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Introduction	
Individual countries, country coalitions, international organizations, and combinations of 

the three use economic sanctions in order to cause changes in policy in a target state. A policy 
change could be either forcing the target state to take an action it otherwise would not or to stop 
an action it otherwise would continue. The majority of early sanctions were used to derail or 
punish the military adventurism of countries.1 Over time, however, the goals of economic 
sanctions have grown more diverse, particularly since the 1990s. 

Using economic sanctions is tempting to potential coercer states because of the promise 
of success with a relatively low cost. The cost of sanctions to coercer states is small relative to 
the human, financial, and political costs of war, yet, if sanctions are successful, the coercer state 
achieves its goals. This certainly appears to be a win-win decision for any state which considers 
imposing economic sanctions on another. If a target nation’s undesirable actions can be 
constrained without the deployment of troops or any other significant burden on resources, then 
political leaders achieve more with less and look smart doing it, both in the eyes of the 
international community and constituencies at home. 

However, based on careful, empirical studies, economic sanctions are widely believed to 
be effective no greater than thirty percent of the time.2 So how can we increase this rate of 
effectiveness? Under what conditions are economic sanctions most likely to be effective? 

There is an abundant literature discussing exactly these questions. Authors hone in on 
different variables asking, for example, whether unilateral or multilateral sanctions are more 
effective against target states. Navin Bapat, Tobias Heinrich, Yoshiharu Kobayashi, and T. 
Clifton Morgan analyze 18 variables which scholars have identified affect the success of 
economic sanctions3. Their sensitivity analysis seeks to determine which variables are robust 
across many theoretical models and thus deserve more attention in future scholarly work. Bapat 
et al. provide an important analysis of these 18 variables, but I take issue with the method they 
use to analyze the importance of an issue or “High Issue Saliency”. 

In this paper I reexamine the variable of saliency from the perspective of the target rather 
than the coercer state. I seek to explain the difference in High Issue Saliency between the results 
of Bapat et al. and the dissimilar results from the literature. More specifically, I argue that it is 
not only the saliency of the issue that is important but rather the saliency of the issue to the target 
state that is most relevant. I expect to find that the more the target state fears for its existence, the 
lower the probability of success of economic sanctions.  
	 	

																																																													
1	Davis,	Lance,	and	Stanley	Engerman.	"Sanctions:	Neither	War	nor	Peace."	Journal	Of	Economic	Perspectives	17,	
no.	2	(Spring	2003):	187.	America:	History	&	Life,	EBSCOhost	(accessed	March	16,	2016).	
2	Hufbauer,	Gary	Clyde,	Jeffrey	J.	Schott,	Kimberly	Ann	Elliott,	and	Barbara	Oegg.	Economic	Sanctions	Reconsidered.	
3rd	Edition.	Peterson	Institute	for	International	Economics,	Washington	DC:	2007.	
3	Bapat,	Navin	A.,	Tobias	Heinrich,	Yoshiharu	Kobayashi,	and	T.	Clifton	Morgan.	"Determinants	of	Sanctions	
Effectiveness:	Sensitivity	Analysis	Using	New	Data."	International	Interactions	39,	no.	1	(January	2013):	79-98.	
Academic	Search	Premier,	EBSCOhost	(accessed	March	28,	2016).	
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Figure	1:	Spectrum	of	use	of	force	in	international	relations.	Adapted	from	Jentleson,	2006. 

 
Economic sanctions and the limited use of military force are tools of coercive diplomacy. 

Coercive diplomacy can be thought of as existing on a spectrum between classical diplomacy on 
one extreme and brute force at the other (Figure 1). Classical diplomacy emphasizes dialogue 
and the use of peaceful means. While coercion is never out of the question, it exists only as a 
remote contingency. On the other side of the spectrum, brute force is the use of power to simply 
take what you want. Sending military units to war is the obvious example of brute force. 

Coercive diplomacy takes on aspects of both classical diplomacy and brute force. A 
coercer state uses “carrots and sticks” together to bring about a desired change in a target state. 4 
This paper focuses solely on the threat and imposition of economic sanctions rather than a wider 
look at “sticks” in general or how they are used in combination with “carrots”. 

Of course in reality it is impossible to isolate any single aspect of relations between 
states. I cannot hold all variables constant across the world, freeze all other interactions between 
nations, and study only how the use of economic sanctions affects the behavior of target states. 
Such an experiment would provide the most amount of control with the least amount of 
naturalness.5 

In the same way that the use of economic sanctions is a single aspect of international 
relations, economic sanctions themselves can be parsed into many different variables and allow 
for a more nuanced view. There is a vast literature when it comes to identifying what determines 
the success of sanctions. Bapat et al. analyze 18 variables identified by the work of many 
scholars over decades of research. (Table 1)6. They consider this expansive literature on 
economic sanctions, expectations on what determines their success, and resulting empirical 
findings. 

																																																													
4	Jentleson,	Bruce.	“Coercive	Diplomacy:	Scope	and	Limits	in	the	Contemporary	World.”	The	Stanley	Foundation	
Policy	Analysis	Brief,	December	2006.	
5	Newsome,	Bruce	Oliver.	An	Introduction	to	Research,	Analysis,	and	Writing:	Practical	Skills	for	Social	Science	
Students.	Sage	Publications,	Thousand	Oaks,	California:	2016.	While	controls	allow	for	testing	exactly	what	we	
intend	to	test	and	replicating	results,	naturalness	is	desirable	because	it	allows	for	observing	something	as	it	exists	
naturally	rather	than	how	controls	have	affected	it.		
6	Bapat	et	al.,	2013	
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Brute Force 

• Emphasizes dialogue 
• Use of peaceful means 
• Coercion is merely a 

remote contingency 

• Seeks to persuade with 
carrots and sticks 

• Demonstrates resolution 
• Gives credibility to the 

threat that greater force 
will be used if necessary 

• War 
• Take what you want 

	Amount	of	force	increases	



However, as one can see from Table 1, many of the empirical findings conflict with each 
other. For example under the Sender Costs variable, one study finds a positive correlation to 
success, another finds a negative correlation, while a third and fourth find no significant 
relationship between Sender Costs and success of economic sanctions! One possible explanation 
for such conflicts is that most authors use only one theoretical model and, even though they may 
check for robustness, it is possible that different variables and theoretical models would produce 
different results. Therefore, Bapat et al. conduct regression analyses on every combination of the 
18 variables and sanction data from the Threat and Imposition of Economic Sanctions (TIES) 
dataset of 20097. 

																																																													
7	Bapat	et	al.,	2013	



Table	1:	Variables	of	Economic	Sanction	Success.	Adapted	from	Bapat	et	al.,	2013*.	

Concept Variable Name Expected Relationship Empirical Findings** 
Cordial 
Relationship 
b/w Sender and 
Target 

Ally Positive: Drezner 
(1999) 

Lam (1990) [+], Drezner (1999) 
[+], Allen (2005) [+], Krustev 
and Morgan (2011) [0], Early 
(2011) [−], Nooruddin 
(2002) [−] 

Sender’s Power 
Relative to 
Target’s Power 

Capability Ratio Positive: Morgan and 
Schwebach (1997), 
Krustev (2007) 

McLean and Whang (2010) [+], 
Nooruddin (2002) [0], Drury 
(1998) [0], Jing, Kaempfer and 
Lowenberg (2003) [−] 

Positive 
Inducements by 
Sender 

Carrots Positive: Baldwin 
(1971), Cortright and 
Lopez (1998) 

 

Democratic 
Sender 

Democratic 
Sender 

Positive: Hart (2000) Shagabutdinova and Berejikian 
(2007) [+], Lektzian and Souva 
(2007) [+], McLean and Whang 
(2010) [0] 

Democratic 
Target 

Democratic 
Target 

Positive: Pape (1997), 
Bolks and Al-Sowayel 
(2000) 
Negative: Galtung 
(1967), 
Lektzian and Souva 
(2003) 

Allen (2005) [+], Bolks and 
Al-Sowayel (2000) [+], McLean 
and Whang (2010) [0], Early 
(2011) [−] 

Export 
Restriction 

Export 
Restriction 

Positive: Kaempfer and 
Lowenberg (1992) 

Lam (1990) [0], Dehejia and 
Wood (1992) [0], Bonetti 
(1998) 
[0] 

Financial 
Sanctions 

Financial 
Sanctions 

Positive: Dashti-
Gibson, 
Davis and Radcliff 
(1997), Hufbauer, 
Schott, Elliott and 
Oegg 
(2007) 

Allen (2008) [+], Dashti-
Gibson, 
Davis and Radcliff (1997) [+], 
Hufbauer et al. (2007) [0], 
Dehejia and Wood (1992) [0] 

Involvement of 
International 
Organization 

IO Involvement Positive: Drezner 
(2000), 
Bapat and Morgan 
(2009) 

Bapat and Morgan (2009) [+], 
Marinov (2005) [0] 

Number of 
Issues 

Multiple Issues Negative: Miers and 
Morgan (2002) 

Bapat and Morgan (2009) [+] 

Multilateral 
Cooperation 
among Senders 

Multiple Senders Positive: McLean and 
Whang (2010) 
Negative: Drezner 
(2000) 

McLean and Whang (2010) [+], 
Allen (2008) [+], Lektzian and 
Souva (2007) [0], Drezner 
(2000) [−] 



Antagonistic 
Relationship 
between Sender 
and Target 

Rivalry Negative: Drezner 
(1999) 

Drezner (1999) [−], Jing, 
Kaempfer and Lowenberg 
(2003) [−], Nooruddin (2002) 
[−], Dehejia and Wood 
(1992) [0] 

Saliency of 
Disputed Issue 

High Issue 
Saliency 

Negative: Lektzian and 
Souva (2007), Dashti- 
Gibson, Davis and 
Radcliff (1997) 

Lektzian and Souva (2007) [−], 
Allen (2008) [−] Lam (1990) 
[0], 
Nooruddin (2002) [0] 

Cost of 
Sanctions to 
Sender 

Sender Costs Negative: Morgan and 
Schwebach (1997), 
Drezner (1999) 

Jing, Kaempfer and Lowenberg 
(2003) [+], Drury (1998) [0], 
Hufbauer et al. (2007) [0], 
Morgan and Schwebach (1997) 
[−] 

Smart/Targeted 
Sanction 

Smart Sanctions Positive: Morgan and 
Schwebach (1996), 
Cortright 
and Lopez (2002) 

Morgan and Schwebach (1996) 
[+], Shagabutdinova and 
Berejikian (2007) [+], Hufbauer 
et al. (2007) [0], Lam (1990) [0] 

Political/Econo
mic Instability 
of Target 

Target Instability Positive: Hufbauer, 
Schott 
and Elliott (1990), Lam 
(1990) 

Lam (1990) [+], Jing, Kaempfer 
and Lowenberg (2003) [+], 
Nooruddin (2002) [0], Dehejia 
and Wood (1992) [0] 

Cost of Sanction 
to Target 

Targets Costs Positive: Doxey 
(1980), 
Hufbauer, Schott and 
Elliott (1990) 

Allen (2008) [+], Lektzian and 
Souva (2007) [+], Jing, 
Kaempfer and Lowenberg 
(2003) [0], Bonetti (1998) [0] 

Target’s Trade 
Dependence on 
Sender 

Target Trade 
Dependence 

Positive: Miyagawa 
(1992), 
van Bergeijk (1994), 
Bonetti (1998) 

van Bergeijk (1994) [+], 
Hufbauer et al. (2007) [+], 
Drury (1998) [0], 
Dashti-Gibson, Davis and 
Radcliff (1997) [0] 

United States as 
Sender 

United States 
Senders 

 Drury (1998) [0], Allen (2008) 
[0], 
Hufbauer et al. (2007) [0] 

*As	in	its	original	form,	the	Expected	Relationships	and	Empirical	Findings	lists	are	not	meant	to	be	exhaustive.	
**[+]	Positive	and	significant;	[-]	Negative	and	significant;	[0]	Insignificant.	
 

Their research, which the authors admit “does not seek to test any particular theory of 
sanctions success or sort out the different causal mechanisms behind the correlations found in 
[their] analysis,” nonetheless provides a powerful springboard from which to conduct further 
research 8 Table 2 summarizes their findings. The three columns represent the three different 
analyses based on the stage of economic sanction: the threat of sanctions, the imposition of 
sanctions, and the threat and imposition of sanctions together. Bapat et al. identify variables that 
appear to be both systematically positive, meaning they appear to consistently increase the 

																																																													
8	Bapat	et	al,	p.	94	



probability of sanctions success, and robust, meaning they are statistically significant throughout 
many combinations of variables. For example, IO Involvement and Target Costs are 
systematically positive and robust. There seems to be no question that involvement in 
international organizations and high costs to the target state will positively affect the success of 
sanctions across many different combinations of variables and theoretical models. 

However, some variables are clearly systematic yet not robust. The threat of export 
restrictions against a target state, for example, has a negative correlation to success across a vast 
majority of variable combinations, but the statistical significance of this variable is ambiguous. 
Still other variables, like Multiple Issues, switch between a positive and negative correlation to 
sanction success depending on whether imposed sanctions or sanction threats is analyzed. 

So what explains inconsistency across these variable relationships? This is where I think 
there is much potential to progress our understanding of when sanctions work. While Bapat et al. 
identify many inconsistencies, the variable I will focus on is High Issue Saliency. 

 
Table	2:	Summary	of	variable	sensitivity	analysis	from	Bapat	and	Morgan	2013.	

	 Economic	Sanctions	 Analysis	of	Imposed	
Sanctions	

Analysis	of	Sanction	
Threats	

Positive	
and	Robust	

• Target	Costs	 • IO	Involvement	
• Target	Costs	

• IO	Involvement	
• Target	Costs	
• High	Issue	Saliency	

Positive,	
not	Robust	

• Target	Trade	Dependence	
• Carrots	
• Democratic	Sender	
• Democratic	Target	
• Export	Restrictions	
• High	Issue	Saliency	
• Multiple	Issues	
• Target	Trade	Dependence	

• Financial	Sanctions	
• Multiple	Issues	
• Target	Trade	
• Dependence	

• Carrots	
• United	States	Sender	

Negative,	
not	robust	

	 	 • Democratic	Target	
• Export	Restrictions	
• Financial	Sanctions	
• Multiple	Issues	

 

High	Issue	Saliency		
The issue or objective at stake when threatening or imposing economic sanctions can be 

analyzed in different ways. At its broadest level, economic sanctions can be divided into three 
categories. First, there are sanctions that take the moral ground and seek more to appease 
domestic constituents than to enact any real change on the target. One example is the banning of 
South African Airways’ landing rights by Canada during the apartheid era even though South 



African Airways had never landed a flight in Canada prior to the sanction.9 These types of 
sanctions are discussed cursorily in the literature.10 

A second category of sanctions is punitive sanctions. These are typically comprehensive 
and multilateral and are frequently imposed after a specific act has already occurred.11 However, 
I would argue that some punitive sanctions also fit into the third category of sanctions which is 
sanctions aimed at policy modification. 

This final category is at the heart of coercive diplomacy and seeks to bring about a 
desired change in a target country. In its November 2013 Special Research Report, the United 
Nations identifies five principal objectives under which its sanctions regimes fall under.12 
Certainly the goal for which the coercer state imposes the economic sanction is relevant to 
understanding economic sanctions. However, more important than the category of objective is 
the relative intensity of interest between the coercer and target. If a target state’s interest intensity 
is much higher than the coercer state’s interest intensity over any given issue, I believe the target 
state is less likely to acquiesce to the demands that initiate that particular economic sanctions 
episode. Therefore I see problems with how Bapat et al. code High Issue Saliency using data 
from the TIES dataset. 

I reexamine the variable of saliency from the perspective of the target rather than the 
coercer state. I seek to explain the difference in High Issue Saliency between the results of Bapat 
et al. and the results summarized in Table 1.More specifically, I argue that it is not only the 
saliency of the issue that is important but rather the saliency of the issue to the target state that is 
most relevant. I expect to find that the more the target state fears for its existence, the higher the 
relative intensity of interest to the target state and the lower the probability of success of 
economic sanctions. 

To illustrate the difference that High Issue Saliency can have on sanction success, I will 
briefly discuss two cases: Pakistan and its pursuit of a nuclear weapon and Libya’s full WMD 
disarmament following the Second Gulf War. 

 

When	Threat	to	State	Existence	is	High	-	Pakistan	
 In 1964, China tested its first nuclear weapon. Suspecting that India would become the 
next nuclear power, Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto famously told reporters: “If India makes an atom bomb, 
then even if we have to feed on grass and leaves – or even if we have to starve – we shall also 
produce an atom bomb as we would be left with no other alternative. The answer to an atom 
bomb can only be an atom bomb.”13 This statement underlies the feeling of desperation the 
Pakistani elite felt, especially after India’s first nuclear test in March of 1974. To them, 
becoming a nuclear power was akin to ensuring the continued existence of Pakistan. 

																																																													
9	Kaempfer,	William	H.,	and	Anton	D.	Lowenberg.	"Targeted	Sanctions."	Harvard	International	Review,	Fall2007	
2007.	69.		
10	One	exception	is	Taehee	Whang’s	"Playing	to	the	Home	Crowd?	Symbolic	Use	of	Economic	Sanctions	in	the	
United	States."		Whang	uses	empirical	data	to	explore		how	U.S.	incumbent	leaders	are	benefit	domestically	by	
imposing	sanctions.	
11	Kaempfer	and	Lowenberg,	69.	
12	United	Nations	Security	Council	Report,	Special	Research	Report:	UN	Sanctions.	25	November,	2013.	No.	3.	p	3.	
These	objectives	are:	(1)	Conflict	resolution,	(2)	Non-proliferation,	(3)	Counter-terrorism,	(4)	Democratization,	and	
(5)	Protection	of	civilians	
13	Khan,	Feroz.	Eating	Grass:	The	Making	of	the	Pakistani	Bomb.	Stanford	University	Press,	Stanford:	2012,	p.	7.	



 Pakistan’s goal of becoming a nuclear power succeeded in 1998 after overcoming many 
obstacles, the least of which being economic sanctions threatened and imposed by the United 
States. Sanctions were first imposed in September of 1977, a few months after President General 
Zia-ul-Haq had taken power through a military coup.14 What is most striking about this case is 
the large difference in perception between the U.S. and Pakistan. After India’s 1998 nuclear 
tests, a U.S. delegation met with Pakistan to discuss removal of economic sanctions in exchange 
for Pakistan’s halt of its nuclear program. The U.S. argued that Pakistan should not continue 
going “tit for tat” with India, acquiesce to escape from economic sanctions, and enjoy a better 
domestic economic situation. Pakistan, on the other hand, saw no option but to respond to India’s 
nuclear tests or else face public protest and weakened security.15 

When	Threat	to	State	Existence	is	Low	-	Libya	in	the	2000s	
 On December 19, 2003, Libya agreed to full WMD disarmament which included the 
elimination of its nuclear weapons programs, declaration of nuclear activity to the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and commitment to compliance with the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The decision surprised much of the world, and the Bush 
administration claimed that the invasion of Iraq and capture of Saddam Hussein spurred Libya’s 
dictator, Muammar Gaddafi, into disarmament. While force was a factor, Bruce Jentleson argues, 
it was not the only factor in Gaddafi’s decision. He discusses the importance of deft diplomacy 
in Libya and points out several important factors that led to this successful case of policy 
change.16 

The most crucial factor was the proportionality of U.S. strategy: the goal was to change 
Gaddafi’s policy not change his regime. There is clear evidence that Libya sought reassurances 
that a change in policy would not lead to an opening for regime change. For example, during the 
final Lockerbie deal, Libya sought to ensure that its official acceptance of civil responsibility not 
be grounds for legal action against the Libyan government.17 In the end, economic sanctions 
against Libya were successful primarily due to “pressure for policy change, not regime change, 
and a mix of coercive instruments as well as incentives.”18 

Methods		
In order to determine the effect threats to state existence have on sanction success, I first 

identify issues I consider threats to existence. I then identify cases from the updated Threat and 
Imposition of Economic Sanctions (TIES) dataset of 201419 which have at least one of three 
threats to state existence (TSE) issues I identify. Third, I code the case as either a success or a 
failure. Finally, I compare percentages of success based on the number of TSE issues a case has 
and across three categories: all sanction cases, imposed sanction cases, and threat of sanction 
cases. 
																																																													
14	Khan,	p.	138.	
15	Khan,	p.	276.	
16	Jentleson,	p.	4.	
17	Jentleson,	pp.	4-5.	The	1988	Pan	Am	103-Lockerbie	terrorist	attack	killed	259	people,	including	189	Americans.	
By	the	conclusion	of	the	final	deal,	the	Gaddafi	regime	had	surrendered	two	suspects	of	the	bombing	and	paid	$2.7	
billion	to	the	victims’	families.	
18	Jentleson,	p.	6.	
19	Morgan,	T.	Clifton,	Navin	Bapat,	and	Yoshi	Kobayashi.	2014.	"The	Threat	and	Imposition	of	Sanctions:	Updating	
the	TIES	dataset."	Conflict	Management	and	Peace	Science	31(5):	541-558.	



My hypothesis is the more threatening economic sanctions are to a state’s existence, the 
less likely economic sanctions will be effective. I expect to see a lower percentage of success in 
cases that have TSE issues at hand. Conversely, I expect to see a higher percentage of success in 
cases that do not contain TSE issues. As the number of TSE issues increase, the percentage of 
successful cases should decrease. 

Threat	to	State	Existence	
I use Gary Clyde Hufbauer, Jeffrey J. Schott, Kimberly Anne Elliott, and Barbara Oegg’s 

Economic Sanctions Reconsidered, 3rd Edition and Morgan et al.’s Threat and Imposition of 
Sanctions (TIES) Data 4.0 Users’ Manual Case Level Data to guide me in my identification of 
TSE issues. 

In their seminal study of economic sanctions, Hufbauer et al. classify case histories into 
five broad categories in order to better analyze the costs of compliance and the relative intensity 
of interest.20 For cases of regime change and disruption of military adventure, the target state 
exceeds the coercer state in relative intensity of interest. For military impairment cases, both 
countries should be intensely interested in the outcome of the issue. Similarly for modest goals or 
other major goals, the coercer and target often hold similar interest in the issue. Finally, if a 
target country perceives an issue to be more serious than the sender, the goal may be classified as 
major even though the coercer country may have only modest interest in the issue. 

I identify the following issues as TSE issues based on the issue description in the TIES 
Users’ Manual and considering how much of a threat the issue is perceived by the target state. 
The TSE issues are: (1) Contain Military Behavior, (2) Destabilize Regime, and (3) Deny 
Strategic Materials. Inclusion of regime destabilization is evident because, by definition, 
destabilizing the regime in power is threatening state existence. Containing military behavior is 
included because any constraint placed on a country’s military is tantamount to a constraint on 
its ability to defend itself and its existence. I include the denial of strategic materials because of 
the importance certain weapons systems, particularly nuclear weapons, and advanced technology 
have on state existence. 

Effectiveness		
What does it mean for an economic sanction to be effective? I employ the same coding 

scheme as Bapat et al. A sanction case is coded a success if the target partially or completely 
acquiesced, or if the case ended with a negotiated settlement. I will also analyze separately 
imposed sanctions and sanction threats. An imposed sanction is a success if the target partially or 
completely acquiesced to the coercer state, or if the case ended in negotiated settlement. A threat 
is a success if a threat ended in partial or complete acquiescence before any sanction is imposed.  

Results		
 Results are recorded in Tables 3 through 5. This section divides results found into three 
categories: all stages of economic sanctions, sanction threats, and imposed sanctions.  

																																																													
20.	Hufbauer	et	al.,	p.	53.	These	five	categories	are:	(1)	Change	target-country	policies	in	a	relatively	modest	and	
limited	way,	(2)	Change	the	target	country’s	regime,	(3)	Disrupt	a	military	adventure,	(4)	Impair	the	target	
country’s	military	potential,	and	(5)	Change	target-country	policies	in	another	major	way.	



Economic	Sanctions	
I find there are a total of 176 cases that contain at least one of three TSE issues. Of these 

cases, 92 were successful for a 52% success rate. This is compared to 1,236 cases without TSE 
issues, 484 of which were successful with a success rate of 39%.  

Of 176 cases that contain a TSE issue, 168 contain only one TSE issue of which 88 were 
successful at a rate of 52%. Of 176 cases that contain a TSE issue, 8 contained two TSE issues 
and 4 were successful at a rate of 50%. No cases involved all three TSE issues. 

Sanction	Threats	
Of the 176 cases with at least one TSE issue, 107 cases involved threat of sanction and 15 

cases were successful for a rate of 14%. This is compared to cases without TSE issues in which 
sanctions were threatened, a total of 946 cases with 247 successful cases at a rate of 26%.  

Of 107 cases that contain a TSE issue and sanction threats, 102 cases contain only one 
TSE issue with 14 successful cases at a rate of 13%. Of 107 cases that contain a TSE issue and 
sanction threats, 5 cases had two TSE issues with 1 successful case at a rate of 20%. 

Imposed	Sanctions	
Of 176 total cases with at least one TSE issue, 138 cases had sanctions imposed and 76 of 

those cases were successful for at a rate of 55%. This is compared to cases without TSE issues 
and imposed sanctions, a total of 707 cases with 229 successful cases at a rate of 32%. 
 Of 138 cases which had TSE issues and imposed sanctions, 131 had only one TSE issue 
of which 73 were successful at a rate of 55%. Of 138 cases that contain a TSE issue and imposed 
sanctions, 7 cases had two TSE issues of which 3 were successful at a rate of 42%. 
 
Table	3:	TSE	Analysis	of	Economic	Sanctions	

 0 TSE 1 or 2 TSEs 1 TSE 2 TSEs 
Total Cases 1236 176 168 8 
Number of Successful Cases 484 92 88 4 
Percentage of Successful Cases 39% 52% 52% 50% 
 
Table	4:	TSE	Analysis	of	Sanction	Threats	

 0 TSE 1 or 2 TSEs 1 TSE 2 TSEs 
Total Cases 946 107 102 5 
Number of Successful Cases 247 15 14 1 
Percentage of Successful Cases 26% 14% 13% 20% 
 
Table	5:	TSE	Analysis	of	Imposed	Sanctions	

 0 TSE 1 or 2 TSEs 1 TSE 2 TSEs 
Total Cases 707 138 131 7 
Number of Successful Cases 229 76 73 3 
Percentage of Successful Cases 32% 55% 55% 42% 
 



Discussion		
 The results show that my hypothesis was incorrect both at economic sanctions altogether 
and at imposed sanctions. Instead of seeing a decrease in success amongst cases with TSE issues, 
I find instead economic sanctions are more successful. However, I do find my hypothesis correct 
when examining sanction threats. 

Why does High Issue Saliency tend toward less successful sanction threats yet tend 
toward more successful imposed sanctions? One possible explanation is that target states facing a 
threat of sanction with a TSE issue involved will stand firm and the sanctions threat will be 
unsuccessful. The issue is so important to the target state that merely threatening it with 
sanctions will not force it to comply with demands from the coercer state. Once, however, 
sanctions are actually imposed, the target state will reevaluate the consequences of acquiescence 
compared to the consequences of continued economic sanctions. This reevaluation results in a 
majority of these target states identifying more of a threat to its existence from the sanctions than 
the demands of the coercer state and imposed sanctions succeed. 

Another possible explanation is that the relative intensity of interest for these TSE issues 
is actually higher for the coercer state than the target state. Imposing sanctions expresses to the 
target state very clearly the level of coercer state interest and, again, forces the target state to 
evaluate which choice is more threatening to its existence: acquiescence or sanctions. 

As for my second expectation that multiple TSE issues will further decrease the 
probability of success, my results are mixed. Cases that involve imposed sanctions see a lower 
success rate when there are two TSE issues compared to one. Similarly, sanctions overall see a 
downturn but a smaller change in percentage. On the other hand, sanction threats, see an increase 
in success when a second TSE issue is involved compared to when only one TSE issue is 
present. One explanation of this may be that the three TSE issues are weighted differently in 
terms of perception of threat to existence. Perhaps depending on the TSE issue involved, even a 
single TSE issue results in a higher perception of threat to existence for a target state than the 
combination of two “weaker” or less important TSE issues. 

Limitations of my method include my subjective identification of TSE issues from the 
TIES dataset and my dependence on the coding used in the TIES dataset. For example, though I 
code all cases in which “Deny Strategic Material” is a threat to state existence, one has to 
consider whether the target state regime believed its existence was at stake, as in the case of 
Pakistan in its pursuit for nuclear weapon capability, or whether it believed its existence was 
more at risk if it continued its quest for nuclear weapon capability, like Libya after the Second 
Gulf War. My results may be different if I were to code only denial of strategic nuclear material 
as a TSE issue rather than the entirety of “Deny Strategic Material”. 

Questions to consider in follow-on studies include whether there is a “threat scale” that 
can be identified. Do states feel their existence is threatened more by certain TSE issues than 
others? Do particular TSE issues create a higher perception of threat in some target states more 
than others? Another path that could be explored is delving deeper into the issues at stake as 
identified in the TIES dataset. Can these issues be parsed further in order to identify TSE issues? 
And at what point does dissecting these issues create results that are no longer useful in the wider 
study of economic sanctions? If everything becomes “case-by-case”, can there be any useful 
policy recommendations made on the use of economic sanctions?  
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