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PREFACE

Negative sanctions as a coercive instrument of foreign policy have been
widely used in the twentieth century international relations, which is domnantly
characlt_:rized by increasing interdependence particularly in terms of economy and
to some extent in terms of technology as well. Military instruments are often
thought to be only efféctive means for achieving ambitious foreign policy goals
like »taking or defending territory, altering a states regime or internal political
structure. Since Second World War however, economic sanctions have been
viewed as the liberal alternative to war. And, with the booming sciemiﬁc
revolution in the field of nuclear physics producing nuclear weapons, the Weapons
of Mass Destruction (WMD), and with the threat of dimension of proliferation of
nuclear techn(.i]ogy to nuclear have not’s, the technological sanction also came into
force in the form of Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) since April 7,
A1987. Generally sanctions have been imposed on target state or states either
unilaterally or multilaterally through the medium of international organisations
like, Leaéue of Nations, United Nations or with‘ out this medium to achieve the
desired goal set by the sanctioner. The foreign policy records are displaying the
history.of success and failures of sanctions. Since the very beginning of the use of
sanctions as a statecraft to conduct foreign policy, there has been a robust debate

among the scholars, academicians of international relations, economic studies and
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policy makers, on the questions; (a) whether sanction is an effective instrument or
ineffective, comparing the cost benifit analysis with other instruments of foreign
policy viz - military intervention. propoganda and diplomacy ? (b) whether it is a
stand alone instrument of foreign policy or supplementary instrument which could
work only with other foreign policy tools ? (c) whethe_r it is having sound moral
value on humanitarian ground or not, considering the ili-effect of sanctions on
civilians ? The answer for these questions has swung from optimism to pessimism
via‘neutral value of sanctions.

.ln the case of sanétions as an instrument of foreign policy, the U.S. is the
only country that has used it frequently through the medium of the U.N. or
separately. The policy debate conducted in the weeks preceding the Guif War
raised aggin the age old question of whether or notv economic sanctions can be an
effective instrument of foreign policy. The debate underscored the fact that we do
not yet have an adequate underslgnding of when (or even if) economic sanctions
produce policy shifts in the target countries. This point is reinforced by the fact
that similar debates regularly recur, whether over the imposition of sanctions
against former Yugoslavia Republics or over the use of sanction in response to
Chinese arms sales. There is a bubbling debate which still continues between
emineht American economists HSE (Hutbaur, Schott and Elliott) and Robert A
Pape (Assistant Professor of Government at Dartmouth College) on the

effectiveness of sanction as an instrument of foreign policy. HSE in lheirvsrudy
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‘Economic Sanctions Reconsidered’, which is considered as the most influential
study ever held on the sub-domain of sanction as an instrument of foreign policy,
recommend to the policy makers that sanctions can achieve ambitious U.S. foreign
policy goals provided there was elimination of "the lack of political will on the
part of key leaders around thc world”. And further Elliott, one in the HSE group
of Economists, concludes "sanctions can be effective only if they are part of an
overall coherent policy including skilled diplomacy and, where appropriate,
_credible threats of additional force if compliance is not forthcoming”. But Pape
in his study "Why Economic Sanctions Do Not Work", a response article to
"Economic Sanctions Reconsidered”, directly challenges the emerging optimism
which he finds in HSE study. about the effectiveness of economic sanctions.
Pape’s article "casts doubt on the claim that economic sanctions can achieve major
foreign policy goals. It demonstrates that the empirical basis on which advocates
have promoted economic sanctions - the HSE daﬁ base - is fundamentally flawed,
and thét the deductive logic behind the theory does not consider the characteristics
of modern nation - states that Weaken the effectiveness of economic sanctions”.
However, the increasing pessimistic school of thought (Robert A. Pape, Knorr. C.
Clifton Morgan, Valerie L. Scjwenach) which advocates that "sanctions usually do
hqt work" subsided the optimistic school of thought (Hufbaur, Schott, ‘Elliott,
Baldwin, Elizabeth Rogers, Martin) which supposedly has weak advocacy on the

effectiveness of sanctions.



iv

Amidst the tug of war between optimistic school of thought and pessimistic
school of thought the sanctions are fast becoming the policy tool of choice for the
United States in the Post-Cold War world. This widespread use of sanctions
constitutes one of the great paradoxes of contemporary American foreign policy.
Since sanctions appear frequently to be the weapons of choice of foreign policy
" makers, it is es_semial that further research should be continued to work towards
understanding whether sanctions contribute to achieve the foreign policy goals or
serve only symboli¢ purposes and towards finding the niche that determines the
success of a sanction.

The study of dynamics of sanctions has Signiﬁcantly emerged currently in
the context of the U.S. sanctions, unilateral /:jmd automatic in nature, imposed on
India and Pakistan m response to their séries of nuclear implosion on 11, 13 and
28, 31 May 1998 respectively. The nature and purpose of the sanctions - the first
sanction beca\use of nuclear explosion -, the phenomenon that the sanction is
imposed on two states at the same périod which inflicts cost on American business
with India and Pakistan and affects latters’ economies and the clashing interest of
the U.S. in India and Pakistan make the study more interesting and constitute
complex situational background to this study: The Statecraft of Sanctions In
American Foreign Policy : A Case Study of Nuclear India and Pakistan.

As this unit of sanction on Indja and Pakistan represents the behaviour
paradigm of larger unit of the nature of sanctions in American foreign policy. the

present study could contribute to the better understanding of the core issue on the
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relevance -of sanction as an instrument of foreign policy m promoting American

foreign policy goals. The present study is examining two broad questions -

() Whether sanction as a stand-alone‘ instrument of foreign policy contribute
to the achievement of major‘ American foreign policy goals or serve
symbolic purposes ?

(I And, if so. under what conditions ?

Besides there are specific questions which are being examined in depth.

(a) What factors led the U.S. to prefer immediately sanction as an
instrument of foreign policy in the case of nuclear India and Pakistan ?

(b)How far the US has influenced degisidn making of India and Pakistan
tpwards attaining its stated goals including’lhe primary goal, making India and
Pakistan to Sign and ratify the CTBT, as the deadline (September 1999) is fast
approaching?

(c) Does the partially and also unequally waived sanctions on India and
Pakistan have any strafegic value to achieve the non-proliferation goals of U.S. ?
And if so what is the straiegy ?

On the course of the present research following hypotheses also have been

examined.

1) With the global environment based more on interdependence in terms of
economy and technology under the current globalization phase, the
sanctions could be effective on the countries imposed as well as adversely

affect the imposer t0o.
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i) Sanctions may not be effective in disputes especially that affect the target

country’s security.
iii)  Ina single attempt, too many major goals may not be achieved by imposing

sanction on a target country. |

The current case study is narrative, analytical and comparative in nature and
essentially examine the role of economic sanctions and the sanctions related to
dual use technology and arms sales as a stand-alone instrument of foreign policy
whereby to understand the relevance of sanction. Addressing the broader question
on whether sanctions are an effective substitute for war or other instruments of
foreign policy and studying the sanctions imposed on India and Pakistan before the
May 1998 Nuclear Test, are however, beyond the purview of this study. However
this vstudy tak¢s into account also on the U.S. decision that waived the sanction
partially on India and Pakistan in November 8, 1998. This present study mainly
carries out the research on the developments related to foreign policy issues
occured between the US, India and Pakistan during the period from May 1998 to
June 1999. This study attempts to find out the state of trend only, in achieving the
stated US goals. as the diplomatic process between the three parties is unfinished
at this stage.

This study is persued under three phases, "Background” for the study,
"Sanction in A'ction"., and "Analysis”, constituting three chapters and conclusion

to the study.
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The first phase "Background"” that includes Chapter I - Theory of Sanctions
and its Relevance in American Foreign Policy: An Overview - does discuss the
theoritical background: the history of sanction in general, conceptualisation of
sanction,. modus operandi of sanclioﬁs tool and the methodological question
pertaining to defining the success of sanction’s tool. The later part of this chapter
sketches the generic knowledge that presents the account of past experience of
sanctions in American foreign policy in general and particular to India and
Pakistan'bgfore May 1998 nuclear tests. And it also sketches the legal basis for the
US sanctions.

The second phase "Sanction in Action” includes Chapter II and Chapter III.
The first part of chapter II "The lmposition of Sanctions and the Impact of
Sanctions”, addressés the first specific research question related to the factors that
led the US to Prefer immediately sanctions tool. Estimating the impact or cost of
the sanctions and giving the account of indirect impact of sanctions on India,
Pakistan and the US as well, the second part of this chapter attempts 10 test the
first hypothesis that assumes relationship between the global interdependence and
effectiveness of sanctions.

The first part of the third Chapter "Nuclear Diplomacy of Sanctions:
Outcome”, deals with the second specific .research question related to the level of
US influence in the decision making of India and Pakistan towards sanctions
objectives. The later part of this éhapter addresses the strategic value in partial and

unequal lifting of sanctions that constitutes the thrust of the final specific research
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question. On the course of the nuclear diplomacy of sanctions that accounts the
periodic diplomatic developments between the US, India and Pakistan, this chapter
analysing the diplomatic developments, attempts to test the second hypothesis that
draws relationship between two variables, security of the target country and
effectiveness of the sanctions. The third hypothesis is upheld that multiple
objectives can not be achieved at one time, purely on sanctions. However, this
hypothesis has constrained, because success and failure of the sanctions can not be
effectively concluded as the diplomacy of sanctions still continues at the time of
submission of the present dissertation. The last Chapter contains some concluding
observations and analysis of the core issue related to the relevance of instrument
of sanctions In promoting American foreigﬁ policy interests and elucidates the

reason for the obtained conclusion of this study.
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THEORY OF SANCTION AND ITS RELEVANCE IN
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY: AN OVERVIEW



CHAPTER I

THEORY OF SANCTIONS AND IT’S RELEVANCE IN
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY: AN OVERVIEW

A Brief History of Sanction

The phrasal expression "Diplomacy of Negative Sanction™ might have been
new 1o the international politics of 20th century but not the idea which infact traces
back to the apolitical spciety in the form of value deprivation in terms of isolation,
cutting off r’nonetaryA aid. property and denying knowledge (which could be
attributed to the parallelism of modern concept of technological sanction) of a non
complaint individual or a group in response to tiw non-compliance of accepted social
norms. As 20th century international relations witnessed the increasing arrogance
and non-compliance of some states, both the economic sanction and technological
sanction got m to the course of practice one by one.

The first World War concluded with the treaty of versailles in 1919, which
also included creation of the League of Nations based on the mutual co-operation
of member states to provide collective security and prevent war. "Article 16 of the
covenant authorised the member states to impose economic, financial and political
sanction against any state, which would violate its obligations™' and disturb peace

and security. In the inter war period the sanction was first given formal expression

1 Lutfullah Mangi. “Sanctions : An Instrument of U.S. Foreign Policy ". Stragic Digest (New
Delhi). July 1998. p.1120.
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during the Italian invasion of Ethiopia in 1935, when the -economic and financial
sanctions were imposed on Mussolini’s Italy by the League but the sanctions failed
to prove much effect because of the growing military might of the Hitler and the
unwillingness of the France and Great Britain to press for strict and comprehensive
sanctions.” In 1945 the United Nations, a more comprehensive body, replaced the
League of Nations. "Chapter Seven of the U.N. charter specifies the legal basis for
sanctions to be imposed on violaters to avoid the ‘use of force’. Article 39
authorizes the security council t0 "determine the existence of any threat to the
(world) peace, breach of peace, or act of agression” for the maintenance of
international peace and security to "avoid the use of force".'In addition Article 41
of the charter reads: "The security council may decide what measures not involving
thé use of a@& fo;ce are to be employed to give effects to its decision, and may
call upon the members of the United Nations to apply such measures. These may
include complete or partial interruptions of economic relations and of air, rail, sea,
postal, telegraphic, radio and other means'of communication and the severence of
diplomatic 'relations"-‘.

It was not originally envisaged that military and economic measures of

enforcement would be used separately as an alternative or substitute to each other.

2 Ibid.

3 Ibid.
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"In the first British Foreign Office (Phillimore) draft, sanctions were listed as
military, naval, financial and economic; the economic weapons was considered
simply as one of the incidental operation of war (supplementary operation of
military war).... But General Smutt’s Pamphlet, The League of Nations: a bractical
suggestions, gave a prominent role to the economic boycott, and this fmed_ in well
. with president Wilson’s idea, which had also been propounded by the American
League to enforce peace and other groups sponsoring peace plans, that economic
pressune could be substituted for military force as a means of maintaining peace"*.
It is note worthy that in the begining itself sanction was considered as a substitute
but not as a suppleméntary instrument of war. Economic sanction was the great
" discovery and the most precious possession of the League. "Coercieve diplomacy
(of sanction) does indeed offer an alternative to reliance on military acton. It seeks
to persuade an opponent to cease his agreésion rather than bludgeon him in to
stopping"°.
Classification of Sanction

When we discuss the theory of sanction it does not necessarily, most often

mean positive sanction which comes in to lay man’s perception, but negative

4 M.P. Doxey. “Economic Sanctions”. Ontario. 1971, p.5-6.

5 Alexander L. George. “Forceful Persuasion: Coercive Diplomacy as an Alternative 1o War ~
(Washington. D.C.. United States Institute of Peace Press). 1991, p.5.
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sanction of foreign policy. David Baldwin writes "In discussing the role of
sanctions.... the pens often slip toward negative sanctions and almost never slip
toward positive sanctions”.® Negative sanctions can be defined as actual or
threatened punishment to B by A. Positive sanctions can be defined as actual or
promised rewards to B by A. And apart from these two broad categories, as a
matter of fact further more classification of sanction can be made in the following
dimension.

(i) Sanctions aimed at individuals in a receiving nation or collective (hitting the
nation as a whole).

(ii) Internal or external sanction. (1ii) Unilateral, multilateral or universal sanction.
(iv) General or selgctive sanction (involving all possible measures or only some
specigl measures). (v) Total or partial sanction (involving all or only some measures
of a special kind). (vi) Types of sanctions (types of vavlue's of whiéh the receiving
nation is deprived): (a) diplomatic sanctions (b) communication sanction (c)

economic sanctions (d) technological sanctions (e) military sanction.’

6 David A. Baldwin. "The Power of Positive Sanctions™ World Politics. Baltimore. Vol.24,
No.1. October 1971. p.22.

7 John Galtung. "On the effects of International Economic Sanctions™ Miroslav Nincic and
Peter Wallensteen, ed.. Dilemmas of Economic Sanctions : Sanctions in World Politics
(New York. 1983). pp.20-21.




CONCEPTUALIZATION OF SANCTION AND ITS SUCCESS
Conceptualization of the term "Sanction” and its various type viz -
"Economic Sanction, Technological Sanction and Military Sanction” has started
Ainviting a serious and constructive debate in a sure American way among the
scholars of "Sanction™ and particularly between the two famous economists Robert
A. Pape and Dévid A. Baldwin. A clear definition of the term "Sanction” and a
clear definition of success of the sanction is a most important prerequisite to
measure the range of succ;ss of the particulér statecraft of sanction in achieving
foreign policy goals. Misconception of the term or wrong definition of the term (that
may be narrowly defined or unnecessrily broadly defined) and ill-standard of
measuring .the success will cause serious flaw/damage in the course of drawing
conclusion which allegedly occured in both HSE’s findings and Robert A. Pape’s
a‘sAwell. |
The issues to be addressed in this regard;
i) Defining of the concept ‘sanction”
i1) .What is the term for "Sanction” in terms of economy? Is it ‘Economic
Warfare’ or ‘Trade War’ or ‘Economic Sanction’?
i)  What should be the criteria of success of a sanction?
Definition of Sanctions
According to the Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary Sanction refers to

"measure taken to force a country to obey international law" and "action taken by



6

a country to penalize and coerce a country or organisation that is considered to have
violated a law or code of practice or basic human rights”. Here the ‘measure’ or
*action’ may be of any sort like economic, military, technological agricultual etc.
in order to attain the purpose or goal of both the punishing and coercing the target
country to comply with otherwise it may not. But Webster's dictionary defines the
term as "Coercive measures applied to a nation taking a course of action
disapproved by others" or "motive for obedience to any moral or religious law".
Here the goal or purposé of the sanction is only one - coercion - not punishment
also.

In 1938 the British Royal Institute of International Affairs (RIIA) defined
sanction as an "action taken by the members of international community, aginst an
infringement, actual or threatened of the law"®. This definition does not at all offer
the purpose of.the sanction - whether to punish or to coerce.

Professor Johan .Galtung at the Institut Universitaire d’Etudes du
Developement, Geneve, defines sanction "as actions initiated by one or more
international actors (the "senders”) against one or more others (the "receivers”) with
either or both of two purposes: to punish the receivers by depriving them of some

value and/or to make the receivers comply with certain norms the senders deem

8 Lutfullah Mangi. "Sanctions : An Instrument of U.S. Foreign Policy” Strategic Digesi.
July 1998. p.1119.
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important”.” Here the term sanction is defined with the either or both of two.
purposes: to punish or coerce.

Coercion may be, done through the means of punishment or threatening of
punishment. But that does not mean that there is no need to mention "punishment”
separately in the objective of sanctions definition. More over some times in some
cases like tradé disputes, the punishment (thiough inﬁicting cost on target by
economic means) it sé_lf and not necessarily lthevpolicy change of the target is
considered as the goal of sanction. Therefore Johan Galtung’s dcﬁnitibn of sanction
is more definite in terms of flexibility of the purpdse of the sanction.

The second issue is over the question of what is the term for sanction in
terms of economy?

Robert A. Pape claims economic pressures to be of three category - economic
sanctions, trade wars and economic warfare - and distingushes them.

"Economic sanction seeks to lower the aggregate economic welfare of a
target state by reducing international trade inorder to coerce the target government
to change its political behaviour. A trade war is when a state threatens to inflicts
economic harm or actually inﬂicts it in order to persuade the target state to agree
to terms of trade more favourable to the coercing state. And economic warfare seeks

to weaken an adversary's aggregate economic potential in order to weaken its

9 John Galwung. "On the Effects of International Economic Sanctions™ in Miroslav Nincic
and Peter Wallensteen. ed.. Dilemmas of Economic Sanctions : Sanction in World Politics
(New York. 1983). p.19.




military capabilities, either in a peace time arms race or in an on going war""

And Pape puts forth two reasons also for his claims, that economic pressures
to be of thrée category. "First, the determinants of success for different categories
of goals are not likely to be the same”. (Let it not to be the same. What's wrong?
Any way-the success is going to be measured according to the déterminams. If the
determinanis or purpose of the ‘economic pressure’ are achieved that case is
considered as successfdl). And he further adds "standard of success that lumps them
all togeiher, risks losiﬁg information essential to building such theories”. Second,
beyond a certaiﬁ point, excessively loose operationalization of dependent variables
not only hinders theory building but departs from science altogether""!

Baldwin’s counter view of Pape is very apt one which was also again
challenggd by Pape and later ended his challenge by posing a question - "whether
we shquld distinguish among different uses of international economic pressure, or
whether we should blur them all together?"!* Baldwin writes "From this (Pape’s)
perspéctive economic sanctions. trade wars and economic warfare are not alternative

policy options to be considered with respect to a particular set of foreign policy

10 Robert A. Pape, "Why Economic Sanctions Do Not Work". International Securiry.
Cambridge. Vol.22, No.2. Fall 1997. pp.93-94.

11 Ibid.. p.95.

12 David A. Baldwin and'Roben A. Pape. "Evaluating Economic Sanctions”. /nternational
Securiry. Vol .23, No.2. Fall 1998, p.196.



9
goals. Each is defined in terms of a different set of goals. Definitional ties between
particular policy instruments and particular goals do not facilitate the comparative
evaluation of the utility of policy instruments with respect to a given set of goals ...
Noting that some scholars use the term "economic sanctions” broadly enough to
include pursuit of such allegedly "non-political” goals as changing the international
economic policies of other states. Papé asserts that such usage is "not the common
practice” because it wbuld be "conceptually unwildely” and confusing to policy
makers. The term "economic sanctions”, however, is used so loosely that there are
many common practices. One of these common practices is to use the term to refer
to the use of econom_ic instruments to pursue-a wide variety of foreign policy goals,
including changing the foreign economic policies of other states... I have noted that
one of the common meanings of "economic sanctions" corresponds with the concept
of economic statecraft and have sometimes used the terms interchangeably”. And
further Baléwin writes "Although 1 continue to prefer the concept of economic
statecraft, there are several reasons for preferring a broad concept of economic
sanctions defined in terms of means rather than ends..."."

Beyond this subject related logic, the linguistic logic also finds, adding one

prefix or adjective of the means of sanction, is appropriate. For example. if the

13 Ibid.. p.190.

14 Ibid.. p.191.
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sanction is through the means of economy then that is called "Economic Sanction”
If it is in terms of iechnology or military that could be called "Technologica
Sanétion" or "Military Sanction". |

The meaning of the economic sanction, technological sanction and military
sanction inevitably needs to be explained here. The economic sanctions are ir
symptoms of; (i) imerﬁal destruction (economic sabdtage, strikes) (ii) rupture o
trade relation (economic boycott) (b) hitting imports from receiving nation (expor
boycott). Economic boycott can comprise goods, capital and services. If passag¢
of goods, lcapital, and or services to or from the receiving country is reported, the
boycott is supervised; if in addition - passage is impeded, the boycott may be
referred to as a blockade. ' |

Technological sanction is denying technological know-how to the target state
most often in the field of nﬁclear physics. Military Sanctions refers to denial of
military training, arms sale, financial aid directed to the military purposes.

As it has been mentioned already, on what basis the degree success of a
sanction should be measured, also gains bivotal importance in understanding the
relevance of s;inctions in foreign policy achieveménl. Generally to measure the

success range, it should meet the following criteria which are also reflected by

15 John Galtung. On the Effects of International Economic Sanctions™ in Miroslav Nincic and
Peter Wallensteen. ed.. Dilemmas of Economic Sanctions: Sanction in World Politics (New
York. 1983). p.21.
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Pape’s standard of success."

i) The purposes (goals) of that particular sanction should be achieved,

i1) Negative effect as a counter product should not be met in disproportion to
positive effect to the sanctioner.

iii)  There should not be seen any other factor or force that might have
contributed to the fulfillment of the purposes of sénction. In Pape’s words

"no more - crediable explanation should exists for the target’s change of

i)ehaviour“, and
iv)  Sanctions should have been applied before the target state changed its

behaviour.

Sanctions of. any type - either economic or technological or political or
military - are employed for a wide range purposes which may be inorder to
discourage th; proliferation of weapons of mass distruction and ballistic missiles,
promote human rights, and support for terrorism, thwart drug trafficking,
discourage armed aggression, protect the environment, and replace governemtns.
Ir; any of these areas, the tactical purpose of a given sanction can be to deter,
coerce, signal, and/or punish.

Modus Operandi of 67XSanction

..... Coercive diplomacy emphasizes the use of threats to punish the

16 Robert A. Pape. “Why Economic Sanctins Do Not Work". [nternational Security. Vol .22,
No.2. Fall 1997. p.97.
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adversary if he does'not comply with what is demanded of him.... In employing
coercive diplomacy, which may aiready include non-military sanctions, one gives
the adversary an opportunity to stop or back off beforé one resorts to military
operations. It should be noticed that either of two demands can be made on the
adversary. He may be asked merely to stop what he is doing: or he may be asked
to undo what he has done that is. to reverse what he has fnanaged to accomplish™!’

The very basié factor here in the funqional process of sanction is
vulherability, internal and external, in nature of the target state. The key to the
understanding of vulnerability seems to be concentration: the more a country’s
economy and military depends on 6ne product and the more its exports consist of
one product and the more its exports and imports are concentrated on one trade
partners the more vulnerable is the country. This concept of vulnerability tempts to
hypothesize that success of a sanction rﬁay be entirely in the hands of target state’s
choice not with the hands of senders. The theory is simple. The input-output matrix
of the economy of the receiving nation is inspected. The impact of partial or total
boycott of selected imports or exports is calculated. As a matter of rational politics.
maximum effect with minimum boycott is sought.

If the goal is to damage the economics system of the target state without

similarly damaging the sending nation. this can obviously attained if a number of

17 Alexander L. George. Forceful Persuasion: Coercive Diplomacy as an Alternative to War
(Washington. D.C.. 1991). p.6.
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conditions that we can refer to as "the ideal case for a boycott” are fulfilled.

1)

i)

iii)

iv)

vi)

vii)

viii)

that imports have a very high loading on important sectors of the economy
of recéiving nation;- |

that there is no internal substitute for the imports.

that a high loading of the immmnt imports comes from the sending nation(s)
that there is no external substitute for these irﬁports, so that the receiving

nation can not threaten to change trade partners

 that the imports make up a very small part of the exports of the sending

nation(s)/ and/or that the products can be exported to other nations;

export of the target state should be mainly to the sanctioner and target state
should have no other nation to export.

that these exports from the receiving nation can easily be obtained elsewhere
by the ) sending nation(s) so that the sending nation(s) are not hurt
economically and can threaten to change trade-partnets, or that the exports
can not be obtained else where by the sending nation(s) so that the sending
nation(s) can demonstrate that they would rather suffer deprivation than touch
products from the receiving nation; and

that the trade relation are easily supervised and even controlled."

John Galtung. "On the Effects of International Economic Sanctions” in Miroslav Nincic
and Peter Wallensteen, ed.. Dilemmas of Economic Sanctions : Sanction in World Politics
(New York. 1983). p.22.
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But ideal conditions C(;uld only be functional when the actors - sending nation
and the receiving nation as well as other third party - act or behave in compliance
with general international norms. If target state indulge in smuggling essential
commodities which was targetted by sanctioner, sanction can not be successful. The
sanctioner also should truely exercise the sanction not for symbolic purposes. The
third party also should not co-operate with the target state in smuggling. In
otherwords the third pafty should atleast co-operate if not support the sanctioner.

In the theory of sanction. target state’s defensive strategies that shield the
vulnerability also assume importance. The target state is left with only three counter
strategies.

1) to train itself in sacrifice by doing without certain commodities, and
preferably even liking it;

ii) to restructure the national economy so as to absorb the shock of the boycott,
by produciﬂg locally the imported commodities denied to it or by making
some substitutes for them, by finding alternative employment for people
made jobless, and so forth: and

iil)  to organize changes of trade with third parties, or via third parties or, if the
boycott is truly universal. to engage in smuggling®.

Military sanctions that includes technological sanctions also functions the way

19 Ibid.. pp.25-26.
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economic sanction functions in terms of the concept of vuinerability and counter
strategies of a target states.
Generic Knowledge

Economic Sanction‘ for toreign policy purposes have had a long and
controversal history. They were employed in ancient Greece and made an early
appearence in American history. In one of the well known steps leading to the
American Revolution &e colonists resorted in 1765 to a boycott of the English
goods and response to the Stamp Act and raised the famous cry of "No taxatiori
without representation”. The British repealed the Stamp Act the next year, but
followed in 1767-70 with the Townshend Act to cover the salaries of colonial
governors and judggs. The colonists again retaliated with a boycott that eventually
led to the Boston Tea Party of 1774%. Indeed sanctions occupy an important if not
always distinguished place in the U.S. history. Sanctions helped trigger the war of
1812, weakened the confederacy a half century later, and were levied against Spain
during the Spanish American war of 1898. The use of sanction then became part of
the tradition of the United States.

Sanctions were also an important tool of American statecraft during the Cold
War. At uimes, the target was the behaviour of the Soviet Union and its allies.

Prominent among such efforts were the linking of Most Favoured Nations (MFN)

20 Barry E. Canter. International Economic Sanctions: Improving the Haphazard U.S. Legal
Regime (New York. 1998). p.8.
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trgde status to Soviet emigration practices and the embargo introduced against Cuba
soon after the Communist take over. But the U.S. also resorted to sanction against
other countriés to settle what were viewed as illegal éxpropriations, to destabilize
unfriendly governments, or to penalise foreign countries for their use of military
force beyond their borders. In the 1970s and 1980s, sanctions also were commonly
employed to ﬁmher U.S. non-proiiferation and humaﬁ rights objectives™'

Over the past decade international relgtions scholarship has promoted
ihcreased optimism about the utility of economic sanctions. Whiie scholars who
have long accepted that sanctions are more humane than miliﬁw force, the first
major wave of research on economic sanctions, during the 1960s and 1970s,
reached a consensus that they were not as effective as military force. The convential
Wisdom that advocates sanctions do not work, began to change in the mid - 1980s,
however, as a new wave of scholarshib challenged the earlier pessimism on the
utility of economic pressure. Sanctions, mahy érgued in the 1980s, had been
undgrrated by policy makers and scholars because of over attention to a handful of
famous failures (e.g. the League of Nations Vs Italy in 1935 and the United States
Vs Cuba since 1960). Proponents of "new conventional wisdom" (optimistic school
of thought) are aware that sanction are often an efficient instrument for achieving

important political goals. Elizabeth Rogers captures this new found optimism:

21 Richard N. Hass. ed.. Economic Sanctions and American Diplomacy (U.S.A.. 1998). p.3.
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"Economic sanction are more effective than most analysts suggest. Their efficacy
is underrated in past because unlike other foreign policy instruments sanction have
no natural advocate or constituency.... As a result, their successes are widely
unreported, while their failures are exaggerated by those with an interest in either
avoiding their use, or in usuing other instruments”~.

There is no single cause which explains the popularity of sanctions in
American Foreign Policy. There are, however, a number of inspirations and
explanations. Sanctions can offer what appears to be a proportional response o a
challenge in which the interests at stake are judged to be less than vital. In addition,
sanction are a form of expression, a way to communicate official displeasure with
a certain behaviour or action. They thus satisfy a domestic political need to do
something and can sérve to reinforce a commitment to a behavioral norm, such as
respect for human rights or opposition to proliferation. In principle, such message -
sending has the potential to affect the behaviour of uninvolvéd but observant third
parties, possibly determing them from taking some action for fear of being
penalized. |

American reluctance to use military force is another motivation - particularly
in those instances in which U.S. interests are not deemed sufficiently important to

Justify casualities and high financial costs. Sanctions provide a visible and less

22 Robert A. Pape. "Why Economic Sanction Do Not Work", International Securiry. Vol.22.
No.2. Fall 1997. p.91.
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expensive alternative to doing nothing or limiting the U.S. reaction to rhetoric. Such
sentiment captures the conditional support lent to economic sanctions by America’s
catholic bishops: Sanctions can offer a non military alternative to the terrible optioﬁs
of war or indifference when confronted with aggression or justice. In this sense,
sanctions constitute not simply a form of expression but an actién, one that appears
to involve lessl risk and cost (be it human, financial or moral) than using military
force.

The great frequency with which sanctions are used is also a result of the
increased 