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Thisvstﬁdy‘providee a framework for considefation ef
unilaﬁerel economic eanctions’to serve.U.S. ﬁational interests
in‘2025,eIts.futﬁris£ic»2025 setting anticipates a‘muted
mﬁltipolar‘world ihvwhich U;S: defense policy relies enb
technoldgical.superiority. Given such a giebal eﬁvironment, the
foilowiﬁ@ questions assume strategic import: What is‘a |
unilate;al eeenomic sanctioﬁ?'What is a sﬁcceseful ﬁnilateral‘
economie senetioné What procedures ensure coordination between
.thevExecutive”and Legielatiée Branches for,the,consideration and
‘imposition of unilateral ecenomic sancﬁiohsé‘AﬁSWere_to these
Queetions efﬁer‘a delibe:ate and disciplined appfoech for the -
impositienvef unilateral ecenemic sanctions‘thetfeeh |
suecessfullyserve U.S.'interests.'This analysis also eddresses
‘ the timing ef:economic sanctiene and the formulation of édlicy

. goals sought in considering and implementing such sanctions.
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SERVING'U.S} NATIONAL INTERESTS IN 2025: THE VIABILITY
OF UNILATERAI.EKKN«NMIC SANCTIONS
“Embargo‘ionly‘ bolstéré CaStro.}..Derping sanctions
‘against Cuba would acknowledge that long-standing

- policy hasn’t worked for U.S.” : '
.- WashiﬁgtOn Post 
”U,S. 3 décides“ ‘inspections cannot  work " against
Iraqg....Sanctions, military force now preferred to
control Saddam.” ‘ ' o
- HarrisburgvPatridt—NéWS

“U.S. 1lifts sanctions on India, Pakistan....Aim is to
reward, encourage nuclear curbs.” ‘ S

— Washington Post

'Sindé the'United‘Statés is constantly uﬁder préssure té
exert it$ inflﬁencé.and power globally, U.S. natibna; iﬂferesté “
| ‘must békgieérfl The 1598 U.S. National Sécurity Stra#égy
establishes three ca£egories.of interests: fital interests, -
 important natiohaiviﬁteresté, and.huménitarian and other
interesté.Viﬁal interesﬁs are ofvthe higﬁest priérity and liﬁk
directly‘to‘natibﬁal‘surviVal. Important ﬁatioﬁéi intefeété are
lesé critiéal; they reiate to the qualify of natioﬁal'life,‘aﬂax
éeek to:aetérﬁine the kind 6f world we live in. Hﬁmanitarian éna
other interééts are the ;éaSt critical; théy link; pe?haps
“tenuOQSly,:to nétional values and oﬁ occéSion méy prompt a

- national response on their behalf.



Whenever a challenge to any»of these national ihterests
occurs, decision-makers begin to consider ways to respond.
Typically, the decision-makers assess the option of doing
nothing (an atrophic approach) against more proactive
alternatives. Unilateral economic saﬂctions are such an
alternative. However, the récord of accomplishmentvfor
unilateral economic sanctions reflects more failures than
successes, and more ffustration than satisfaction with the-
eventual outcomes. Even so, unilateral economic sanctions have
become an alternétive of first resort. Its proponents would
admit that unilateral economic sanctions were not perfecﬁ but
sometimes the right thing to do.

Topical literafure on these sanctions is remarkably
lopsided— far more negative'than positive. There are no
indications of a let-up in this critical disapprobation.
Consider the following titles: “Economic Sanctions: Too Much of
a Good Thing,” “Sanctions Almoét Never Work,” “Time to Revisit
Sanctions,” “Sanctioning Madness,” “Sanctions— With Care,”
“Serious About Sanctions.”?

Unilateral economic sanctions nonetheless remain an
instrument of national economic power— a tool of choice as the
U.S. pursues its national interests in an increasingly
interdependent world. This study considers the ongoing viability

of unilateral economic sanctions. It begins with a projection of




the future of the U.S. in 2025; this'projectioh articulates the

env}ronment for determining_hdw unilateral economic sanctions
could serve U.S. national interests in 2025. In light of this

futuristic envifonment, deliberation of three questions‘yields‘a"

framework for a deliberaté and disciblined approach to uéing
Sanctioﬁé. This approach allows for theﬁimposition of unilateral
éédnomié sanétibns that can successfully sérve U.S. national
infereéﬁs. This analySis also addresses the timing of unilaﬁgral
ecogomicvsanctionsﬁand the formulation of pblicy goals‘td be
sought'fn consideringvand impleménting'these sanctions. The
probleﬁ}of définition cpmes'first: What is a unilaﬁeral econbmic’
sanction? The isSﬁe of quality comes secohdﬁ What makes a . |
uniiaterél‘e¢6nomic‘sanction successful or effective? Last comes
theaqueétion;of procedure: In our system, how must oﬁr eiecut;Ve
and:legislative branches go abbut'the task of deliberating aﬁd

imposing effective unilateral economic sanctions? Following

 .detailed disCussioﬁ of these questions, this study concludes '

with a‘SUmmafy, a statement of limitations) and a set of

recommendations. This concluding section then is a calculus of

variations that optimizes the use of unilateral economic
sanctions within the political art of the possible.

_ What is a unilateral economic sanction? Current literature

offers a variety of definitiéns of economic sanctions. Hufbauer

et al define them as “the deliberate, government—inspired



withdrawal, or threat of withdrawal, of customary trade or

"3 Izzo retains deliberateness, but focuses

financial relations.
on economic relations: “[D]eliberate government actions to
inflict economic deprivation on a target state or society'
through the limitation or cessation of customafy economic

ot

relations. Carter focuses on policy: “[Cloercive economic

measures taken against one or more countries to force a change
in policies, or at least to demonstrate a country’s opinion

II5

about the other’s policies. Most recently, Haass offered two

expansive definitions. First, he broadly defines sanctions as
“[T]he introduction of penalties aimed at a state or other
entity for the purpose of altering its behavior.”® Then he
expands his definition to specific various sanctioning
instruments: “[M]ostly economic but also political and military
penalties introduced to alter political and/or military

behavior.”7

Private industry’s definitions of economic sanctions
include success parameters. Trade Compass, a leading web site
for electronic products and services that facilitate
international commerce over the Internet, defines economic
sénctions as measures
used for foreign ©policy purposes [as] economic
penalties, such as prohibiting trade, stopping

financial transactions, or barring econonmic and
military assistance, used to achieve the goal of

influencing the target nation. Sanctions can be
imposed selectively, stopping only certain trade and
financial transactions or aid programs, or




“sanctions.

'keconomiC'Contact between the U.S. and thewcountry in question.

| COmprehehsively, halting all economiC relations 1with
the target nation. While sanctions can be imposed to
serve multiple goals, the measures are more successful

in ' achieving the - less - ambitious and  often
“unarticulated goals of: (a) upholding ‘international-
norms by punishing the target nation for unacceptable
behavior ~and (b) deterring future objectionable

actions. Sanctions are usually less successful in
achieving the most prominently stated goal of making.
the target country . comply with the - sanctioning
rnation's stated wishes.? coa

~ Senator McConnell (R-KY), Chairman of the 1998 Senate Task

Force on Economic Sanctions, observed that a common

‘understéhding of the term is requisite to any plan for its

consideration and impositibn. McConnell believes that any

interruption of commercial activity, éspecially a ban on

investment or restrictions on exports, imports, and financial

transactions, constitutes a sanction.9

~.In contrast, the term “unilateral economic sanbtion” is
broadly defined as any prohibition, restriction, or condition on

economid.activity,‘including economic assistance, imposed byjthe

;United‘States on‘a'fOreigh country or foreign entity for reasons

of foreign policy or national secﬁrity,‘unless~the United States

is acting pursuant to a multilateral regime and the other

‘memberswof that regime are imposing substantially equivélent

10 More narrowly, a unilateral economic sanction may

"‘simply ﬁean “the termination of all meaningful bilateral

1l



THE U.S. IN 2025

Futuristic studies tend to take one of twb approaches:
forecasting or projécting>alternative futures.? Forecasting
seeks to identify what will happen in the future based‘on
evidence of what has happened in the past. Alternative futures
analysis identifies alternative possible future envifohments we
may have to address; this-approach does not seek to predict the

B This paper

particular environment we should plan to address.
uses the second approach because it provides greater capability
and flexibility to respondvto yet unknown variables than does
the forecasting approaCh.l4 However, thié study.retains
forecasting as a tool to develop alternative futures. In this
regard, the purpose of forecasting is not to be right, but to
avoid being surprised.15

This study blends a seﬁ of alternative futures to focus on a
single projection of the U.S. in 2025. Then, thé Unitéd States
will belong to a muted multipolar world!® whose volatility is
such that conflicts will relate more to “pricing wars than to
shooting wars” and characterized by increasing globalization and
interconnectedness.!” The U.S. Qill then rely on’a‘highly

innovative defense policy.18 In capsulated form, this scenario

affirms Hughes’s optimistic scenario: “A community of nations,




~ envisioned by Schwartz,?

welfare investments over defense expenditures.

working together, improving global interaction and a stable

economic grid.”"

‘Muted Multipolar World

‘ The;post—Cold,War‘environment has effectively displaced the

,muted‘bipolar‘world formerly_describedvin Army:long—range

appraisals.20 -After a brief fling with the New World disorder

! the model of the muted multipolar world

has assumed greater plausibility, replacing the‘former bipolar

model.,Kegley‘and Ra'ymond,22 as well as Taylor,23 portray a mutedy
multipolar world that is described as a productive economic
world wherein U.s. political leadership favors sooial and

| 24 |

Its predominant

characteristics are displayed in Table 1.

e U.S. local communlty 1nfrastructures inhibit mllltary statlonlng and

" reduce installation investments. [Taylor]

e U. S. national political leaders advocate a- strong welfare and social
investment economy [Taylor]

e Postindustrial infrastructures, along with specialty industries,:lack the
capacity to support industrial surge requirements adequately. [Taylor]

e Tradeoffs of nationalism for economic development strengthen U.S. ‘
influence and preserve U.S. military presence overseas. [Taylor]

®  Great powers have three general paths from which to choose as they
contemplate how to bring about a stable form of multipolarity. They can
act unilaterally; they can develop bilateral relations with one or more
other states; or they can engage in multilateral collaboratlon with many

countrles [Kegley/Raymond]

‘Table 1. Scenario Drivers

Beyond these oharaoteristios_are generally accepted

-ffuturistic extrapolations.‘The Institute of National Strategio




Studies provides two representative predictions: First, the
reliance on military techndlogy will iﬁcrease. Second, most of
Asia will be richer, but larger countries (such as Indonesia and
China) will rémain less affluent than Europe is today.25

Globalization and Interconnectedness
Globalization will continue to transform commérce, culture,

communications, and international relations. This transformation

. : . . . . 26 s
will increasingly integrate of national economies. Driving

forces include finance, trade, labor, technology, and advanced

27

emerging markets.” False starts, and many will follow the

Russian crash of 1998%‘and the Brazilian devaluation of 1999,

provide abundant lessons to be learned.
The Institute of National Strategic Studies offers the
following predictions about the world economy in 2018 and

extended to 2025:

The world’s ecohomy will doubtless grow more
interconnected. Trade will account for a growing share
of GNP, more capital will be invested overseas, and
multinationals of all sizes will do more business

outside their home region.29
Metz affirms this trend toward interconnectedness,'which he
defines as the “increasing electronic and physical linking of

individuals, groups, commercial entities, and organizations of

all sorts.”30

More recently, Linden described the general global well

being of the past seven decades:




There has been no serious global economic contraction

since the Great Depression started seventy years ago

(in the century before it, panics and depressions

‘tended to roil the markets every twenty years or so).

The 1last armed conflict Dbetween great .powers ' ended

over fifty years ago. The last great killing epidemic

- was the swine flu of 1918, which killed twenty million »

people— more than died on the battlefleld in all of =

World War I— in twelve months. AN

"~ And while the positive slope of complex interdependence— a :
world in which security and force matter less and countries are
conneCted”by multiple social and political.relationships—32
continues, mOdernistsf projections of the ¢ontinuity of beliefs,
the persistence of institutions, and the strategic options
‘x,available to statesmen— although quite sanguine— have proven -
rather souﬁd.”_Decision—makers retain the power and the
wherewithal to control crosscutting transnational factdrs.'More
importahtly)'nation-states have continued to control the two
7es$ential‘assets that make them nation-states— military and
" money .

Recéntly, the increasing globalizétiOn bf_business and
;industry led U;S.'Secretary'of Defense Cohen to appoint a
;défense;policy pane1 on national security and the globalization

of business and industry. This panél examined ?security‘issﬁes
“and potential secufity risks resulting from the accelerating
globalization and reléted trends affecting business and

industry, ihcluding the increased number of U.S.-owned defense




contractors with overseas facilities and the increaééd foreign
ownership of U.S. based suppliers.”

"This accelerating globalization and transformation of
defense-related business,"” acdording to Cohen, "offers important
cost and efficiency advantages to the U.S. defense |
establishment. At the same timef‘individually and.collectively—

these trends raise new issues and potential security risks.”*

Cohen then chérged the Panel to address the following iséues:
incfeasing reliance by U.S. defense firms on overseas suppliers
and subcontractors for electronics and computerbsoftware;
increasing foreign ownership of U.S.-based suppliers; increasing
reliance on commercial components in defense equipment; and new
business practices such as interconnected commercial and defense‘
~ data bases. Cohen’s éarly ﬁnderstanding that the U.S. must
shape, prepare, and respond to the inevitable new realities of a
global economy and to the full range of attendant security
implications is paving the Way for creation of an innovative
defense policy of 2025.
Schwartz and Leyden are watching a “relentless process of

globalization” that will sée:

the opening ﬁp ~ of national economies and the

integration of markets, will drive the growth through

much of rest of the world. An unprecedented alignment
"of an ascendant Asia, a revitalized America, and a
reinvigorated Europe— including a recovered Russia—
together will create an economic juggernaut that pulls
along most other regions of the planet. These two

10




megatrends— fundamental technological change and a new
ethos of openness— will transform our world into the
beginnings = of a  global civilization, a . new
civilization of civilizations, that will blossom
through the coming century.?® =

In éompaiiSbn; Kobrin astutely specifies‘the kinds of

. anxieties that are surfacing in the wake of globalistic trends:¥’

e Economic globalization had gone too far.

e The state-market balance of power has shifted and corporations have too
much power.

* Globalization compromises national sovereignty.
® Globalization reduces transparency and accountability, shifting power'from

- elected national (and local) officials to nonelected (trade) bureaucrats
.and international officials. 2 ’ o

OV‘Globalization limits national and local économic policy choices.

‘Table 2 Globalization Anxiety

: Finélly, the future of money itself will appear in various
ways. Wriston, for example, suggests that stateless money will
move around the world with increasing velocity, that the'nation—"
state is not about to disappear, and that intellectual‘Capital
will be more important than money.>?

Innovative Défense‘Policy

”Thé’U.S.“willfpﬁrsue the innovative defense‘policy first
advénced‘by the Council on Foreign Relations in 1998;

‘ Given our considerable Qverall' militafy ‘superiority

- against current and future rivals, the only challenge

. to that - superiority comes from the chance that one or

more of them could achieve a devastating breakthrough
in- military ‘technology. To meet this challenge, we
will need innovative technology to do most military

missions with smaller and smarter forces, and "with
fewer casualties. Future wars, even more so than in

11




the past, will run on applied technology, and we must
focus defense dollars less on current readinéss and
more on Kkeeping our technological superiority. We can
do this without raising military spending and perhaps
even see a slight reduction in the defense budget in
future years.39 '

Preceding this Council on‘Foreign Relations inifiative was a
report of the Defenee Science Board Task‘Force on Tactics and
Technology for 21st Century Military Superiority. Positive
response to the Task Force’s recommendations will go far to
attenuate the weaknesses of the emerging innovative defense
policy. The Task Force offered three sets of recommendations.
First and most important, establish a joint effort and a “try-
before-buy” environment to‘pursue these conoepts. Second,
support critical enabling systems and mechanisms— many already
ongoing, others new. Third, pursue'these concepts because they
may produce beneficial results elsewhere.?

This innovative defense policy nicely responds to the

likelihood of Freedman’s emerging revolution in strategic

affairs:

Rapid developments = in information = technology and
precision weaponry have led - many analysts and
practitioners to herald a ‘“revolution in military
affairs” (RMA), making possible quick and decisive
victories with minimal <casualties and <collateral
damage....Important changes are underway which may
indeed be revolutionary in their impact. However, the
issues that drive conflict will persist, and many of
the technical advances associated with the RMA will
not necessarily produce a transformation in the nature
of warfare. The end of the Cold War has meant that
another revolution— one in political affairs— has

12




taken place. In .this new political setting, major
powers appear less likely to go to war ‘with one
another than they are to intervene in conflicts
involving weak states, militia groups, drug cartels,
and terrorists. The precision-guided weapons and
space—baSed infrastructure at the heart of the RMA may
be :less‘ suited to conflicts such as these. If the
cumulative effect of the changes outlined above is to
produce a revolution, it is a revolution in strategic,
as much as military, affairs.*

Future strategy thﬁs‘must enable the U.S.ito_make the
transition from leader of alglobal military alliance to
leadership‘of a global economic system.42
U.S. INTERESTS IN 2025

The nation’s perceived needs and aspirations largely in
‘relation to its external environment define U.S. interests.” In
2025, the U.S. will seek to protect two categorical interests:
homeland defense and economic vitality. IntensityVOr‘Other
subjeét;ye criteria will no longer prioritize specific national
intéreétS.{Instead,_U.S. strategists will consider it sufficient
that‘a given interest‘may,be cross-walked to either or both
cétegories;

THE U.S. IN 2025

Thué, the U.S. in 2025 will be a leading post-industrial
nation,iéxisting(inﬁa muted‘multipolar'wbrld) and pursuing an
innovative defense policy. This blended alternative future
provides an environmént fOr determinihg how unilatéral economic

sanctions may serve U.S. national interests in 2025.

13



Nonetheless, this study does not assume that liftle thought
should be given to “entirely unanticipaﬁed results or eveﬁ to
consequences that would be inconsistent with or
counterproductive to the original intent.”* Rather, this study
takes one plausible set of circumstances wherein we can
rationally consider the utility of unilateral economic

sanctions.

DISCUSSION

The argument against unilateral sanctions is an
argument against American leadership and suggests that
if we cannot get some sort of majority vote from other
traders and investors, we must set our scruples aside.
The larger issue 1is whether foreign policy should be
driven by commercial objectives or only informed by
them.

— Elliot Abrams commenting on U.S. sanctions on Iragqg

Six basic instruments support U.S. foreign and defense
policy: conventional diplomacy, foreign éid,‘economic sanctions,
political coercion, covert operations, and military

45

interventions.® The United States used sanctions against the

British and French from 1808 to 1809 to impel them to make

4% since the late

concessions on the rights of neutral states.
1950s, U.S. sanctions include multilateral measures against
South Africa imposed in 1985 and 1986 in response to its

policies of racial segregation; U.S. financial sanctions against

Panama in 1988 to destabilize the government of General Manuel

14




Nofiega} selectéd'embargoes:on China in 1989 éftér ifs
' represSion.of political dissent, mostidramatically in response
to;thé Tiananmen Squaré incident; and the comprehensive U.S.—
éponsored UN“trade quarantine against Iraé‘in 1990'aftéf it
‘invadedtKuwait.M | |
,'Dgspite the ffequéntvuse'of sanctions in recent times,‘phefé

Tis.consiQerable‘céhtroversy‘over theif effectiveneés. Some
¢ritics_simp;y decigre thét sanctions are iﬁeffective.‘They'
cléiﬁ‘that‘in_an iﬁterdependent trading world wheré multiple  
buyers and suppliers peride‘particular gooas and services,‘if'
is difficult to devastatevthe'targeted economy with sanctions.
Evenxin those rare cases in whicﬁ subétantial economic‘preSSure
caﬁ be broﬁght to beéf, the.gévernmenﬁ in ﬁhe target state ofteﬁ ”

will ;eﬁain’politically infraﬁsigént in the face of an,éxtefnal7
'wchallehge. S6metimes these‘governments are stréngthened by using
fsahctions to increasé their sténding amOng its‘populatibn; £hat
‘is,~the§ gaih sglidérity by‘using the sanctions to populariée‘an
“us—égainSt¥the world” mentélity.

| Opp051ng thls view 15 a- grow;ng number of academlc analysts‘
who recognlze that economic sanctions are often employed wheh
thére is domestic pressure in the sanetioningstate to také somé
actiqp agains; the téréet nation, especially whén”diplomafic
measﬁres'are perceived as too weék andﬂmilitary aétion is~éeeﬁ-

~as too strong. These more subtle;analysts believe sanctions can

15




be used to send important signals to other nations and to deter
them from persisting in objectionable behavior.

Representative views and conclusions abQut the use of
economic sanctions® in general, and unilateral ones in
particular, include the following: First, sanctions alone are
unlikely to achieve desired results if theirvgoals are
especially ambitious or time is short. Second, sanétions can on
occasion achieve (or help to achieve) varioﬁs‘foreign policy
goals ranging from the modest to the significant. Third,
unilateral economic sanctions are :arely effective. Fourth,
secondary economic sanctions can make matters worse. Fifth,
sanctions are blunt instruments that often produce unintended
and undesirable consequences. Sixth, sanctions can be expensive
for American business, farmers, and workers. Seventh, sanctions
tend to be easier to introduce than to lift. It is usually more
difficult to change the status quo than to continue with it.
Eighth, sanctionsvfatigue tends to settle in 6ver time, their
international compliance tends to diminish. Ninth, economic
sanctions are a rung on the ladder of escalation. Tenth,
unilateral economic sanctions have never induced a’éizable
country to make a major chénge in policy. EleVenth, a cost-
benefits analysis suggests that economic sanctions are one of

the most costly and least effective U.S. foreign policy tools.:

16




Té aChievé their pblitidal géals/tunilafe;aluéconomic
saﬁétioﬁsqaﬁbe designed toviﬁflictbvaryingdegfeesbf’ecbnqmic
?fessuref The GAO has aptiy déscribed three;categories bf
'éan;tioﬁs in ordef»of decliningeconomic éeﬁefit?.”k

{Category{i; iﬁétruméﬁtal'sanctions;measures”designed to
prevent the térgeﬁ;copnfry f?om obtaining speCific>goods or
‘financial capital'(1£aq;'i990). Category‘II:‘pﬁnitive saﬁctions;"
measurés'dés;gned.tdqpunish the target_eéongmically fof.' |
;unaéceptéble.behaﬁior.‘These‘sanctions'usually:dd notvprevént
fheﬂta#éét nétién from obtaining goods or cgpital,‘but they can’
iﬁpose subsféntialfcosts (Poland, 198141982). Category III:
USymbolic sanétions,_meaéures:whose eéonoﬁic.effects are‘SQ
sliéht that ééhctioning natiéns do not éxﬁeét them to cause
great‘ecbnomic‘harm fo the térget (PRC;11989).

 -Thé Unitéd Stateéhas imposéd‘uniléterai ecéhomic_sanctionsv

to achievé various_foreigﬁ policy goals:”~

Category ‘ : ~ . . Example

Change target-country policies in a modest way Sudan
Destabilize the target government Cuba

Falkland Islands
Soviet Union .
South Africa

Disrupt a minor military adventure
Impair the military potential of the target country
‘Change target-country policies in a major way '

‘Table 3. Foréign Polidy Goals .

Congress has passed laws authorizing U.S. economic sanctions

for foreign policy reasons. For example, during World War I, the
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Trading With the Enemy Act (16 Oﬁtober 1917) was designed to
inhibit trade with the German enemy. More recently, the Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Related Programs Appropriations
Act, Fiscal Year 1997 (30 September 1996),51 authérized sanctions
against 12 countries and the Palestine'Liberation Organization
for assorted foreign policy reasons.
Issues related to unilateral economic sanctions

Currently, the U.S. government has imposed unilateral
sanctions on more than 70 countries, encompassing two-thirds of
the world’s population.52 During 1993-1996, President Clinton’s

first term, the U.S. enacted 61 laws and executive actions

53

imposing unilateral economic sanctions on 35 countries. These

countries are home to 2.3 billion people, or 42% of the world’'s
population. They import $790B of goods annually, approximately
19% of the world’s export’markets.rFigure 1 graphically

illustrates the global impact of U.S. sanctions.™
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Sanctions Sanctions
Present Pending

Figure,l. Countrles Subject to or Threatened by U S Unllateral
Economic Sanctlons

The U.S. International Trade Commission, in‘avSeptember 1998
repbrtﬁte the House Ways and Means Committee?‘identified 42
rseparateflaWs;thef'authorize Uniiateralbeeonomic‘sanctions.ﬂln
'its;repert;‘the Commiésion nOted that:

'These laws may 'mandate particular actions, or may -
serve as the basis of mandatory "or discretionary
actions by the Executive Branch. Under these laws, 142
statutory provisions pertaining to unilateral economic
sanctions were identified. Twenty percent of the
measures concern terrorism. Other sanctions concern
nuclear and other arms proliferation, - national

security, ' narcotics, and ~expropriation . of U.S.
‘property, human rights, environmental protection, and
communism. ' B

How ean the'U,S. determine the success Qf a unilateral
economic sanction? Table 4 summarizes the factors affecting the

poesibility that unilateral sanctions will succeed.

19




General
sanctions

Specific sanctions

Factor
contributes to a
positive outcome

Factor reduces
chances for a
positive outcome

Goals

Compliance with U.S.’
Political wishes

Deterrence

Punish target to uphold
International norms

Support opposition groups in
Target

X
X

Severity

Harsh, .comprehensive
Sanctions; severe economic
Damage

Moderate sanctions and threat
Of more severe measures as
Leverage

Target
attributes

Target: friendly

Target: adversary

Significant political
Opposition in the target

Target’s cultural norms:
Strict shame and honor code

Target'’s cultural norms:
Similar to U.S.’

Publicity

Publicized threat of more
Severe sanctions after
Moderate measures imposed
“fifth column effect”
‘predominates

Publicized harsh,
Comprehensive sanctions
(causing the “rally around
the flag effect”)

X

Table 4. Factors Affecting the Possibiiity That Economic
Sanctions Will Succeed

What procedures ensure coordination between the executive

and legislative branches for the consideration and the

imposition of unilateral economic sanctions? The Lott Bipartisan

Senate Task Force on Sanctions (“Task Force on Sanctions”) has

been a welcome initiative to achieve consensus in the use of

unilateral economic sanctions as a foreign policy tool to

advance U.S. national interests. Since both the Executive and

Legislative Branches have clear responsibilities for the conduct
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'_of‘fb:eign policy,” the Task Force has served as a‘welcdme

faciiitéﬁor. Mr. EiZenSﬁat, Under Secretary of Sﬁéte fsr
5E¢onomi¢,‘BusiAéss énd'Agriéultural Affaiis,'and théx
.Adminis#ratioh’s pqint man for economic sancfions policy,
kitestifiéd thét:

Most of the 'sanctions imposed since 1993 have been
‘non-discretionary measures required by Congress in
law. In contrast, only three of the 62 unilateral
economic sanctions regimes imposed since 1993 have’
been imposed by the ‘Executive Branch ~using the
President’s = authority under the  International
Emergency Economic Powers act (IEEPA)— the tightening
of the U.S. embargo in Iran in 1995 and the imposition
of a comprehensive embargo on ‘the Sudan in November
1997. In addition, after the President détermined‘that
‘certain factual predicates had been met concerning
Burma, he used his authority, gained under IEEPA, to
impose a new investment ban on Burma in May 1997, as
" required by law.”® ' S
Framewo;k for unilateral economic sanctions
™, ...Truth is, we acted too late. Only when our own
national security was threatened did we act.... e
issued economic sanctions and hid behind the rhetoric
of diplomacy.... Tonight, I come to you with a pledge
to change America’s policies. Never again will I allow
our political self-interests to deter us from doing
-what we know to be morally right....”

- President Jim Marshall (“Air Force One”)

_Théir quéstionable record of accomplishment nétwithétanding,.
‘uniiateral edonqmié sanctioﬁs will suCceésfully ser&e'U.S.'
nétionaf intérestsﬂin‘2025. HoWeQér, they will‘bé employed'ﬁoré
'»flexibiy}'SUCh elastic employment will.éccur écross and émqng’

 three levels of relationships that exist in the brdadest of
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applications. The first level is the U.S. éovernment. At this
level, the focus is on the Executive and Legislative Branches’
policy making and execution roles. The second level is the U.S.
economy. Here the focus is on the U.S. government and its public
and private citizens who are exposed to the second erder effects
of the unilateral economic sanctions. The ﬁhird'level is the
global, intercohnected ecohomy. Here the focus is on tﬁe U.S.
role as a supplier of a good or service to a targeted nation,
which likely has multiple alternative sources. This three-level
elasticity sefvesAto compensate for the 20th ceﬁtury‘
cifcumstance thaf “the competitiveness of American business is a
good that almost always trumps all others, including U.S.
militery superiority and the defense ef demecratic values.”” So
effective élst century unilateral eeonomic sanctiens will depend
upon a more complek set of circumstances than did the 20th
century variety.

Building on efforts of the late 1990s, Congress will
legislate a framework for unilateral economic sanctions that
successfully enables the development of a viable doctrine
governing their use to serve U.S. national interests. This
doctrine, which could be called elastic employment, should prove
viable because more times than net, it successfully balanced the
competing interests of the three‘previeusly detailed levels of

relationships. This doctrine of elastic'emplbyment will be built
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“suBStantially larger than péiceived.

of several specific assumptions: First, national security,
" economic and foreign policy interests are interdepéndent60

.,Secénd,'poliéymakers must reconcile the dilemmas caused by the

need to take action and taking action that achieves the desired

outcome.® Third, impacts of unilateral economic sanctions may be

62 Fburtﬁ, the“5q¢cessjof
unilaterai é¢0noﬁi¢ sanctions must be cbnsiderédzin bdtﬁ
a.bs'qlutei'and'relative‘terms,63 Fifth, upilaterai ecbnomié
sanétions aré é‘viable inétfument‘in the U.é. policy tool
c.‘:hesvt.“'= | | |
.TheSéassumpti@nsshould alsobguide fofmulation of
appropriaté'objectiveé fdr U.S.—impbsed‘uﬁilateral economic

sanctions. Initially drafted by the Congressional Research

Service, such a set of objectives is shown at Table 5.%
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Express condemnation of a particular practice such as military aggression;
human rights violations; militarization that destabilizes a country, its
neighbors or the region; proliferation of nuclear, bioclogical, or chemical
weapons or missiles; political, economic, or military intimidation;
terrorism; drug trafficking; or extreme national political policies
contrary to basic interests of values of the U.S. (e.g., apartheid,
communism) . “

Punish those engaged in objectionable behavior and deter its repetition.

Make it more expensive, difficult, or time-consuming to engage in
objectionable behavior.

Block the flow of economic support that could be used by the targeted
entity against the U.S. or U.S. interests.

Dissuade others from engaging in objectionable behavior.

Isolate a target country (or company or individual).

Force a change or termination of objectionable behavior.

Coerce a change in the leadership or form of government in a targeted
country.

Table 5 Reasons to Impose Unilateral Economic Sanctions

Goals and rationales for unilateral economic sanctions

having been determined, our leaders next will choose among

specific unilateral economic sanctions available to

policymakers. Again, the Congressional Research Service has

U.S. leaders can make their selections:

offered a menu of unilateral economic sanctions from which 2025

66
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e  Foreign assiStancé, all, or some programs, could be terminated, suspended,
limited, conditioned, or prohibited.

e Both public and private sector financial transactions could be restricted;
assets in U.S.. jurisdictions could be seized or frozen, or transactions
related to travel or other forms of exchange could be limited or
prohibited. :

e Importation and expectatlon of some or all commodltles could be curtalled
" by denying llcenses, closing off shlpplng terminuses, or llmltlng related
transactions. '

e (Government procurement contracts could be canceled or denied.

e Negative votes on loans, credits, or grants in international financial
institutions could be cast, or the U.S. could abstain in voting.

e Trade agreements or other bilateral "accords could be abrogated, made
conditional, or hot renewed. :

¢ Funding for investment, through the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation; Trade and Development Agency, or Export-Import 'Bank, could be
curtailed. ‘ ‘ : ‘ ‘

. Aviation, maritime and surface access to the U.S. ‘could be canceled or
denied. :

® Certain acts associated with sanctionable behavior could be made a
criminal offense-— making the targeted individual subjec¢t to fines or
imprisonment. Also, sanctions could be applied against those individuals,
businesses, or countries that continue to trade with or support targeted
individuals, businesses, or countries.

- Table 6 Available Unilateral Economic Sanctions

;A major'effort to reform‘the‘use of unilateral economic
eanctions caﬁe in 1998 when Senator iugar (R-IN) uasucceSSfully
subﬁitted for‘consideration a bill to eﬁhance trade( security,
and human righte through sanctione reformlm[Although
unSucceseful; his~efforthis the genesis of an effective
framework'for the Legislative and‘ExeCutive/Brahches’
consideratione'of aniiateralbeconOmic aanctiona.‘SenatotLugarfs"
sigﬁificaat‘conttibutiOn is the statement ofU.S;‘policy |

displayed in Table 7.%
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It is the policy of the United States—

(1) to pursue United States interests through‘vigorous and effective
diplomatic, political, commercial, charitable, educational, cultural, and
strategic engagement with other countries, while recognizing that the
national security interests of the United States may sometimes require the
imposition of economic sanctions on other countries; '

(2) to foster multilateral cooperation on vital matters of United States
foreign policy, including promoting human rights and democracy, combating
international terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and
international narcotics trafficking, and ensuring adequate environmental

protection;

(3) to promote United States economic growth and job creation by expanding
exports of goods, services, and agricultural commodities, and by encouraging
investment that supports the sale abroad of products and services of the
United States;

(4) to maintain the reputation of United States businesses and farmers as
reliable suppliers to international customers of quality products and
services, including United States manufacturers, technology products,
financial services, and agricultural commodities;

(5) to avoid the use of restrictions on exports of agricultural commodities
as a foreign policy weapons;

(6) to oppose policies of other countries designed to discourage economic
interaction with countries friendly to the United States or with any United
States national, and to avoid use of such measures as instruments of the

United States foreign policy:; and
(7) when economic sanctions are necessary—

(a) to target them as narrowly as possible on those foreign
governments, entities, and officials that are responsible for the
conduct being targeted, thereby minimizing unnecessary or
disproportionate harm to individuals who are not responsible for such

conduct; and

(b) to the extent feasible, to avoid any‘adverse impact on economic
sanctions on the humanitarian activities of United States and foreign
nongovernmental organizations in a country against which sanctions are

imposed.

Table 7 Statement of Unilateral Economic Sanctions Policy

Thus, the U.S. currently has access to a framework of
acknowledgements, objectives, tools, and policy for considering
and imposing unilateral economic sanctions. The question thus

becomes how to employ these sanctions elastically.
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Strategic doctrine offers itefative coufses of aetion to
" both éblicymakers and decision-makers. Tt feCOghizes that the
employment of‘unilateral economic sanctions Will.ordinarily be_
“neither a‘firstluorva‘last resort— but always an"available
'optieu..O’Quinnfs earlQ work has‘laiu the érdundwork foi‘
congreSSional enactment of flexible stfategic doctrine.69

| Certaiulguieeliues should govern the‘elastie‘emﬁloyment Ofi
uuilafeialeconomic sanctiohs.iAt the macre level[ theideciSion
to impose unilateral ecouomic sanctions lies soﬁewhere betweeu_
'diplqmacy and war.m-Regardless‘of which Branch imposes‘the'
'unilateral economie sanetion, other alternativeS'Shoula be‘
fauered first, such as private persuasion, publie»appeals,:
consultatiou wifh allies on multilateral sanctious,~aud‘nou—
econo'mic‘sanctions;71 Likewise, decision-makers sheuld use a
feur-pronged test to asceftain the likeliheod of a unilateral
'econemic sanction’s suecess WhileraCkuewledging fﬁat natibnal
intefests‘sometimes dictatecertain ceurses of>aetion regardless

of the probability of success (Table 8).

Test . S : Question ,
Achievability | Is the objective narrow enough to achieve the objective?’”
Integrity Is the sanction powerful enough to minimize or eliminate

, ‘ external assistance to the target?
Productivity - | Is the target expected to change its policies?
Acceptability Is the impact on U.S. business, workers, and jobs acceptable?

Table 8‘Testsvfor Successful Unilateral Economic Sanctions'
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Affirmative responses to the four-pronged test indicate a
unilateral economic sanction is likely to succeed. One or more
negative responses are indicative of.p:obable failure and raises
‘serious doubts about using the unilateral economic sanction.”

Having decided to impose a unilateral.economie sanction, our
leaders next must seek to avoid dilution by limiting the
application ofbthe Interﬁational Emergency Economic\Powers Act
(IEEPA) to only those situations which a national interest can
be cross walked. They should avoid using the IEEPA to address
problems below this threshold.

Next our leaders should assume that the:Executive and
Legislative Branches consult closely on the imposition of a
unilateral economic sanction, much as they would act in
nonpartisan fashion in invoking the War EoWers Act.

Then the Executive Brench should clearly report projected
and actual costs of the uhilateral economic sanctions to!the
U.S.

Before actually imposing the unilateral economic sanction,
our leaders should carefully coneider diplomatic engagement as a
means to achieve limited objectives when time is not a dominant
factor. Boftom line: Our leaders must decide whether long-term
sanctions are preferred to the alterﬁative‘of diplomatic_
engagement. Consider these examples: Demonstrating the

effectiveness of engagement, the Catholic Church’s outreach to
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‘Christmas.

- . Cuba redently resulted in the increase of religious freedom for

Cubans as the’government lifted the ban on the observance on

[ Likéwise, the U.S. had diplomatically engaged China

by extending its mostffévored—nation status. In shOrt, the U.S.

" can sometimes use a diplomatic carrot rather than a unilateral

economic sanction stick.

. Haass succinctly summarized ten basic lessons learned from

the late 20th century use of economic sanctions as an instrument

of American fdreign poliéy: Sanctions alone are unlikely td

“achieve desired results if the aims are large or time is short

(China,-Irah; Iraq} Libya) . Undervthe right circumstances,

sanctions nonetheless can achieve (or help to achieve) various

foreign policy goals'rahgingvfrom the modest to the significant
(China; Cuba, Libya, Pakistan, The Former Yugbslavia).
Unilateral sanctions are rarely effective (China, Cuba, Haiti,

Iran, Libya, Pakistan). Sanctions often produce unintended and

undesirable conseqﬁences (Cuba, Haiti, Iran) Iraq, Libya,

kPakistaﬂ, and The Former Yugoslavia). Sanctions can be eXpénSive

for American business, farmers, and workers (China, Cuba, Iran,

Libya).‘Authoritarian; statist societies are often able to

. hunker dowﬁ and‘withstand the'effects of sanctiOns‘(China, Cuba,

Haiti, Iran, Iraq; Libya, Pakistan, and The.Former Yugoslavia) .

"Military enforcement can increase the economic and military

imbacts (although not necessarily the‘politicai effects) Qf'é
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given sanction (China, Iraqg, The Former YugoslaVia). Sanctions
‘can increase pressures to intervene with military force when
they are unable to resolve the crisis at hand (Haiti, Iraqg, and
The Former Yugoslavia). Sanctions tend‘to be easier to introduce
than to lift (China, Haiti, Iran, and The Former Yugoslavia).
Finally, sanctions “fatigue” tends to settle in over time, and

as it does, international compliance tends to diminish (Cuba,

Iraq, Libya).75

CONCLUSION
Summary

The elastic employment of unilaferal economic sanctions
using the framework described earlier will be no less
appropriate in 2025 than it is today. Indeed, the'trends\
presaging the U.S. of 2Q25 reinforce the observation that»
circumstances surrounding unilateral ecoﬁomic sanctions will be
relatively constant: the track record will be poér and their
frequency high. The U.S. and the wbrld will change en foute to
2025 and the new doctrine of elastic employment will be timeless
in application. This study acknowledges that similar édvice for
the employment of unilateral economic sanctions is all too often
disregarded today. It is difficult to argue against a tool that
so easily demonstrates something is beiﬁg done, is symbolically

attractive, and is potentiaily capable of changing behavior.
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‘Even so, Unila£eral economic sanctions are here ‘to Stay;
‘Presidents inVoke executive orders to impose unilateral economic
,sanétioﬁs and Cong;ess COntinuésvto pass legiSlation émpioyihg
thém.zBotH the Executivé>and Legislative Branches égreehthey are
-‘not‘fhe‘preferred tool,‘but’both petsiét in usiﬂg them. Eveiyope
wantsiréform— but on their own tefm#. AmidSt this confusion, ouf
.foreiénrelétionssuffer becéuse “Americaﬁ’fo:eign policy ié,
distorted through tﬁe power of‘domeétic lobbies and ﬁhefarrégantii
unilatergliém ojicbngressionél ieédérs;”ﬁ
| Willvthe emerging'wigdomfthat infofms-this‘éfudy ﬁrovideithe 
platform on which uhilateral.ecénomic sanction$~can‘seﬁve U.s.
inﬁerésts'in 2025?-indeed cﬁfrent legislative pfopoSalév‘
(althéugﬂ not,iﬁmediately'passed) and écadémié analysis‘does
provide a constructive‘alternative to the'statuslquo. Moreqver,
these efforts do exhibit eséentialrcomponeﬁtst§r 21$t éentury' ‘
Aﬁeriéanﬁforeign pqliéy:viéion, pragmatism, spine,:an

. resources. 7

_The deeper aﬁswer liés‘inwfhe degree'to whigh thish‘
emeiging‘doctrine reéponds té the most réqént cbllecﬁion of
: criticisms of unilateral ecbnomic sanctions;# This neﬁ doctrine
fadvances‘elasticyempléyment in exchange for wha£>sqme 5ave"‘
déécgibed é creatiﬁe tension.”

Péssimiéts must be»convinced‘thét their argument that
sanctioh$ rérely w¢rkvis»f1awed. The d@ctrinevof elasticity dqés:

not require or assume the success of a sanction: Rather, this
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new doctrine provides policymakers with a means to'asséss
whether to pursue a unilateral economic sanction. The
pessimists’ second flawed argument is that unilateral economic
sanctions never work. The new doctrine is oriented toward
success,vnot failure. The third flawed argument is that
sanctions hurt U.S. trade. But the evidence for this is less
conclusive than the trade industry admits. However, the new
doctrine intentionally includes consideration of trade impacts
when considering unilateral economic sanc;ions. The fourth
flawed argument is that sanctions are immbral because they hurt
ordinary citizens more than they ﬁurt powerful and wealthy
elite. The new doctrine includes policy consideratioh of

humanitarian concerns.

The optimists also advance two flawed arguments. First,
sanctions are a cheap and harmless alternative force. The new
doctrine acknowledges there are costs and provides measures of
their amount and impact. The new doctrine also acknowledgeé that
there are second- and third-order effects such as secondary -
boycotts. Second, optimists sanguinely believe that
congressional mandates will lead fo an effective sanctions
policy. Yet, there are no guarantees. Any policy, even the one
proposed in this study, is subject to idiosyncratic processes

and different applications, not to mention the personalities
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“involvéd.‘Nonetheless,'a clearly stated;policy, like this'one,i 

seems preferable to current vicissitudes and inconsistencies. =

Liﬁnitaftions :

This éﬁudy suffers from two limitations—‘one is
Siénificént,'the other is more an annoyance. During
of this<étudy, the Task Forceion'Economic Sanctions
':met,'and‘held hearings. Unfortuhately,:the resulté,
vsome téstiménieé:made availgble‘by USA~ENGAGE,,were

évailable‘for'consideration in the study. This Task

pétentialii‘
the coufsé
was‘creatéd,
othei than
ot

Force »

' 'addresséd,many of the issues posed in this paper. Obviously, thé

Task Force Report, whenever it may be issued, would

have

infiuéﬁced this'étﬁdy, probab;y positively. The annoying

limitation is the increasing frequency of,Internet—acceSSed

references that appear'ohe day and diéaépear within

the month‘or

sooner. Not surpriSingly, U.S. government Internet sites were

the sole source'of this here-today/gonévtomorrdw irritation!

' Recommendations

Future studies should focus on multilateral:ecohomic

sanctions. Unless the Senate Task Force on Economic

Sarictions

“report turns_up-significant data for subsequent research, the

current literature has all but exhausted originél research

vehicles, with the excebtion of ongoing'case studies.

‘ The employment of sub-federal sanétions appeérs

no longer to

be a legal option given the recent ruling in National Foreign'
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Trade Council v. Baker that held only the federal government

has the power to regulate foreign affairs.

WORD COUNT = 5755
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