New	  York:	  Worth	  Publishers	  	  

Hovi,	  Jon;	  Huseby,	  Robert;	  Sprinz,	  Detlef.	  2005.	  "When	  Do	  (Imposed)	  Economic	  Sanctions	  

Work?"	  World	  Politics	  	  57(4):479-‐499.	  	  	  

Hufbauer,	  Gary	  Clyde;	  Jeffrey	  J.	  Schott;	  and	  Kimberly	  Ann	  Elliott.	  2008.	  Economic	  Sanctions	  

Reconsidered:	  History	  and	  Current	  Policy,	  3rd	  ed.	  Washington,	  D.C:	  Institute	  for	  International	  

Economics.	  

41



	  
	  

Lacy,	  Dean	  and	  Emerson	  Niou.	  2004.	  "A	  Theory	  of	  Economic	  Sanctions	  and	  Issue	  Linkage:	  The	  

Roles	  of	  Preferences,	  Information	  and	  Threats,"	  Journal	  of	  Politics	  66(1):25-‐42.	  

Lindsay,	  James	  M.	  1986.	  "Trade	  Sanctions	  as	  Policy	  Instruments:	  A	  Re-‐examination,"	  

International	  Studies	  Quarterly	  30(2):153-‐173.	  

McSweeney,	  Bill.	  1999.	  Security,	  Identity,	  and	  Interests,	  Cambridge:	  Cambridge	  University	  Press.	  

Mitzen,	  Jennifer.	  2006a.	  "Anchoring	  Europe’s	  Civilizing	  Identity:	  Habits,	  Capabilities,	  and	  

Ontological	  Security,"	  	  Journal	  of	  European	  Public	  Policy,	  13(2):270–285.	  

Mitzen,	  Jennifer.	  2006b.	  "Ontological	  Security	  in	  World	  Politics:	  State	  Identity	  and	  the	  Security	  

Dilemma,"	  European	  Journal	  of	  International	  Relations,	  12(6):341–370.	  

Pape,	  Robert	  A.	  1997.	  "Why	  Economic	  Sanctions	  Do	  Not	  Work,"	  International	  Security	  22(2):90-‐

136.	  

Parker,	  Richard	  W.	  2000.	  "The	  Problem	  with	  Scorecards:	  How	  (and	  How	  Not)	  to	  Measure	  the	  

Cost-‐Effectiveness	  of	  Economic	  Sanctions,"	  Michigan	  Journal	  of	  International	  Law	  21(2):	  235-‐

296.	  

Patrick,	  Stewart.	  2011.	  "Libya	  and	  the	  Future	  of	  Humanitarian	  Intervention."	  Foreign	  Affairs	  

August	  26,	  2011.	  http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/68233/stewart-‐patrick/libya-‐and-‐the-‐

future-‐of-‐humanitarian-‐intervention	  

Sachs,	  Jeffrey.	  "Myanmar:	  Sanctions	  Won't	  Work,"	  Financial	  Times	  17.	  	  July	  27,	  2004.	  

http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/myanmar-‐sanctions-‐wont-‐work	  

42



	  
	  

Snow,	  Anita.	  "Cuba	  Embargo:	  UN	  Vote	  Urges	  US	  to	  Lift	  Embargo	  -‐	  CSMonitor.com."	  The	  

Christian	  Science	  Monitor,	  26	  Oct.	  2010.	  

Steele,	  Brent.	  2008.	  Ontological	  Security	  in	  International	  Relations,	  New	  York:	  Routledge,	  Taylor	  

and	  Francis	  Group.	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

43


	Jeff Thesis
	Doc 2



