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ABSTRACT
While many have studied the effectiveness of sanctions, few have researched the purpose
of sanctions against the powerful. In this study, I examine the imposition and effectiveness of
sanctions against the permanent five members of the United Nations Security Council given their
unique position to multilaterally impose sanctions on others without the fear of imposition of
sanctions on themselves through the United Nations. In this study, I use an incompleteinformation, sequential-move game theoretic model to produce concluding observations for
further studying. My results indicate: sanctions are largely ineffective in producing the desired
result due to reputation costs associated with the target country, coercing blocs can rationally
impose sanctions with little confidence of producing success, and prolonged multilateral
sanctions will be questioned for their effectiveness due to the high cost of the sanctioning effort.
My analysis points to the rational imposition of sanctions despite a probable intolerant actor.
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Introduction
Sanctions are the intermediate step between reasonable peace and physical conflict.
Within the international community, many countries invoke sanctions in an attempt to persuade a
country to act in a different way. Most recently, sanctions have been well-covered in the media
due to sanctions imposed by the United Nations (UN) Security Council (SC) on North Korea.
Furthermore, in recent years, there has been an influx of sanctions against Russia due to their
invasion of Crimea in 2014 and their meddling in the United States 2016 presidential election.1
Despite much use of international sanctions imposed by the UN and other governing bodies,
there has been much debate on the effectiveness of sanctions in achieving the desired result.2
Still, policymakers often impose sanctions to achieve their desired results.
Under UN sanctions, all 193-member states of the UN must comply, meaning UN
sanctions are massive multilateral sanctions. For the permanent five members of the UN Security
Council (P5)—Russia, the United States, the United Kingdom, China, and France—only
sanctions outside of the UN will be brought against them because these countries have veto
power. This means each P5 member would veto any sanctions brought to them within the UN
framework. In the modern era, only sanctions outside of the UN are imposed against these five
countries and have less countries participating in them than UN sanctions.
Within this study, I employ a game theoretic model to determine under what conditions
are sanctions likely to be imposed on P5 Security Council Members, and when are they
successful. In doing so, I conduct a comparative case study to generate concluding observations
for further testing.
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Since the creation of the UN following World War II, sanctions have become a primary
tool in international diplomacy, but the question remains how can sanctions against the powerful
be effective. Are the sanctions the US and various EU countries imposing on Russia actually
successful in bringing about change, or would sanctions brought against the US for interfering in
conflicts worldwide be worth the costs? In the globalized world full of cyber-threats, military
threats, and political threats, the successful imposition of sanctions on some of the most powerful
countries in the world is an important consideration.
Previous Literature
In this section, I first describe the previous literature on general sanction efficacy before
examining previous literature for what conditions improve the likelihood of sanction
effectiveness. After reviewing the literature, I develop an analytical framework determining the
factors that prove most significant to P5 Members of the UNSC. Sanction effectiveness has been
hotly debated since the rising use of sanctions following the Cold War. Between 1945 and 1990,
there were only two cases of economic sanctions imposed by the UN; however, in the 1990s, the
UN Security Council has imposed economic sanctions a multitude of times.3 At the center of the
rising use has been the question of efficacy.
While there has been vast research on both sides of the debate, the majority of scholars
believe that sanctions are ineffective in bringing about the desired result. Hufbauer et al., the first
to use a large-N data set, found that sanctions succeeded in bringing about the desired change 34
percent of the time.4 Pape re-examined this claim using the same data set; however, the criteria
for success was vastly limited. These three criteria confirm success: First, the target state
conceded largely to the sender’s demands. Second, economic sanctions were threatened and
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applied prior to the change in behaviors, and third, no better explanation exists for the change in
behavior.5 By this definition of success, sanctions actually only achieved the desired result less
than five percent of the time.6
This body of literature left little purpose for sanctions; however, policymakers still
regularly employed sanctions, thus, switching the debate from the efficacy of sanctions generally
to under what conditions are sanctions more successful. In other words, what circumstances
increase the likelihood of success? Three ideas have developed in improving sanction efficacy:
the magnitude of sanctions, the regime type and allies, and the level of international cooperation
in deploying the sanctions. The first idea is fairly simple. Sanctions are more likely to succeed
when the costs to the target are greater than the benefit of continuing the sanctioned behavior. 7
Larger costs incentivize the targeted country to change its policies because of widespread
economic hurt. Thus, when the costs are high enough, the expected policy shift is more likely to
happen.
However, as the literature has expanded, this seems to be less significant than originally
thought. Other factors, such as the target country’s regime type and allies, developed
significance. First, sanctions are more likely to succeed against democratic countries.8 Because
of the electoral nature of democracies, politicians have larger winning coalitions. Robust
sanctions that harm this larger coalition of voters more heavily incentivizes rulers to change
policies or be voted out of office. For nondemocratic regimes, a smaller winning coalition
incentivizes rulers to protect the interests of the small ruling group. While the common citizen
may suffer, it is less likely that the ruler will lose power. While some literature has discounted
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the impact of democracies, new studies find this premise mostly true.9 Furthermore, sanctions
imposed on allies rather than adversaries are more likely to succeed.10 The logic is that allies are
more likely to respond favorably to one another because of the reluctance in imposing sanctions
and the reduced threat of future conflict. One of the most prominent examples of sanctions
against allies was the various sanctions imposed on U.S. allies against the acquisition of nuclear
weapons.11 Overall, the literature puts forth the general idea that comprehensive sanctions are
more likely to be successful in democracies and against allies.
The third feature in improving sanction efficacy is the idea of unilateral versus
multilateral sanctions. In theory, it seems that multilateral sanctions would be more effective
because of the widespread harm against the target country. However, Doxey, using a bivariate
analysis, concludes that involving many nations ruins chances for success because the difficulties
in cooperation on a sanctioning effort.12 Contrasting with this conclusion, Drury finds supporting
evidence that multilateral sanctions improve effectiveness when involving an international
organization, such as the UN or NATO.13 By utilizing an international organization, coordination
and cooperation between states is greatly improved.14 Using different forms of analysis and
covering a multitude of sanctions, newer studies support using multilateral sanctions over
unilateral (through international organizations).15 Overall, these three premises increase the
likelihood of sanction success.
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One important distinction is the type of sanctions being employed. Over the past few
decades, there has been a rise in advocacy for targeted sanctions (or smart sanctions).16 These
sanctions target elites breaking international norms to prevent harming the common citizen.
Smart sanctions, in theory harm the elite enough to bring forth concessions that normal sanctions
do not. Success for this type of sanctions is largely two-part. First, do smart sanctions ameliorate
humanitarian costs better than comprehensive sanctions, and second, do smart sanctions increase
effectiveness relative to comprehensive sanctions?17 The first question is relatively agreed upon:
targeted sanctions reduce suffering of local populations more than comprehensive sanctions.18
However, the second question is much more clouded. Previous literature finds that
comprehensive sanctions are much more effective in producing success than targeted sanctions,
when imposed against democracies.19 Other conclusions for targeted sanctions are relatively
mixed on their success.20 Still, harming the perpetrators of violations rather than harm to the
entire nation as a whole is a significant consideration when looking at the effectiveness of smart
sanctions. While success may not be achieved, some sort of harm and shaming is produced.
Previous literature, employing a game theoretic approach, was initially focused on games
with complete information.21 With complete information, the equilibrium outcome leaves little
room for the imposition of sanctions. However, as sanctions are still regularly enforced, Lacy
and Nieu created a theory in which players may different preferences for the outcome of the
dispute, and the players lack certainty for the other side’s preferences.22 The literature also
explored two-phases of sanction effectiveness—the threat stage and the enforcement stage—and
16
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found that sanctions are more effective during the threat stage at producing concessions from the
target country.23 While the two stages are an important consideration, they are not directly
included in my game; however, different preferences and uncertainty tie directly into the game
and payoffs.
While the aforementioned research provided much context into the efficacy of sanction,
most studies employ either large-N datasets or are examples of large, dominating states (such as
the US) imposing sanctions on others. Little literature has looked specifically at sanctions
imposed on the P5 Members of the Security Council, who are some of the most powerful
countries in their world. Their unique position to multilaterally impose UN sanctions on others
without the fear of imposition on themselves is a critical position. In the political realm, these
five countries can act with limited fear of UN backlash because of their veto power. The narrow
focus finds a niche in the literature that has not been specifically researched. This study furthers
recent findings by contextualizing the imposition and effectiveness of sanctions on the powerful
in a way that has not been studied.
Analytical Framework
The aforementioned literature displays the complexity of sanctions, but there are some
characteristics that simplify sanctions. These characteristics are the type of the sanctions, the
regime of the targeted government, the international support, and the desired results of
imposition. The previous literature suggests these four factors are relevant to sanctions.
Examining these factors in the context of sanctioning episodes against P5 UNSC countries
should lead to initial hypotheses for further testing.

23
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The type of sanctions—whether targeted or comprehensive—within each case brings
forth different overall effects for the local population. As the aforementioned literature suggests,
comprehensive sanctions lead to more humanitarian harm than targeted sanctions, but targeted
sanctions have limited evidence for success. Throughout this study, targeted sanctions are
sanctions targeting individuals or businesses (or both) for their behavior, while comprehensive
sanctions target the aggregate economic output. In the cases that follow, one case employs
comprehensive sanctions, while the other predominantly employs targeted sanctions. The
literature also emphasizes the importance of regime type in the targeted country. As mentioned
earlier, democracies are more likely to succumb to sanctions than authoritarian regimes due to
their reliance on voters. For my study, the level of democracy is a vital background factor in each
case.
Another crucial factor, as determined by the literature, is the international support of the
sanctions. International support examines both the sanctioning institution and the sanctioning
countries involved in the effort. Unilateral sanctions are single countries imposing sanctions on a
different country, while multilateral involve a host of countries. For the purposes of this study,
each case implores multilateral sanctions; however, there are differences in utilization of an
international organization. The international organizations in each case are extremely different in
country makeup and political agenda. Overall, previous literature promotes higher success for
sanctioning efforts imposed through a multilateral body than those that are not because of
increased international cooperation between targeting countries.
Finally, the desired outcome of the sanctions is the last crucial factor. The desired
outcome of the sanctioning is a measure for success. The literature does not put forth a single
view of success but multiple views. On one side, the mere implementation of sanctions provides
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an outlook for success. On the other, success is determined by the sanctioning efforts causing the
specific change in the targeted regime. Despite the multiple definitions of success, the literature
puts forth a united front on the importance of some sort of success. Previous studies determine
the likely importance of these four factors in determining sanction success against the powerful.
By examining these four factors through a comparative case study approach, I hope to create
initial hypotheses for further testing approach.
Research Design
Cases Study Selection
In order to generate meaningful hypotheses on sanctions against P5 members of the
Security Council, I employ a comparative case study design focusing on two cases: the 1973 oil
embargo imposed by Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) against the
United States and the various sanctions brought by the United States, the EU, and other countries
against Russia for its invasion of Crimea in 2014. I utilize the method of agreement in this
comparative case study meaning that while the factors—the governing bodies of the targets and
targeting bodies, the type of sanctions, and the time frame—are relatively different, the outcome
in both cases is similar.
The sanctions against the United States in 1973 are a good example for case study due to
the democratic makeup of the US and the multilateral imposition by OPEC countries.
The United States represents the exemplar for a typical democracy on the UNSC, and their
indifference (in terms of policy change) to the sanctions provides a baseline for how other
democracies on the SC would most likely act in the face of sanctions. In addition, member
countries of OPEC (Iran, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and others) represent developing powers putting
forth a mutual front against a major power through collective coercion. This multilateral-sanction
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approach contrasts greatly from a multilateral approach from the UN or the EU because of the
mostly Middle-Eastern actors. These reasons coupled with the older time frame contrast greatly
from the Russian example but still produce similar outcomes to the Crimea sanctions. For these
reasons, the OPEC sanctions against the United States are a good example.
The Crimea example represents a very different sanctioning effort. The first major
distinction is that Russia represents an authoritarian-type government compared to the United
States. In 2018, Russia scored an aggregate score of 20 out of 100 on the Freedom House
Democracy Index, while the US scored an 86.24 This contrast in regime type allows each
member of the SC representation through this study. Furthermore, this sanctioning effort is
multilateral as is the oil embargo; however, the countries involved in the Crimea sanctioning
effort represent a very different socioeconomic and culture makeup than those involved in the oil
crisis. Those sanctioning Russia include large, developed superpowers. One other distinction is
the type of sanctioning effort. Sanctions against Russian represent a multi-faceted approach
having both targeted and comprehensive sanctions.25 The Russia example is a prime case
selection because of these reasons. By utilizing both the United States and the Russian examples,
my study covers a wide array of factors with similar outcomes.
Evidence
This study requires creating a gauge for sanction effectiveness. In the literature, there are
many differing views of successful sanctions from sanctions must bring about the desired change
to the idea that just enforcing sanctions implies success. In between these two ideas are other
definitions for success. Within my study, I apply the most comprehensive definition to both cases
to determine the success of each sanctioning effort. I use the Hufbauer, Schott, and Elliott (HSE)
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Index. The HSE Index, includes a 16-point scale and has two main focuses. The first focuses on
the extent that the policy change is achieved, and the second is the contribution made by the
sanctions. The two are scaled from 1-4, with four either being successful or significant, and one
either being failed or no contribution. 26 The two numbers are then multiplied together to get a
16-point scale with 9 being labeled successful. This scale allows for tiers of success.
I conduct each case study with the intention of using a wide variety of factors to either
consider or deny success on the scales. I first consider the context for each of these cases within
the international framework, with special focus on the reasons behind the implementation and the
reasons for the differing international community’s response. For the United States sanctions, I
briefly describe the Middle East situation, and for the Russian sanctions, the specific actions that
led to sanction imposition. This better contextualizes some of the factors surrounding the
sanctioning effort.
Game Theory
For the game theoretic model, I employ an incomplete-information, sequential-move
game. In this game, the concern for the coercer is that the coercing country is unable to
determine whether the target will behave agreeably and succumb to the sanctions or behave in
intolerably and ignore the sanctioning effort. If the coercer decides to employ sanctions, then the
target makes the next move to either comply with the sanctions and change their behavior or
disregard the sanctioning effort. The game, with payoffs, is better formalized in Figure 1.
Nature first determines whether the target is tolerant or intolerant. The primary difference
between a tolerant and intolerant country is that the tolerant country has incentive to cooperate
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with the sanctions, while the intolerant country has a reward for disregarding the sanctioning
effort. RI represents the reward for the intolerant country for continuing the targeted action, and
RT represents the reward for submitting to the sanctions. Additionally, RI is a function of the
reward minus some cost for lost economic ties to the targeting country—but still is net positive.
Figure 1

(𝑅, − 𝐻𝐷 )
Comply
Target
Coercer Enforce

Disregard

(−𝑆𝑐 , 𝑅𝐼 )

No

Target intolerant
(1 – p)

(𝑆𝑄, 𝑆𝑄)

NATURE

(𝑅, 𝑅𝑇 )
Comply

Target tolerant
(p)

Target
Enforce
Disregard

(−𝑆𝑐 , −𝐻𝐹 )

Coercer
No
(𝑆𝑄, 𝑆𝑄)

In variable terms, 𝑓(𝑅𝐼 ) = 𝑅 − 𝑆𝐶 . For, RT, the function is the reward for compliance to the
target country minus the reputation cost. In this scenario, the reputation cost could either be
positive or negative based on the specific situation. For the intolerant actor, the reputation harm
for compliance is primarily domestic for the government succumbing to the sanctioning effort,
represented by HD. For the tolerant actor, the reputation harm is primarily from foreign actors
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since the target disregards the sanctioning effort, as seen by HF. For the coercer, R represents the
reward for compliance, and −𝑆𝑐 represents the cost to the coercer for continuing the sanctions.
The cost for the coercer includes the lost economic activity between the two countries, the
strained diplomatic relationship between the two, and other costs associated with sanctions.
Finally, SQ represents the unique status quo of each sanctioning effort.
For the coercer, the desired payoff order is R > SQ > −𝑆𝑐 , meaning for a rational coercer
the reward for compliance is greater than the status quo; the cost for prolonged sanctions is the
worst outcome. The coercer’s ultimate goal is to enforce enough economic hurt to force the
target country to concede the problematic action. However, for many coercers a secondary goal
is to show disdain at the target country’s action without direct confrontation. With this secondary
goal, the SQ may actually fall below the negative cost for continuing sanctions. As in the RussiaCrimea example, the invasion of a country violated international law and was significantly
worrisome for the European bloc and the United States. In this case, the SQ was the worst
outcome for the coercing countries. At the same time, as sanctions continue without a change in
policy from the target, the cost to the coercing bloc gradually increases from lost economic ties
to the coercing country. For more powerful economies such as P5 members, the lost economic
activity can cause significant harm to the coercing countries. As the sanctions continue, the new
status quo may again move above the cost to continuing sanctions. At this point in the game, the
coercing country may decide to change course. Overall, the coercer implements and continues
sanctions without the knowledge if the target country will comply or disregard them.
For the intolerant target, the payoff preference is 𝑆𝑄 > 𝑅𝐼 > −𝐻𝐷 , meaning the status
quo with no sanctions is more preferred than sanctions without a change in policy. For the
intolerant actor, the negative domestic reputation is the least preferred outcome. Since the target
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moves after the coercer’s decision to enforce sanctions and has complete knowledge (of
themselves as tolerant or intolerant), the intolerant target can rule out compliance and decide to
disregard the sanctioning effort. However, the policy preference for the tolerant target values
compliance more than the intolerant target. For the tolerant player, the preference order is 𝑆𝑄 >
𝑅𝑇 > −𝐻𝐹 , where 𝑅𝑇 is the reward for submitting the sanctioning effort. The reward for
compliance is a function of saved economic gain (because of the lack of sanctions) and the good
reputation with foreign actors.
In this game theoretic model, I make a few assumptions to simplify the complexity and
narrow the focus. First, I assume sanctions against more powerful countries have a relatively
more harmful effect on the global economy than sanctions against less powerful countries, thus
making the decision to enforce sanctions against a powerful country relatively riskier. Secondly,
I ignore the threat stage of sanctions. Often, before a country imposes sanctions on another
country, they will first threaten the use of sanctions in order to dissuade the target country from
continuing the targeted action. My assumption provides the coercer with a binary choice and
simplifies the game without have a third option for the coercer.
The outcomes are as follows from top to bottom:
O1: the coercer enforces sanctions on an intolerant target, but the sanctions are strong
enough to force the target to comply.
O2: the coercer enforces sanctions on an intolerant target, but the sanctions fail to
persuade the target to comply.
O3: the coercer does not enforce sanctions on an intolerant target, and the target
continues the disputed action.
O4: the coercer enforces sanctions on a tolerant target and force concession by the target.
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O5: the coercer enforces sanctions on a tolerant target but fails to dissuade the target to
the coercer’s demands.
O6: the coercer does not enforce sanctions on a tolerant target, and the target continues
the disputed action
In the aforementioned outcomes, O1 and O5 will never occur due to the target’s preference
order. However, the intolerant and tolerant player will still prefer the SQ to the imposition of
sanctions. We can begin to find the rollback equilibrium by deriving the expected probability
threshold for the coercer to impose sanctions. For imposition to occur, the reward must outweigh
the current status quo; however, as the game stands, the reward is uncertain due to the
asymmetric information available to the coercing countries. Therefore, for the coercer to enforce
sanctions, the probability of each option (O2 and O4) must be multiplied by the probability of
each outcome to achieve the expected utility for the coercers. Then, if the this is greater than the
status quo, sanctions will be enforced. This is defined as follows: −𝑆𝑐 (1 − 𝑝) + 𝑅(𝑝) > 𝑆𝑄.
Through manipulation, we get that the threshold probability is as follows:

𝑝∗ =

𝑆𝑄+𝑆𝐶
𝑆𝐶 +𝑅

Through this equation, we see a negative status quo coupled with a great return from the
enforcement of sanctions (R) can lead to a low 𝑝∗ (ceteris paribus). This means a coercing bloc
needs little certainty that a target will act tolerantly to enforce sanctions. With a lower threshold
probability, an enforcing country can impose sanctions with even the slightest probability of
achieving compliance. In the cases that follow, the two enforcing blocs—despite the high cost
for sanctioning effort—found the present status quo quite alarming. Due to the high cost of the
status quo and the chance of achieving a great reward, the Western bloc and OPEC both decided
to impose sanctions to deter their targets from further involvement.
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Case Studies
The 1973 Oil Embargo
The 1973 oil embargo started due to US involvement in the October War (Yom Kippur
War) between Egypt and Syria against Israel. On October 6th, 1973, Egypt and Syria launched a
joint surprise attack against Israel in two keys areas: the Golan Heights in northeast Israel and the
Sinai Peninsula in southwest Israel. During the Six-Day War in 1967, Israel had claimed both of
these regions from Egypt and Syria. This attack was an attempt to regain lost territory during the
Six-Day War. In this case, I will first describe the situations in the Middle East and the US
before describing the actual war. Next, I apply this case to the game in Figure 1.
In 1967, a few months after the Six-Day War, the UNSC unanimously adopted
Resolution 242 that affirmed the “withdrawal of Israel armed forces from territories occupied in
the [1967 war].”27 The United States and the rest of the western P5 members voted in favor of
this resolution highlighting their support of the return of these territories to the Arab nations.
However, Israel had not succumbed to Resolution 242 and occupied the Golan Heights (acquired
from Syria), the Sinai Peninsula (acquired from Egypt), and the West Bank (acquired from
Jordan) from the Six-Day War onward. After the Jordanian crisis in 1970 to the beginning of the
October War, the Middle East was relatively calm.28 Behind closed doors, however, Egyptian
President Anwar Sadat and Syrian President Hafiz al-Asad devised a plan to regain the lost
territories.
On the United States side, there was much political and economic turmoil. At the end of
1970, the United States was coming out of a mild recession that officially ended in November
1970 but saw the continuance of unemployment around 6 percent well into the beginning of
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1972.29 Furthermore, in August 1971, Nixon suspended the gold standard eventually leading to
the end of a fixed exchange rate system.30 Politically, the United States seemed weaker. On
October 10th—just days after the beginning of the October War—Vice President Spiro Agnew
resigned after pleading no contest for a felony charge for failing to report his correct income
while Governor of Maryland.31 However, Agnew’s corruption charge was not the only political
crisis; President Richard Nixon was also under scrutiny regarding the Watergate scandal. From
before the sanctions in October 1973 to the end of sanctions in March 1974, President Nixon
continually faced a growing crisis at home with the scandal. In November 1973, Time published
their first-ever editorial titled, “The President Should Resign,” where Time removed its initial
endorsement of President Nixon for president.32 Various other Republican leaders expressed the
same sentiment set forth in the Time editorial and began to question Nixon’s actions.33 By
January 1974, 25 percent of Republican voters and 40 percent of independents voters believed
the country would benefit from a Nixon resignation, further showing the faltering support of the
American people for the president.34 The economic turmoil coupled with the Nixon
administration’s political scandals made for an uneasy situation within the United States.
Prior to the beginning of the October War, it was generally believed that the Arabs would
not lead an intended military offensive in an attempt to regain the lost territories; rather, the
United States and others believed an unintended war caused by defensive moves between the
Arab countries and Israel was more probable.35 This belief stemmed from the military superiority
of Israel relative to the Arabs. In the Six-Day War, the Arab countries lost in embarrassing
29
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fashion to the Israelis, and on top of that, the United States heavily supplied Israel with military
credits giving upward of $1.1 billion in credits between the fiscal years of 1971 to 1973.36
Militarily, the Israelis seemed the dominant force in the region, and any planned military
offensive by the Arabs seemed unlikely. However, despite this notion, Egypt and Syria were able
to conduct a largely successful and deceptive attack on Israel on October 6th, 1973. Within a few
days of the initial attack, however, Israel soon recovered and began to push beyond the status
quo ante lines.37 During Israel’s offensive, Secretary of State and National Security Advisor,
Henry Kissinger, spearheaded an attempt to establish a ceasefire between the three countries.
Over the course of next few days, the ceasefire was largely ignored, and the United States and
the Soviet Union began to resupply arms to Israel and Egypt, respectively.38 Although the US
initially stalled a full-scale resupply of arms, President Nixon—seeing no ceasefire agreement in
view—ordered a complete airlift of military equipment to Israel on October 13th.39 In response,
on October 17th, the Arab oil ministers announced a 5 percent production cut each month until
Israel withdrew from all Arab territories. After Nixon requested $2.2 billion for aid for Israel on
October 19th, Saudi Arabian King Faisal called for a 10 percent cut and an embargo of oil to the
US and the Netherlands.40 This marked the beginning of the full-scale sanctioning effort against
the United States for their involvement in the Middle East.
While war only continued until October 25 with the passing of a successful ceasefire line,
the sanctions continued until March 1974.41 During this time, the price of oil skyrocketed and
pushed the global economy into recession. Within the United States, people were
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overwhelmingly supportive of Israel, and the oil embargo did not help increase sentiments for
the Arab countries.42 For this reason, Nixon and Kissinger made sure that American policy did
not seem as succumbing to oil pressure.43 Throughout the entirety of the embargo, the United
States was strongly involved in diplomatically brokering a deal between the Arab states, the
Soviet Union, and Israel with Kissinger as the primary intermediary between the parties.
Kissinger began with Israel and Egypt and produced an agreement, Kilometer 101, that called for
disengagement between the two parties in mid-January 1974.44 Following this agreement,
Kissinger turned to ending the oil embargo and finding a Syrian-Israeli agreement.45 Finally,
after much shuttling between Syria and Israel, the sanctions were officially ended on March 18th,
1974 with no true agreement between Israel and Syria.46 Overall, the sanctions were a failure in
producing the desired change. The Arab states wished to see Israel withdrawal to the prior 1967
lines (or even further), and this could not have been further from the result. Israel still occupied
each territory from beginning of the sanctions until the end 5-months later.
Now, I apply this case to the aforementioned game. In this case, the target was the United
States, and the coercer was OPEC led primarily by Saudi Arabian King Faisal. OPEC was faced
with determining if the actual probability that US would behave tolerantly to the sanctioning
effort (𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑢𝑎𝑙 ) was higher than the 𝑝∗ . If OPEC determined that 𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑢𝑎𝑙 was greater than 𝑝∗ ,
then it would be rational for OPEC to enforce sanctions. In order to determine 𝑝∗ and 𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑢𝑎𝑙 , I
determine the factors involved in the threshold probability equation mentioned above.
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In this case, the cost of sanctions continuing (𝑆𝑐 ) for OPEC was relatively low. The US
was in an uneasy situation both politically—with the rising Watergate Scandal—and
economically—with the end of a recent recession. Taken together, these demonstrate that the US
was in a relatively unstable position. Concurrently, it would be naïve to assume that OPEC
would create relatively little self-harm from their production cut; however, with the US
instability and seemingly short conflict period, the embargo was not to be prolonged over many
years. Overall, the uneasy US position pushed the cost of sanctions continuing down. At the
same time, the current status quo for the Arab countries in the war was extremely small or even
negative. The embarrassing defeat in the Six-Day War left Arab countries with less land, and
even more than that, by this point in the October War, the Israelis had rebounded from the
surprise attack and pushed beyond the Six-Day War borders. On October 16th, just one day prior
to the enforcement of the embargo, Israel had crossed the Suez Canal and began to instill chaos
on the Egyptian front.47 With the Israel rebound and push beyond previous borders, the current
SQ for the Arab countries was extremely alarming. Lastly, the reward for compliance from
forcing the United States to succumb was extremely beneficial for the Arab league. If the Arab’s
achieved a reward in getting the US to succumb to the sanctioning effort, then OPEC would have
succeeded in having a western super-power succumb to them, and second, it would have forced
the US to stop supplying arms to Israel.
By placing these factors— 𝑆𝑐 , SQ, and R—into the equation, we see that the numerator
of the fraction becomes relatively small compared to the denominator, and therefore, drives
down 𝑝∗ . In turn, this means OPEC had to have little confidence for tolerance from the US to
rationally enforce sanctions. As we saw, the US acted intolerantly, and the sanctions only lasted
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a matter of months, but they achieved great harm against the US economy. While not explicitly
involved in the game, I hypothesize that a large factor in the US’ intolerance was the reputation
costs associated with succumbing to the sanctioning effort. 𝑅𝑇 for large powerful countries is a
function of the reward plus some reputation benefit for non-compliance. In this case, we see
domestically, the United States was very favorable toward Israel and not the Arab states. For this
reason, it would be unfavorable for Nixon to give a perception of partnering with an unfavorable
target because of the costs associated with losing his winning coalition. Overall, the support for
Israel plus the positive reputation was of more importance to the US than succumbing to the
sanctions.
Russia Invasion of Crimea
The United States and the European Union officially enforced sanctions against Russia
for their involvement in Ukraine in March 2014. In this case, I first summarize the Euromaidan
Protests that led to the Ukrainian Euromaidan Revolution before describing Russia’s continuing
involvement in Ukraine. After, I apply this case to the aforementioned game in two aspects: the
initial imposition of the sanctions and second, the shifting costs associated with continuing the
sanctions.
The Russia involvement in Ukraine began with a crisis in Ukraine involving the
president’s decision to align more with Russia than with the EU. In November 2013, Ukrainian
President Viktor Yanukovych turned away from his former promises to support the EU
Association Agreement, causing a small group of students to protest.48 After about a week of
protesting, the students were surrounded by the police force and brutally beaten in the public
square.49 Shortly after, the protests erupted with thousands coming to the streets to protest not
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only the police brutality and Yanukovych’s decision, but also to protest for the end of
government corruption on a much wider scale.50 On January 16th, the government passed
legislation to ban civil rights to subside the protests; however, this legislation failed leading
Yanukovych to flee Ukraine on February 21st, 2014.51 With the fleeing president, it seemed that
the Ukrainians could now start a new democratic chapter with the people at the head.
However, shortly after the fleeing of the president, Russian President Vladimir Putin
decided to become militarily involved in Eastern Ukraine. Russia successfully deployed
unidentifiable soldiers into Crimea with the mission to seize control of the region.52 Just a few
weeks later in March, Russia held a referendum in Crimea regarding the annexation into Russia.
According to Russian figures, 97 percent of voters voted in favor of annexation.53 However,
according to the Freedom House Report for Crimea in 2015, Russian authorities used
intimidation tactics to largely influence the referendum in favor of annexation and unfairly
swayed the elections.54 Furthermore, Freedom House found confounding evidence that suggested
such a favorable outcome in favor of the annexation to Russia.55 In response to the referendum
on March 16, the EU joined the US in deploying the first round of sanctions against Russia for
their involvement in Crimea on March 17th, 2014.56 Prior to the referendum, some in the EU
were initially hesitant to enforcing sanctions. German Prime Minister, Angela Merkel, in early
March, called for a diplomatic solution toward the Russian intervention prior to enforcing
sanctions, and there was news reported that the United Kingdom may have been turning away
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from the sanctions.57 Despite the original pushback, the Western came forward in unison against
the Russian annexation of Crimea. Furthermore, following the Western Bloc’s first sanctioning
effort, Russia responded with counter-sanctions that included travel bans for targeted individuals
and banned the import of agricultural products for those involved in sanctioning Russia.58
Different from the OPEC case, the target, Russia, continued to take more aggressive
actions after the initial attack. Later in 2014, fighting broke out between pro-Russian fighters and
the Ukrainian government in another portion of Ukraine leading to the beginning of the war in
Donbas.59 Throughout this conflict, Russia has consistently aided the rebels in supplying
weapons, funding, and other forms of support to the rebels.60 In response to the support, the
United States and the EU have enforced new sanctions that still remain in place to this day.61
However, as the sanctions have continued, many EU countries have started to question the
efficacy of these sanctions. Italy and Hungary, as well as others, have pushed for an end to the
sanctioning effort citing their concerns for lost revenue and an undue burden upon European
markets.62
Now, I apply this case to the game. The primary coercing agents in this game are the
United States and the European Union, and the target is Russia.63 To begin, let us focus in on the
status quo immediately following the invasion of Russia into Crimea. Shortly after the initial
invasion, the status quo for the coercing agents was extremely negative: An Eastern superpower
had just led a military conquest into Ukraine who was working toward admission into the EU. At
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the same time, there was large uncertainty regarding Russia pursuing more advances like Crimea
or taking further portions of Ukraine. Overall, the extremely small status quo—especially after
the full annexation of Crimea—left the West without the possibility of a peaceful solution.
Initially, the European Union was slow to enforce sanctions on Russia because of the relatively
high cost of sanctions continuing (𝑆𝑐 ) due to the close ties between Russian energy and trade. In
2014, fifty-four percent of the EU’s energy needs were met by Russia.64 Initially, this may be
one of the significant reasons for the EU wanting to find a diplomatic solution before enforcing
sanctions. A near-zero SQ and high 𝑆𝑐 seems to make the outcome of 𝑝∗ ambiguous by having
uncertainty on the numerator and a relatively large number in the denominator; however, after
the suspicious referendum in Crimea, the EU found the SQ so difficult that this significantly
outweighed the cost of the sanctioning effort. This drove down 𝑝∗ and allowed for the rational
choice of sanction enforcement even with little indication that Russia would behave tolerantly.
With the next round of sanctions for Russia’s involvement in the War in Donbas, the game again
drove 𝑝∗ down and allowed for further sanctions against Russian entities.
In this case, the game is not just static, but it is a dynamic game. By applying it to the
model, we can correctly predict what we have seen regarding some countries within the EU bloc
becoming displeased with the sanctioning effort. As the sanctions have continued, the cost of lost
economic ties has continually increased as EU continues to lose critical imports from Russia.
Concurrently, the SQ has become less and less unfavorable. Russia is not crafting further
military advances within Ukraine or other former Soviet Union countries, driving up the value of
the SQ. The rising SQ coupled with the rising 𝑆𝑐 has driven 𝑝∗ higher and made sanctions a less
favorable option compared to the SQ. Now, the sanctioning countries have to be more certain
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that Russia will act tolerantly with little proof that they will behave in this way. For some
countries, the 𝑝∗ has pushed beyond 𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑢𝑎𝑙 , and they have begun to call for an end to the
sanctions. Overall, the sanctions have failed in producing the desired change in Russian policy,
but they did signal the West’s displeasure toward Russian actions and did produce harm against
the Russian economy. The model was able to predict the rational enforcement of sanctions
despite a low probability of tolerance and correctly identify the increased pressure to end
sanctions with a higher 𝑝∗ .
Conclusion
Success
As mentioned previously, I use the two-factor HSE Index to give a measuring tier of
success. I multiply the harm achieved against the target by the policy change achieved from the
sanctions, both measured on a four-point scale. Within the OPEC case, I evaluate the harm factor
as 4 since the sanctioning effort drove the US and the global economy into a major recession,
while simultaneously increasing the price of oil. However, the sanctions caused no true change in
American policy, and for that reason, I evaluate this as 1. Multiplied together, we see that this
sanctioning effort was a relative failure on the HSE Index. For the Russia case, the Western
sanctions brought about no change in policy from Russia and therefore, the value of the change
factor is 1. While the OPEC case involved comprehensive sanctions against the United States,
the Russia case involved mostly targeted sanctions against Russian energy companies and
individuals. After the beginning of the sanctions in 2014, the price of oil consistently fell making
it difficult to separate loses from the decline in the price of oil from the loses due to sanctions.65
Despite the ambiguity, it is evident that Russia lost imports in some capacity due to the
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sanctions. Furthermore, the Russian counter-sanctions on agricultural products led to further
losses of critical agricultural exports to the West. Overall, Russia lost significant exports to the
Western Bloc in both the oil and agriculture industries, but the global impact was much less than
in the OPEC case. For these reasons, I value the harm factor at 3. In both cases, the sanctions
failed to achieve policy change from the target, but they both produce some form of harm against
the target. By the HSE Index, both of the sanctioning efforts are classified as failures.
Concluding Observations
By applying the aforementioned game to each case, I developed three concluding
observations for further testing. The first is:
Sanctions against P5 Members will most likely be ineffective in producing the desired
result because the reputation costs associated with compliance for the target.
In the OPEC case, we saw that the US complying to the sanctioning effort would be sufficiently
damaging for the Nixon administration and that the administration sought to distance themselves
from being perceived as having close ties with OPEC countries. In the Russia case, President
Putin soared to near record approval rating after the annexation of Crimea reflecting similar
incentive to opposing the sanctioning effort as in the US-OPEC case.66 For the P5, acting
intolerantly is often of more value than barring the reputation costs associated with succumbing
to the sanctions. The second observation is:
If the status quo is so disturbing that other countries cannot stand idle, the imposition of
sanctions can be done even if there is a very low probability for the target to behave
tolerantly.
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In both cases, we saw that the threshold probability (𝑝∗ ) fell so low, the coercer need not much
sign for the target to behave tolerantly for them to rationally enforce sanctions. As seen in the
Crimea case, the SQ was extremely alarming as Russia violated international law and attacked a
European country. The sanctioning countries were not convinced that Russia would behave
tolerantly, but even the slight chance outweighed the current SQ. We would expect to see further
sanction enforcement and failure when a very negative status quo (as perceived by the coercer)
exists. The third concluding observation is:
Since sanctions against more powerful countries will cause relatively more harm to the
coercer, prolonged sanctions will eventually be questioned for their effectiveness.
In the Russia case, this observation is extremely evident as many countries within the EU, such
as Italy, Hungary, and others, have started to question the sanctions for their effectiveness. As
sanctions continue, the SQ may increase along with the cost of the sanctions. With this, we
expect to see countries began to remove sanctions as 𝑝∗ rises overtime. Looking forward, I hope
to further test the theory set forth in this paper to develop a more comprehensive study. These
five countries—Russia, China, US, the UK, and France— hold the keys to peace in the world
and have a significant say in the imposition of sanctions. With rising tensions between the US
and Russia for their involvement in the 2016 election and the rising use of cyberthreats between
superpowers, sanctions are becoming an even more prominent tool for diplomacy.
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