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1 Introduction 

The 1990’s has been called “the sanctions decade” because of the increased imposition of 

sanctions after the end of the Cold War (Cortright & Lopez, 2000). This change in the use of 

sanctions took place at the same time as the practice of humanitarian intervention developed 

and the concept “human security” was introduced. An increasing number of third-party 

interventions were imposed in order to stop atrocities and to make states comply with 

international law. International humanitarian law developed during the 20th century in order to 

regulate warfare and to prevent atrocities. Sanctions are often defined as having the purpose of 

behavioural change, but how does this relate to violations of international humanitarian law? Is 

there a connection between violations of IHL and imposition of economic sanctions? This 

question will be the focus of this thesis, more specifically what kind of violations of IHL the 

world reacts to, and how. 

Previous research on economic sanctions has mostly focused on their effect (Hultman & 

Peksen, 2015, Eriksson & Wallensteen, 2015, Portela, 2005). The effect of sanctions is debated, 

and much research is questioning whether sanctions do more harm than good. Nevertheless, 

economic sanctions are still imposed. Studies done on the causes and motivations for imposing 

sanctions conclude that the prevalence of atrocities, including human rights violations, is an 

explanatory factor for sanctions (Regan, 2000, Hazelzet, 2001, Kreutz, 2015). What is missing 

in the research field is a more narrow and in-depth study which focuses on the effect of different 

types of atrocities on the decisions to impose sanctions. With the focus on violations of 

international humanitarian law, this thesis elaborates on the relationship between non-

compliance with legal frameworks and the international community’s reactions. By being 

narrow and in-depth on atrocities and IHL violations, this thesis also contributes to the 

quantitative research on motivations for sanctions. 

In this thesis, I argue that when IHL violations occur, international economic sanctions will 

follow. This is because of the growing norm on third-party intervention to alleviate human 

suffering and stop non-compliance with international law. I test the effects on the probability 

of sanctions of the following IHL violations: use of child soldiers, torture, terror attacks, one-

sided violence and sexual violence. More specifically, I argue that when IHL violations occurs 

as violence against civilians, they will be met with more sanctions than other violations. I 

believe this to be because of the brutality of such violence and the strong norm on protection of 

civilians. Since the other IHL violations included in this thesis don’t result in any civilian 
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fatalities, one-sided violence against civilians will affect decision makers to a higher degree. 

The study will be done with the quantitative methods of logistic regression and “ordinary least 

square” regression. 

A positive relationship between IHL violations and economic sanctions is found, yet not 

statistically significant. The probability of receiving sanctions is rather low, but enough to reject 

the null-hypothesis in this study. As a further extension of the analysis, the probability of 

sanctions is found to increase when the number of IHL violations increase, which supports the 

theory. When studying the violations separately, child soldiers appears to have the strongest 

relationship with sanctions. In contrast, sender states have the strongest relationship with sexual 

violence. This supports the assumption that reactions on IHL violations differ between 

violations but doesn’t fully support the theoretical explanation. 

This thesis consists of three main parts. It starts with a section on the theoretical framework, 

where previous research, theory and definitions of key concepts will be presented. Chapter 3 is 

the research design, operationalization of variables, control variables and a discussion on the 

study’s validity, reliability and scope conditions. Chapter 4 consists of findings and analysis. 

2 Theoretical framework 

In this section, I will present the theoretical framework. Starting with previous research to lay 

out the base for this study, continuing with defining some key concepts. Lastly, I will introduce 

the theory and the hypotheses that will guide this study. 

2.1 Previous research 

Previous research on third-party intervention has shown that humanitarian concerns motivate 

interventions. A study by Kreutz (2015) show that military and economic sanctions by the EU 

are influenced by humanitarian atrocities as well as geostrategic concerns. The US is also likely 

to intervene for humanitarian purposes (Choi, 2013), and a large extent of human suffering is 

one of four explanatory conditions for UN response to humanitarian crises (Binder, 2015). 

Humanitarian issues also increase the likelihood of intervention by individual states (Regan, 

1998). This tells us that the international community reacts to humanitarian concerns, but it 

doesn’t tell us what kind of humanitarian concerns are prioritized.  

One way third-parties can react to humanitarian concerns is by imposing economic 

sanctions. Much research on sanctions focus on their effect on armed conflict (Hultman & 
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Peksen, 2015, Eriksson & Wallensteen, 2015) and on the shift from comprehensive to targeted 

sanctions after the Cold War (Eriksson, 2011). Other research has focused exclusively on one 

institution and their sanctions, like the EU (Portela, 2005) or the UN (Charron, 2011, Biersteker 

et al, 2016). Biersteker et al (2016) presents a thorough presentation of data by the Targeted 

Sanctions Consortium that includes both objectives, types of sanctions and what kind of norms 

they signal (2016:22ff). For example, 35 % of UN sanctions between 1991 and 2014 had 

implementing or strengthening human rights as objective (2016:25).  

Few studies have focused on the motivations behind economic sanctions. Regan has studied 

the conditions likely to be connected with military and economic interventions in civil wars 

(2000). He argues that intervention is a result of the interveners internal process, which consists 

of rational utility-maximizing decision-making (2000:39). From this perspective, Regan studied 

whether the number of bordering countries, the level of conflict intensity, the Cold War, and 

concerns about impending humanitarian crisis have an impact on the decision to intervene. He 

finds for example that a high number of shared borders decrease the likelihood of outside 

intervention, while an impending humanitarian crisis increase the likelihood (2000:58). This 

implies that sanctions are used as reactions to humanitarian crises, which corresponds with 

previous research on other types of interventions. 

Hazelzet has developed this issue further and her study focus on reactions by the EU and the 

US to human rights violations. Coming from an international relations theory perspective, she 

tries to explain the differences and similarities in US and EU foreign policy (2001:16). Hazelzet 

finds that severe human rights violations increase the likelihood of sanctions while economic 

and security interests play a minor role in the decision to intervene (2001:173). This is an 

important conclusion that again support the idea that the international community reacts to 

human rights violations with sanctions.  

Out of the small part of research on sanctions that doesn’t focus on their efficacy, at least 

both Regan and Hazelzet concludes that humanitarian issues can motivate international 

sanctions. Research on motivations and causes of sanctions seem to lack perspectives that relate 

sanctions to legal aspects of war and hostilities. When looking at sanctions from the perspective 

of international humanitarian law (IHL), most of the research is done from a purely legal 

perspective. The research on IHL is often descriptive and covers the development of the Geneva 

Conventions, its scope and applicability, or the responsibility for violations of IHL (for example 

Dinstein, 2010, Wood, 2018). Some research is narrower, focusing on some parts of IHL like 
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for example child soldiers (Waschefort, 2015), terrorism (Bianchi & Naqvi, 2011) and 

prohibited weapons (Boothby, 2016). 

The legal perspective of sanctions focuses mostly on the problem with accountability for 

sanctions and the legal grounds on which the UN can, and cannot, act as a form of world 

government (for example Cameron, 2005, Ghasem Zamani & Mazaheri, 2015 and Milaninia, 

2015) as well as sanctions as a tool for strengthening human rights (Happold, 2017 and 

Reinisch, 2001). There seem to be no studies done on the relationship between different types 

of violations of IHL and imposition of sanctions. The link between theory-driven empirical 

research and issues of non-compliance with IHL is missing. More specifically, there is a 

research gap on which types of violations of international humanitarian law that are met with 

economic sanctions, and which are not. The aim of this study is to fill this gap.  

2.2 Definitions of concepts 

2.2.1 Violations of International Humanitarian Law 

The independent variable of this study is violations of international humanitarian law. IHL 

regulates the means and measures of warfare and does so in trying to balance the principles of 

military necessity and humanitarian protection (Kolb, 2014:77). IHL evolved from the first 

Geneva Conventions of 1864, but todays modern system consists of four Geneva Conventions, 

developed and expanded in 1949, two additional protocols (AP I and AP II) and several 

international treaties as well as customary law (Shaw, 2017:893). Customary law are legal 

principles that applies to all states, not dependent on whether the principle is codified in a treaty 

to which the state is part (2017:71). 

The applicability of IHL differs between international (IAC) and non-international armed 

conflict (NIAC). According to article 2, common to all Geneva Conventions, the conventions 

are applicable to declared war and other armed conflicts between at least two high contracting 

parties, as well as to all cases of occupation. Non-international armed conflict is regulated by 

common article 3 and the legal framework was expanded in the Additional Protocol II with its 

applicability laid out in article 1. While the applicability of IHL on IAC is pretty straight 

forward, the scope of NIAC have been in need of clarification. For common article 3 and AP II 

to apply, the internal conflict must reach a minimum level of intensity and there has to be a 

minimum of organisation of the involved parties (Dörmann et al, 2016, see also Tadić case, 

1997, Trial Judgment para. 562). These thresholds are supposed to leave out random acts of 



Mäkinen 
 

 
 

7 

riots and looting as well as well-organized criminal groups that doesn’t use violence (Kolb, 

2014:108). 

The material applicability is just one of several perspectives of the application of IHL, which 

also includes personal (who is protected/who is bound by IHL?), temporal (when does IHL 

apply?) and spatial issues (where does IHL apply?) (Kolb, 2014:94). The last two, together with 

the material scope of IHL, are of particular interest for this study. When studying violations of 

IHL, from a legal perspective this cannot be done without a thorough review of the applicability 

in each and every case. If IHL is not applicable, there can be no violation of it. An individual 

review of the applicability in every case is not feasible in this study. Instead, I will use the 

UCDP monadic dataset on prevalence of armed conflict (Pettersson & Wallensteen, 2015). 

This, and the operationalization of the independent variable, will be further explained in the 

methods section. 

The legal field of IHL is separated from international human rights law, IHRL. The relation 

between IHL and IHRL is not very clear, but there seem to have developed a consensus that 

they overlap to some extent (Shaw, 2017:903). Unlike IHL, IHRL is applicable in both peace 

and war time and can thus be applicable at the same time as IHL (Dinstein, 2010:23, and ICJ, 

2004, para. 105-106). Because of the overlap and close connection between these legal fields, 

I will use arguments grounded in IHRL on several occasions in the text, for example when it 

comes to the use of regime type as a control variable.  

The Rome statute of 1998 states the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court (ICC), 

which include acts of war crimes (see article 5 and 8). The violations of IHL that is the focus 

of this study can constitute war crimes but will not be labelled as such. This is because war 

crimes are only such violations of IHL which results in individual penal accountability 

(Dinstein, 2010:263). This is just a final clarification note, to understand why violations are not 

referred to as war crimes. 

2.2.2 Economic sanctions 

The dependent variable is economic sanctions. Galtung’s “naïve theory of sanctions” was 

introduced in 1967 and is often referred to as a starting point of defining sanctions (Galtung, 

1967, Giumelli, 2016:39). His theory defines sanctions as actions including one or more senders 

as well as receivers, with the purpose of punishing and/or making the receivers comply with 

certain norms (Galtung, 1967:379). The idea was that the imposition of sanctions creates a 

behavioural change in the receivers, since they have to avoid the costs of sanctions. This is 

disputed, and some argues that sanctions don’t always lead to economic costs for the target state 
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(Giumelli, 2016:39). Giumelli instead define sanctions as “politically motivated penalties 

imposed as a declared consequence of the target’s failure to observe international standards 

or international obligations” (2001:16). He argues that the purpose of behavioural change 

cannot explain all sanctions, and instead divides sanctions into three categories in regard to 

what kind of exercise of power it relates to: coercing, constraining and signalling (2011:32ff).  

Nossal argues that sanctions are imposed for acts of wrongdoing, a definition that goes hand 

in hand with Giumelli’s. But in contrast to Giumelli, Nossal argues that all sanctions are 

characterized by the intent to punish (1989:305). Hazelzet instead defines sanctions as being 

either positive or negative measures used to induce political change (2001:4). The presented 

ways of categorizing sanctions include the intentions, and even though they differ, they all 

include the idea of behavioural change to some degree. In this thesis, sanctions will be defined 

as foreign policy actions taken by one or more sender state(s) or institution(s), to change the 

behaviour of the target state. This will be further elaborated in the method section, together with 

the operationalization. 

Sanctions can be imposed unilaterally, multilaterally or internationally, and can include 

military, economic and diplomatic measures. This thesis focus on economic sanctions. 

Hufbauer et al define economic sanctions as “a mean to deliberate, government-inspired 

withdrawal, or threat of withdrawal, of customary trade or financial relations” (2007:3). 

Economic sanctions deal with economic measures and purposes, including for example travel 

bans, freezing of assets, restrictions in import and export, and termination of foreign aid 

(Biersteker et al, 2016:26f). 

In conclusion, I want to make a comment on the development of sanctions that took place 

during the 1990’s. During the Cold war, the sanctions imposed by the UN were so called 

comprehensive sanctions that targeted whole states. Since 1994, the UN has completely 

abandoned this type of measure and is instead imposing only targeted sanctions. Targeted 

sanctions are directed towards individuals, groups, economic sectors or geographical regions 

that are responsible or otherwise connected to the actions that is condemned (Biersteker et al, 

2016:1f). This only seem to be the case for the UN though. Targeted sanctions have been 

increasing worldwide since the end of the Cold War, constituting 80 % of all economic 

sanctions during the 1990s but dropped to 51 % during 2000 – 2005 (Morgan et al, 2014:552). 

This means that states and other institutions are still imposing comprehensive sanctions, and 

therefore this study will include both of these measures.  



Mäkinen 
 

 
 

9 

2.3 Theory and hypotheses 

2.3.1 Third-party action in response to IHL violations 

The end of the Cold War meant an end to superpower rivalry and the end of communist regimes 

in eastern Europe. This opened up the United Nations Security Council which made the five 

permanent member states able to act against new types of concerns. In the years following the 

end of the Cold War, humanitarian issues got more attention than ever before and the 1990’s 

has been called “the sanctions decade” because of the exploding number of sanctions imposed 

(Roberts, 2000:15, Cortright & Lopez, 2000). At the same time, the practice of humanitarian 

intervention developed which implies that there was a strong norm emerging on the 

international community’s responsibility to react on humanitarian issues. 

Social constructivism theory explains this change of norms as a reflection of how values 

impact international relations. Since behaviour and values are socially constructed, they can 

change (Newman, 2001:247). Social constructivism argues that the concept of security is 

socially constructed, and this notion shaped the theoretic broadening of the concept during the 

1990’s to include human security and collective security (Agius, 2010:50). This idea developed 

during the aftermath of the Cold War, which saw an increased level of civil war and 

victimization of civilians. A norm emerged that prevention against atrocities directed towards 

civilians require action, even though they might violate the principle of state sovereignty 

(Newman, 2001:244). 

This norm continued to develop from the first humanitarian intervention in early 1990’s to 

the introduction of the Responsibility to Protect (R2P). The principle concerns the responsibility 

of the international community to prevent and stop human rights violations, without violating 

state sovereignty. Even though it’s still debated, the norm of R2P has gained ground in 

international relations, and interventions with the purpose to alleviate human suffering are 

increasing (Binder, 2015:714, Hultman, 2013:61). R2P is mostly concerned with military 

intervention and issues of state sovereignty, but I argue that the norm’s objectives are applicable 

on all kinds of third-party action, including economic sanctions. Military intervention is 

generally seen as a tougher measure than sanctions, and I argue that if a norm accepts a tough 

measure, the softer measure should be accepted automatically. 

The principle of R2P focus specifically on the international crimes of genocide, war crimes 

and crimes against humanity, which are all violations of certain rules in IHL (ICISS report, 

2001:33). Even though R2P has a rather narrow scope, I use the principle as an example to 

show the change of norms that has taken place since the end of the Cold War. I argue, that even 
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though only military intervention and certain atrocities are part of the R2P, the norm can still 

explain the use of other types of third-party action as reactions to IHL violations.  

2.3.2 Sanctions as a response to IHL violations 

This change of norms has been used to explain both the use of mediation (Kreutz & Brosché, 

2013:28) and the deployment of peacekeepers (Hultman, 2013:61ff) as a response to human 

rights atrocities and IHL violations. I argue that to be able to explain the imposition of sanctions 

as a reaction to atrocities, one must also look at Galtung’s definition of sanctions as having 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 important” (1967:379). Sanctions doesn’t 

necessary serve both of these purposes at the same time, but I argue that most sanctions in 

reaction to IHL violations do.  

To criminalize and punish actors for breaches of rules are inherent in all legal systems. War 

crimes and crimes against humanity, certain violations of IHL, has been part of customary law 

for centuries but became codified and defined in the Geneva Conventions of 1949. The Geneva 

conventions established universal jurisdiction over these crimes, meaning that all states were 

authorized to claim criminal jurisdiction regardless of who committed the crime and where 

(Shaw, 2017:501). In 2002, the International Criminal Court was established as an international 

mechanism for investigation and prosecution of war crimes, crimes against humanity, genocide 

and the crime of aggression. The jurisdiction over these crimes only concerns individual penal 

accountability. Another way for the international community to punish perpetrators of these 

crimes is to impose economic sanctions.  

Criminalization functions as a way to establish that certain behaviours are deemed morally 

objectionable and wrong (Simester & von Hirsch, 2014:11). Durkheim’s theory on punishment 

centre around the collective consciousness. He argues that behaviours are criminalized when it 

offends the collective consciousness and to punish such offenses is a way of maintaining this 

collective consciousness (1984:40ff). Even though Durkheim’s theory focus on criminal law 

within states, I argue that it’s applicable also in an international context. The universal 

jurisdiction on war crimes for example show that the signatories of the Geneva Conventions 

agrees with the idea that certain crimes must always be punished. Since the signatories includes 

all sovereign states, the whole world is included in the collective consciousness in this question. 

I use this theory to argue that there is an international will to punish perpetrators as a way to 

maintain the collective consciousness and the moral beliefs on compliance of IHL.  
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The other purpose of sanctions according to Galtung, to make the receivers comply with 

certain norms, is equally important. Giumelli divides sanctions into three dimensions; coercing, 

constraining and signalling. Signalling are measures to send message to the targets, which can 

include the goal of behavioural change. The target can change behaviour as a way to “enjoy the 

benefit of multilateral diplomacy” for example, which is in line with the above discussion on 

the inherent will to be part of the collective consciousness (Giumelli, 2011:35, Durkheim, 

1984:40). Among UN and EU sanctions, signalling was the most frequently used method of 

sanctions up until 2010, and I argue that this indicates that measures of norm compliance are as 

important as the purpose of punishing (Giumelli, 2011:51). 

To summarize, I believe that sanctions can be explained both as a punishment and as a way 

of making others comply with certain norms. Sanctions are used both as punishment for 

committing IHL violations and as an instrument to make the perpetrators comply with IHL. 

Taken together with the norm on international responsibility to protect and prevent atrocities 

against civilians, this explains why the international community would use sanctions as a 

response to IHL violations. This leads to the first hypothesis that will be tested in this thesis: 

H1: If IHL violations occur, international sanctions will follow.  

2.3.3 Are IHL violations punished differently? 

To further develop this study, I argue that there is a difference in how IHL violations are reacted 

to. Following the theoretical framework presented in relation to the first hypothesis, I argue that 

worse violations is being met with more sanctions. This is because the will to punish grows 

even stronger when the offense is more brutal, and the feeling of duty to act in order to protect 

civilians increase.  

There has been found that peacekeeping missions are generally deployed to “hard cases”, 

where the human suffering is widespread (Gilligan & Stedman, 2003:38, Fortna, 2004:281). 

This has been researched and supported in cases of peacekeeping generally (Melander, 2009) 

and specifically on UN peacekeeping (Gilligan & Stedman, 2003, Binder, 2015), as well EU 

economic and military intervention (Kreutz, 2015) and interventions by separate states (Aydin, 

2010). Because of this and the previous discussion on the norm of protection of civilians, I 

argue that violence against civilians gets more international reactions, in the form of sanctions, 

than the other violations studied in this thesis. Even though the use of child soldiers, torture, 

terror and sexual violence are all brutal atrocities, they don’t in themselves result in any civilian 
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fatalities. I argue that the same relationship is supported also in regard to the number of sender 

states, therefore I will test these following two hypotheses: 

H2.1: IHL violations that include violence against civilians are likely to be met with 

more sanctions than the other violations studied. 

H2.2: IHL violations that include violence against civilians are likely to be met with 

sanctions from a higher number of sender states than the other violations studied. 

When testing these hypotheses, I will include all types of violations in order to be able to 

make a comparison. I have no theoretical expectations on the relative differences between 

the violations but will include a presentation of it in the result section. 

3 Research design 

In this section, I will present the research design, operationalization of variables and discuss 

issues on validity, reliability and source criticism.  

I have constructed a dataset for this study, which have the time period of 1989 – 2003 and 

country-year as the unit of analysis. The time period is set because of limitations in the data on 

child soldiers and the other datasets have been customized accordingly. The aim of this study 

is to see whether there is a relationship between violations of IHL and imposed sanctions. The 

study tests three hypotheses in an observational design with quantitative methods. The first 

hypothesis is tested with logistic regression since both the independent and dependent variables 

are dichotomous. The two other hypotheses are tested using ordinary least square regression 

(OLS). In hypothesis 2.1 sanctions is a continuous variable, and in hypothesis 2.2 sender states 

is a continuous variable. OLS regression can present statistics on strength and direction of 

relationships with continuous variables. The software used for all data work is R (version 3.5.1) 

and Rstudio (version 1.1.456). 

3.1 Operationalization of the dependent variable 

The dependent variable in this study is economic sanctions. The data comes from the Threat 

and Imposition of Economic Sanctions dataset (TIES, Morgan et al, 2014). For a sanction to be 

included in the dataset, it must involve at least one sender and one target state and be 

implemented for the purpose of the target state’s behavioural change. The dataset focuses on 

economic sanctions. The data is coded on sanction level, meaning that every row in the dataset 
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represent one sanction which specifies the sender(s), the target state and the start year etc., but 

is converted into country-year level for the purpose of this study. In order to control for a 

reversed relationship between the main variables, that sanctions cause IHL violations, this 

dataset is coded with a time-lag. This means that sanctions that took place 1990 is coded as year 

1989, in order to measure the relationship between IHL violations that occurred in 1989 with 

sanctions that was imposed the following year. 

I use the coding on senders which includes up to 5 senders for each sanction. This way, I can 

make this a continuous variable that can help me answer my second hypothesis to see which 

type of IHL violations that correlates with the highest number of sender states. In the first 

hypothesis, the dependent variable is dichotomous, called “sanc” (yes/no, 1/0) on the 

occurrence of sanction on a country-year level. Next step, as said, is to have it as a continuous 

variable with the number of sanctions imposed to the state in a given year (sanctions) as well 

as a continuous variable on the number of sender states (total_senders).  

3.2 Operationalization of the independent variable 

My independent variable is violations of international humanitarian law. IHL violations can 

take many different forms but are operationalized as five different violations: one-sided 

violence, torture, terror attacks, sexual violence and child soldiers. Since they are used only for 

the purpose of showing occurrence of such violations, all variables are dichotomous. 

First, the use of one-sided violence is based on data from the UCDP dataset (Eck & Hultman, 

2007). This variable (“OSV”) shows the occurrence in a country-year of one-sided violence 

according to UCDP criteria.  In IHL, civilians are considered protected people and is of special 

focus in the entire fourth Geneva Convention, as well as in both additional protocols (see for 

example article 51 and article 13 respectively). All civilian casualties in armed conflict doesn’t 

constitute a violation of IHL, but civilians can under no circumstances be the target of an attack 

and this is what the UCDP dataset includes; the direct and intentional use of force against 

civilians (Eck & Hultman, 2007:235).  

To measure the use of torture I use data from the Cingranelli-Richards Human Rights Dataset 

(CIRI, Cingranelli et al, 2014). This dataset is coded on a country-year level and obtain the base 

of their coding from reports from the US state department and Amnesty International. This 

variable is named “TORT” in this study. The definition of what is coded as torture can be 

summarized as “the purposeful inflicting of extreme pain, whether mental or physical, by 

government officials or by private individuals at the instigation of government officials” 
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(Cingranelli & Richards, 2014:17). This means that the same actions taken by rebels or other 

groups are not included in this dataset. Torture is mainly regulated by the Convention against 

Torture from 1987 which state the absolute prohibition of the use of torture. The use of torture 

in wartime is also regulated for example in common article 3 of the Geneva Conventions. 

Terror attacks are based on data from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD, 2018). Their 

definition of terror attacks consists of three attributes: the incident must be intentional, entail 

some level of violence or threat of violence, and the perpetrators must be sub-national actors. 

In order for an attack to be included in the dataset, it must meet at least two out of three criteria. 

These criteria are that the attack must have (1) a political, economic, religious, or social goal, 

(2) intention to coerce, intimidate or convey other message to a larger audience, and (3) be 

outside of legitimate warfare (2018:10). The dataset is based on attack-level but is converted 

into country-year level in this study. This variable is named “terror” and is dichotomous. The 

fourth Geneva Convention prohibits “all measures of intimidation or of terrorism” (art. 33) and 

both additional protocols also prohibit such acts (AP 1 art. 51 and AP 2 art. 13). 

The Sexual Violence in Armed Conflict Dataset (SVAC) is used to measure the occurrence 

of sexual violence (Cohen & Nordås, 2013). This dataset covers active conflicts from 1989, and 

codes sexual violence on a conflict-actor-year basis which is converted into country-year in this 

study. It is a dichotomous variable named “SVAC”. SVAC’s definition of sexual violence 

includes, among other things, rape, sexual slavery and forced prostitution. The information used 

comes from reports from the US state department, Human Rights Watch and Amnesty 

International and each of these are coded as a separate prevalence score. Civilian women are 

granted special protection against for example rape in the fourth Geneva Convention (art. 27). 

Additional protocol 1 also grants women special protection and respect, and art. 4(2)(e) in AP 

2 prohibits rape and enforced prostitution without specifically referring to women. 

The use of child soldiers is measured with data from Haer and Böhmelt (2015). Their data 

covers rebel groups around the world between 1989 – 2003, excluding any child soldiers in 

government armies. When reports suggest that children were recruited and used as soldiers, the 

data was included whether or not an exact number was given. Where no reports were made, the 

group was coded as not having child soldiers. Haer and Böhmelt depend on several different 

sources when coding, but data on child soldiers are rarely accurate and are often estimations 

(2015:160). This will be kept in mind while analysing the results. This is a dichotomous variable 

named “childsoldier”. Children are under special protection according to the 1989 UN 

Convention of the Rights of the Child. and art. 24 in the fourth Geneva Convention. Special 
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protection and prohibition of children under the age of 15 recruited by armed forces is also 

found in both additional protocols, art. 77(2) and art. 4(3) respectively. 

These datasets is used in conjunction with the UCDP Monadic Dataset (Pettersson & 

Wallensteen, 2015). This dataset consists of data on the prevalence of armed conflict on a 

country-year level (1 for conflict, 0 for no conflict). I use this in order to make up for the lack 

of legal analysis of the applicability of IHL. Since it’s impossible to analyse whether IHL is 

applicable in every case, I include only countries and years which are coded as having conflict. 

This way, I exclude for example terror attacks in countries where there were no conflict and 

thus where IHL was not applicable. 

3.3 Control variables 

In order to eliminate other possible causes of the relationship between IHL violations and 

sanctions, we must add control variables to the analysis (Buttolph Johnson & Reynolds, 

2012:169). The analysis will include three control variables that can have an effect on both the 

independent and the dependent variables: regime type, conflict intensity and level of economic 

development. 

Several studies indicate that a state’s level of democracy has an impact on government 

respect for human rights. Studies show that democracies are less likely than autocracies to 

commit human rights violations (Hafner-Burton, 2005:616 and Poe & Tate, 1994:866). The 

likelihood to commit human rights violations is likely to correspond with the likelihood of 

violating IHL. The independent variable can also be affected by regime type. Regime change 

is a common objective and strategy for sanctions, and a majority of all sanctions are imposed 

on non-democratic states (Hufbauer et al, 2007:68, Biersteker et al, 2016:25). This variable is 

measured with data from the Polity dataset (Center for systemic peace, 2018). The Polity dataset 

has a scale with 21 steps, ranging from full autocracy to full democracy. 

The relationship between conflict intensity and sanctions is somewhat disputed. Eriksson & 

Wallensteen finds that a majority of sanctions by the UN are imposed where there is intense 

violence (2015:1395). Regan, on the other hand, argues that high intensity conflicts have a 

reduced likelihood of observing an intervention, compared to low intensity conflicts (2000:58). 

Either way, some kind of relationship between sanctions and conflict intensity exist and 

therefore this will be included as a control variable in this study. It has been argued that conflict 

intensity affects violations of IHL, with the causal mechanism being that combatants that have 

used and that have been affected by acts of violence are more prone to violate the rules of IHL 
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(Muñoz-Rojas & Frésard, 2004). I argue that this proneness should increase in correlation with 

the intensity of the conflict. UCDP’s dataset on battle-related deaths will be used as 

measurement of conflict intensity (“BDbest”, Pettersson & Eck, 2018).  

Regarding level of economic development, Aydin argues that the relationship with sanctions 

can go both ways (2010:57). A poor state is vulnerable and not a good ground to build long-

lived peace on, which makes third parties unlikely to intervene. At the same time, states being 

poor mean that warring parties can react positively to rather small economic incentives, which 

reduces parties’ costs for intervention (2010:57). As with conflict intensity, even though the 

direction of the effect of economic development is unclear, I will include it as a control variable 

since it is argued to have some impact. There is also some support that wealthier countries are 

less likely to hold political prisoners as well as less likely to have high levels of torture (Mitchell 

& McCormick, 1988:488). Because of this, I argue that level of economic development can 

have an effect on IHL violations. To measure level of economic development, I use data on 

gross domestic products per capita from Gleditsch (2002), with a variable called “GDPpc”.  

3.4 Validity and reliability 

Validity is a standard used to see how well a measurement captures the concept it’s supposed 

to measure (Kellstedt & Whitten, 2009:101). Starting with the dependent variable, measured 

by the TIES dataset. This is a measurement with high validity, since it is measuring what it’s 

supposed to measure. It’s high on both face and content validity, since it appears to be a correct 

measurement at a first glance at the same time as it’s includes all elements of the concepts. The 

sender states’ “intent of changing behaviour” is included in the theory of this thesis, as well as 

in the concept and definition of sanctions, which means that also the construct validity is high. 

Since the TIES dataset define economic sanctions as being implemented for the purpose of the 

target state’s behavioural change, there is a need for subjective interpreting of purposes when 

coding (Morgan et al, 2014:543). It might be easy to differentiate between domestic purposes 

and purposes of behavioural change, but as discussed in the theory section, the purposes of 

sanctions are disputed. This relates to the measurement’s reliability, to what extent it is 

consistent when being applied repeatedly (Kellstedt & Whitten, 2009:99). If someone’s 

theoretical view on the purposes can affect how sanctions are coded, this means that the 

reliability decreases. However, since the definition in TIES only differentiate between domestic 

purposes and purposes of behavioural change, I believe that this affect the reliability only to a 

small degree. 
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Moving on to the independent variable, IHL violations. The concept of IHL violations is 

very thick, consisting of everything from using prohibited weapons to not treating prisoners of 

war as defined in Geneva Convention III, to not obey the principle of proportionality, and to 

take part in committing genocide. A thick concept is multidimensional, thus meaning that it 

cannot be captured in only one measurement (Coppedge, 1999:468). Thick concepts generally 

have a lower validity than thin concepts (1999:469). In order to try to capture as much of the 

concept as possible, I have operationalized this variable into five different measurements. This 

is far from a total representation of the concept, but it makes the validity higher than using only 

one or two measurements. Overall, the reliability of the independent variable is high. The 

operationalization is clear on what violations to include, which therefore makes measuring 

repeatedly rather easy. As with all aspects of law, there is always a need for interpretation on 

whether IHL was applicable in the area of attack, if the perpetrators were bound to IHL and if 

the victims were subjected to protection. Nevertheless, this cannot be said to affect the 

reliability to a large extent, since debate on applicability is inherent to all aspects of law. 

3.5 Source criticism 

There is a need for clarifying some weaknesses of each source used as measurements for the 

variables. Starting with the dependent variable, the TIES dataset is structured around each 

imposed sanction, specifying the target state as well as primary sender state. Where there are 

several states responsible for the sanctions, they are coded as sender state number 1 to 5. Each 

sanction cannot have more than five sender states, which is a weakness of this dataset. This 

means that the EU can be the primary sender, without there being 28 sender states. Also, the 

dataset has coded the EU as primary sender on several sanctions, but never the UN. Whenever 

the UN is involved, it’s never as primary sender. Instead the UN is coded as the responsible 

institution. Whenever the EU is the responsible institution, it is coded both as primary sender 

and responsible institution. The different coding rules, which is applicable also on for example 

NATO, are given no explanation in the codebook, which I see as a weakness of the dataset.  

Five different sources are used for the independent variable. The datasets use different 

coding schemes and have different sorts of variables, which makes comparison between them 

rather difficult. Instead, all variables will be used as dichotomous in this study. I’ve already 

touched upon some weaknesses of each measurement, but I will highlight a few again. Starting 

with child soldiering, which is the least reliable. Data on child soldiers are often estimations, 

since information can be hard to get and when reported it can be biased. The data from Haer & 
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Böhmelt have been coded from different sources, including newspapers and international 

organisations. One weakness is that the prevalence of child soldiers is coded as 0 when there 

have been no reports on child soldiers in a particular country. The reason is understandable, if 

there are no reports one cannot code anything other than 0, but there can still be child soldiers 

present without there being reports of it. This is a methodological problem present for all kinds 

of data collections from secondary sources. All measurements used in this study can suffer from 

this, but the data from UCDP on one-sided violence and the data on terror attacks from GTD 

appears to suffer the least since they have the highest number of sources (Eck & Hultman, 

2007:236, GTD Codebook, 2018:8). 

The data on prevalence of torture can suffer from particular bias, since they base their coding 

on reports from the US state department and from Amnesty International (Cingranelli & 

Richards, 2014:3). US state department reports can be biased by underreporting prevalence of 

torture in the US for example, and overreporting from countries in which the US are involved 

in conflicts. Amnesty International can have incentives to overreport the use of torture, in order 

to get attention and to get the organizations’ message across. The dataset on sexual violence in 

armed conflict also use the same two sources, as well as reports from Human Rights Watch 

(Cohen & Nordås, 2013:18). This dataset presents the coding from each source separately, 

which is better from a reliability and transparency perspective. 

3.6 Scope conditions 

To conclude this section on research design, I will comment on the scope conditions and 

limitations of this study. First of all, this study is limited to the time period of 1989 – 2003 due 

to limitations in the data on child soldiers. This means that the development of sanctions during 

the 1990’s is included, but it excludes the development of sanctions in the 21th century. 

Furthermore, the dependent variable is economic sanctions which excludes all other sanctions, 

like diplomatic and military measures. The TIES dataset includes coding for different types of 

economic sanctions, but this will not be part of the study. Instead of ranking sanction types, I 

will focus on number of sanctions and number of sender states. 

All variables on IHL violations will be treated as dichotomous, because of the different 

coding between datasets. This limits the study to the prevalence of such violations, and not the 

level or intensity of violation. The lack of legal analysis of IHL application is another weakness 

of this study. I will use data on prevalence of armed conflict as a way to see whether IHL could 

have been applicable or not. 
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4 Findings and analysis 

In this section, I will first present some descriptive statistics on the data, before moving on to 

present the results of the regressions. Each hypothesis will be presented and analysed 

separately, before combining all results in one discussion. The section will also cover a small 

extended analysis.  

4.1 Descriptive statistics 

Before presenting the descriptive statistics, one important clarification has to be made. A lot of 

the data used for this study consists of missing values. The reasons for a dataset to have missing 

values are many. As an example, to be included in UCDP’s data on one-sided, the use of armed 

force must result in at least 25 deaths per year (Eck & Hultman, 2007:235). This means that 

countries that don’t reach that threshold are excluded from the data, no matter if there were 24 

deaths or zero deaths that year. When merging this data with other datasets that has more data 

points, missing values are created for country-years that was not included in the UCDP data. In 

table 1, the data on one-sided violence has the same number of observations as the sum of all 

rows coded as prevalence. The same goes for terror, since the GTD originally code each terror 

attack separately and not on a country-year level, as well as the dichotomous version of 

sanctions, “sanc” (GTD Codebook, 2018:13, Morgan et al, 2014:542).  

Table1 1 – Descriptive statistics with missing values 
Statistic N Sum Mean St. Dev. Min Max 
sanctions 61 78 1.3 0.6 1.0 4.0 
total_senders 60 116 1.9 1.7 1.0 8.0 
totalIHL 459 1204 2.6 1.0 0 5 
IHL 450 450 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 
sanc 61 61 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 
SVAC 452 221 0.5 0.5 0.0 1.0 
terror 386 386 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 
OSV 159 159 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 
torture 408 86 0.2 0.4 0.0 1.0 
childsoldier 426 352 0.8 0.4 0.0 1.0 

 

                                                
 
1 All tables are made using the Stargazer package in R:  Hlavac, Marek (2018). stargazer: Well-Formatted 

Regression and Summary Statistics Tables. R package version 5.2.2. https://CRAN.R-
project.org/package=stargazer. 
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Table 1 consists of the dependent and independent variables with missing values. To avoid 

having to exclude all missing values and potentially skew the result, missing values will be 

coded as 0. This gives us a higher number of observations and a complete dataset. Replacing 

missing values can be problematic, but I argue that this is the best way to do it in this case. 

For sanctions and terror, originally coded on an occurrence level, we can be sure that coding 

missing values as zero is correct since missing values are created when aggregating the data 

into country-year level where coding is missing. For other variables, the likelihood is high for 

the missing variables actually representing zero prevalence. Table 2 presents the variables how 

they are used in this study, with missing values replaced with 0. Three variables are continuous 

and can take a maximum value of 4, 8 and 5 respectively. For sanctions and total_senders, the 

mean is rather low, meaning that a high number of observations are coded as zero. Among the 

independent variables, child soldier and terror have the highest mean and thus have a high 

percentage coded as prevalence.  

Table 2 – Descriptive statistics without missing values 

Statistic N Sum Mean St. Dev. Min Max 
sanctions 459 78 0.2 0.5 0 4 
total_senders 459 116 0.3 0.9 0 8 
totalIHL 459 1204 2.6 1.0 0 5 
IHL 459 450 1.0 0.1 0 1 
sanc 459 61 0.1 0.3 0 1 
SVAC 459 221 0.5 0.5 0 1 
terror 459 386 0.8 0.4 0 1 
OSV 459 159 0.3 0.5 0 1 
torture 459 86 0.2 0.4 0 1 
childsoldier 459 352 0.8 0.4 0 1 

4.2 Findings in relation to hypothesis 1 

In table 3, model 1 shows the result from a bivariate logistic regression. IHL violations has a 

positive effect on sanctions, meaning that when IHL violations increase, so does the sanction 

variable. However, it is not statistically significant. The coefficient can be converted into the 

percentage of predicted probability (Kellstedt & Whitten, 2009:252). The predicted probability 

of having sanction(s) imposed against a country when IHL violations has occurred is 13,6 %. 

This means that we cannot reject the null hypothesis (that IHL violations are not met with 

sanctions). Instead, we find support for hypothesis 1, however the support is rather weak and 

lacks statistically significance. 
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Table 3 Hypothesis 1 
 Dependent variable: 
 Sanctions 
 (1) (2) 

IHL 14.713 14.370 
 (799.848) (846.563) 

BDbest  -0.0001 
  (0.0001) 

polity  0.109*** 
  (0.032) 

GDPpc  0.0001*** 
  (0.00002) 

Constant -16.566 -16.906 
 (799.848) (846.563) 

Observations 459 392 
Log Likelihood -178.566 -129.805 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 361.131 269.611 

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 

In model 2, the control variables are included, and the coefficient is lower than in model 1. 

It’s still not significant, meaning that the relationship is unlikely to hold true in the general 

population of cases. The predicted probability decreases to 10,3 % for model 2. Meanwhile, 

two of the control variables are statistically significant, regime type and GDP per capita. These 

two variables are likely to be explanatory factors for why the predicted probability decreases. 

Conflict intensity is not statistically significant and doesn’t seem to explain the correlation. The 

relationship between conflict intensity and sanctions have been disputed in previous studies, 

which can explain the fact that the effect in this study is small and that is not statistically 

significant. The coefficient is negative which implies that the relationship is negative, which is 

in line with what Regan argue (2000:58).  

To conclude this section, the null-hypothesis can be rejected, but not in the general 

population since the regression coefficient is not statistically significant. When including 

control variables, the predicted probability of sanctions decreases from 13,6 % to 10,1 %, which 

perhaps can be explained by the statistical significance of regime type and GDP per capita. 
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Table 4 Hypothesis 2.1  
 Dependent variable:   
 Sanctions 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)  

SVAC 0.013     0.069     0.006 0.043 
 (0.045)     (0.046)     (0.047) (0.048)              

terror  0.121*     0.084    0.102* 0.072 
  (0.061)     (0.064)    (0.062) (0.064)              

OSV   -0.058     0.017   -0.065 -0.005 
   (0.047)     (0.050)   (0.048) (0.051)              

torture    0.077     -0.014  0.117** 0.023 
    (0.058)     (0.059)  (0.059) (0.060)              

childsoldier     0.136**     0.137** 0.150*** 0.124** 
     (0.053)     (0.054) (0.056) (0.057)              

BDbest      0.00000 -0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 -0.00000  -0.00000 
      (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001)  (0.00001)              

polity      0.010** 0.010** 0.011** 0.010** 0.009**  0.008** 
      (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)  (0.004)              

GDPpc      0.00003*** 0.00003*** 0.00003*** 0.00003*** 0.00003***  0.00003*** 
      (0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00000)  (0.00000)              

Constant 0.164*** 0.068 0.190*** 0.155*** 0.065 0.006 -0.025 0.038 0.046 -0.060 -0.033 -0.134* 
 (0.031) (0.056) (0.028) (0.025) (0.046) (0.039) (0.060) (0.035) (0.031) (0.050) (0.071) (0.075)               

Observations 459 459 459 459 459 392 392 392 392 392 459 392 
R2 0.0002 0.008 0.003 0.004 0.014 0.207 0.206 0.203 0.203 0.216 0.032 0.220 
Adjusted R2 -0.002 0.006 0.001 0.002 0.012 0.199 0.198 0.195 0.195 0.208 0.022 0.204 
Residual Std. 
Error 

0.483 (df 
= 457) 

0.481 (df 
= 457) 

0.483 (df 
= 457) 

0.482 (df 
= 457) 

0.480 (df = 
457) 

0.450 (df = 
387) 

0.450 (df = 
387) 

0.451 (df = 
387) 

0.451 (df = 
387) 

0.447 (df = 
387) 

0.477 (df = 
453) 

0.448 (df = 
383) 

F Statistic 0.078 (df 
= 1; 457) 

3.857* (df 
= 1; 457) 

1.498 (df 
= 1; 457) 

1.784 (df 
= 1; 457) 

6.619** (df 
= 1; 457) 

25.332*** (df 
= 4; 387) 

25.167*** (df 
= 4; 387) 

24.662*** (df 
= 4; 387) 

24.642*** (df 
= 4; 387) 

26.660*** (df 
= 4; 387) 

3.036** (df 
= 5; 453) 

13.535*** (df = 
8; 383)  

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.0 
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4.3 Findings in relation to hypothesis 2.1 

Hypothesis 2.1 is tested with OLS regression, with sanctions as a continuous variable. Table 4 

includes one model per IHL violation and one model with all violations together, without 

control variables, and one model including control variables. From model 1 to 5, we can see 

that two variables are statistically significant: terror and child soldiers. One-sided violence, the 

IHL violation that I hypothesized to be met with the highest number of sanctions, appear to 

have a negative relationship. A negative relationship means that higher levels of one-sided 

violence results in less sanctions, which is the opposite of hypothesis 2. This relationship 

changes into a positive relationship in model 8 when control variables are included, but the 

effect remains small. Childsoldier is still statistically significant at the 95 % confidence level in 

model 10, but terror is no longer significant in model 7. When tested separately and including 

control variables, childsoldier is the variable that have the highest coefficient and thus is most 

likely to have an effect on the number of sanctions.  

In model 11, all independent variables are included to control for their effect on each other. 

Torture, terror and childsoldier are statistically significant, which torture wasn’t when tested 

separately. One-sided violence has a negative coefficient when excluding control variables. In 

model 11, the variable with the highest coefficient is childsoldier. When adding control 

variables, childsoldier is the only significant independent variable. All variables in model 12 

except one-sided violence, are positive, indicating a positive relationship with sanctions. 

Throughout all models, polity and GDP per capita stays significant which means that they have 

a rather strong correlation with the imposition of sanctions.  

As said, I had no theoretical expectations on the relative difference between the independent 

variables. What can be concluded is that the hypothesized relationship is not supported. 

Childsoldier stay statistically significant at the 95% confidence level in all models. This means 

that the relationship is likely to hold true in the general population. With highest coefficient, 

it’s the one IHL violation that is most likely to be met with the highest number of sanctions.  

The adjusted R2 for these models ranges from -0.002 to 0.208. Adjusted R2 can be used as 

an indicator of how much of the variation that the model accounts for. Adjusted R2 can take 

values between 0 and 1 and is often used as percentage (Kellstedt & Whitten, 2009:180). Model 

12 explains 20,8 % of the variation. This means that other factors that are not accounted for 

plays a big role. Testing the independent variables separately doesn’t tell us much since the 

models don’t even explain 1 % of the variation. 
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Table 5 Hypothesis 2.2 
 Dependent variable: 
 Sender states 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

SVAC 0.062     0.156*     0.058 0.144 
 (0.082)     (0.090)     (0.087) (0.095) 

terror  0.056     -0.044    0.048 -0.057 
  (0.113)     (0.125)    (0.114) (0.126) 

OSV   0.017     0.110   0.003 0.085 
   (0.087)     (0.098)   (0.089) (0.100) 

torture    0.090     0.005  0.118 0.023 
    (0.106)     (0.115)  (0.109) (0.118) 

childsoldier     0.074     0.051 0.076 0.008 
     (0.097)     (0.106) (0.104) (0.113) 

BDbest      0.00001 0.00001 0.00001 0.00001 0.00001  0.00001 
      (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001)  (0.00001) 

polity      0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.0005  0.003 
      (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)  (0.008) 

GDPpc      0.00004*** 0.00004*** 0.00004*** 0.00004*** 0.00004***  0.00004*** 
      (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001)  (0.00001) 

Constant 0.223*** 0.205** 0.247*** 0.236*** 0.196** -0.007 0.117 0.040 0.080 0.042 0.103 0.007 
 (0.057) (0.103) (0.051) (0.046) (0.085) (0.077) (0.118) (0.069) (0.061) (0.100) (0.131) (0.148) 

Observations 459 459 459 459 459 392 392 392 392 392 459 392 
R2 0.001 0.001 0.0001 0.002 0.001 0.087 0.080 0.083 0.080 0.080 0.005 0.089 
Adjusted R2 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 0.077 0.070 0.073 0.070 0.071 -0.006 0.070 
Residual Std. 
Error 

0.883 (df = 
457) 

0.883 (df 
= 457) 

0.883 (df = 
457) 

0.883 (df = 
457) 

0.883 (df 
= 457) 

0.881 (df = 
387) 

0.884 (df = 
387) 

0.883 (df = 
387) 

0.884 (df = 
387) 

0.884 (df = 
387) 

0.885 (df 
= 453) 

0.884 (df = 
383) 

F Statistic 0.572 (df = 
1; 457) 

0.248 (df 
= 1; 457) 

0.041 (df = 
1; 457) 

0.721 (df = 
1; 457) 

0.571 (df 
= 1; 457) 

9.177*** (df = 
4; 387) 

8.391*** (df = 
4; 387) 

8.700*** (df = 
4; 387) 

8.358*** (df = 
4; 387) 

8.419*** (df = 
4; 387) 

0.456 (df 
= 5; 453) 

4.669*** (df = 
8; 383) 

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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4.4 Findings in relation to hypothesis 2.2 
Hypothesis 2.2 is also tested with OLS regression, but the dependent variable is “sender states”. 
Models 1 to 5 and 11 doesn’t include control variables. In models 1 to 5, no coefficients are 
statistically significant. All coefficients are positive, meaning that an increase in violations 
results in an increase in number of sender states. Contrary to hypothesis 2.2, but in line with the 
result in table 3, one-sided violence displays the lowest coefficient when tested separately from 
all other variables in model 3. Torture have the highest coefficient, thus the strongest correlation 
with sender states. When control variables are added, terror turns negative and sexual violence 
is the variable with the highest coefficient, which is also statistically significant. 

In model 11 and 12, all independent variables are included. Without control variables, torture 
is the highest coefficient and one-sided violence the lowest. This changes when control 
variables are included, when terror surprisingly turns negative and becomes the lowest 
coefficient. Sexual violence is the highest coefficient, and one-sided violence the second 
highest. When controlling for all other variables, sexual violence has the strongest correlation 
with a high number of sender states. The relationship is not statistically significant and thus 
wouldn’t hold true in the general population. Because of this, hypothesis 2.2 can be rejected. 

Looking at the adjusted R2 for table 5, model 12 where all variables are included only reach 
an explanatory power of about 7 %. This means that we should not interpret too much from the 
model, since no variable is statistically significant and 93 % of the variation is explained by 
factors not included. GDP per capita is statistically significant throughout models, but the 
coefficient is low. Polity is not statistically significant and is negative, which is surprising. 

4.5 Extended analysis 

To further extend the analysis of the relationship in hypothesis 1, I include a logistic regression 
with IHL violations as a continuous variable, and sanction as dichotomous. As previously 
explained, logistic regression results can be converted into the predicted probability as 
percentage. This way, we can see how the predicted probability changes in relation to the 
number of IHL rules violated. The logistic regression, table 6, is shown in Appendix 1. 

The predicted probability of sanctions when one IHL violation has occurred is 10,2 %, which 
decreases to 6,3 % when control variables are included. This implies that only one IHL violation 
doesn’t get much international action. This can be compared with the predicted probability for 
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sanctions when no IHL violations has taken place: 4,8 % when including control variables. 
Thus, the change from zero to one IHL violation is not very big. 

For countries where all five IHL rules have been violated in a year, the predicted probability 
of sanction is 17,1 % when control variables are included. Hypothesis 1 was written with a 
dichotomous independent variable in mind, so these results are not calculated in order to show 
support of that hypothesis. Instead, the results can be used to show an increase in the predicted 
probability that correlates with an increase in IHL violations, which supports the theory.  

4.6 Discussion and alternative explanations 

In this study, three hypotheses have been tested and the results presented in previous sections 
shows different level of support for the hypothesized relationships. Starting with hypothesis 1, 
the logistic regression of the relationship between the two dichotomous variables resulted in 
weak support for the hypothesis which was not statistically significant. The predicted 
probability for sanctions is only 10,3 %, but this means that the null-hypothesis can be rejected 
in this study.  

For hypothesis 2.1, the OLS regression resulted in child soldiers as the variable with the 
strongest relationship and the only statistically significant coefficient when including all other 
variables. In contrast to the hypothesis, one-sided violence displays the lowest coefficient and 
the relationship is in fact negative. This means that there is no support for hypothesis 2.1. As 
previously stated, I had no theoretical expectations on the relative differences between 
violations in hypothesis 2.1. The theory behind hypothesis 2.1 focused on the worst violation 
being the one met with most sanctions, and I argued that one-sided violence is seen as the worst 
crime because it results in direct civilian fatalities. As we’ve seen, this theoretical explanation 
is not supported. Perhaps it’s true that it’s the worst violation that is being met with most 
sanctions, it might just be that the use of child soldiers is perceived as worse than the others. 
This implication can be made on the basis that Hazelzet states that severe human rights atrocities 
increase the likelihood of sanctions, and thus I argue that more severe atrocities should have a 
higher likelihood of sanctions (2001:16).  

Hypothesis 2.2 is not supported either. In model 12 of table 5, sexual violence presents the 
highest coefficient. This means that sexual violence is the IHL violation that has the strongest 
relationship with sender states. However, the explanatory power of model 12 is rather weak. 
With only 7 % of the variation being explained by the model and no statistically significant 
variables, not too much can be drawn from the results.  
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However, the fact that the two very similar hypotheses differ in results is particularly 
interesting. How come child soldiers gets most attention when counted in number of sanctions, 
while sexual violence gets attention from the highest number of sender states? The relationships 
were hypothesized to be the same, with the same theoretical explanation.  

One explanation for the difference can potentially be the control variables. In table 4, both 
GDP per capita and polity are positive and statistically significant unlike battle-related deaths 
that is negative. This shows that there exists covariance between sanctions and both GDP and 
polity throughout models that is likely to hold true in the general population. In table 5, only 
GDP per capita is statistically significant. This means that the polity score doesn’t have the 
same correlation with the two relationships studied. In model 12 in table 5 where polity fails to 
be statistically significant and positive, the adjusted R2 is also lower than in table 4. This means 
that there is only a small part of the variation in the relationship that is explained by the model. 
Battle-related deaths has a higher correlation with sender states but fails to be significant.  

One alternative explanation for the strong correlation between sexual violence and sender 
states might be found in the research design and data collection. In the SVAC dataset, sexual 
violence is originally coded from three different sources, displayed as three different variables. 
The prevalence of sexual violence in my dataset was coded with a new dichotomous variable 
that displayed prevalence if any of the original three variables was coded as 1. This means that 
even if two of the sources was coded as reporting no sexual violence, my dataset reported 
prevalence if the last source did. Perhaps this skewed the result and resulted in more sexual 
violence than if I had chosen just one of the three sources as a base for my data. Also, when 
using data on child soldering, one should always be aware of the fact that the data is particularly 
prone to not be accurate. Even though it is the only variable to be statistically significant in 
table 5 of model 4, it has to be noted that the base of that result is rather shaky. 

A more theoretical alternative explanation for why child soldiers displayed the highest 
correlation with sanctions could be the development of the international work against child 
soldering during the time-period. The issue if child soldering made the international arena with 
the Convention on the Rights of the Child in 1989. A report from the UN General Assembly 
representative was released in 1996, and in 1998 the Office of the Special Representative to the 
Secretary-General on Children and Armed Conflict was created. This was followed by several 
cases in international courts relating to the war crime of child soldier use in the early 21th 
century (Waschefort, 2015:2ff). Waschefort argue this to be an era of norm creation, rather than 
norm enforcement, because of the failure to prevent and stop child soldiering (2015:7). Perhaps 
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the strong relationship between the prevalence of child soldiers and sanctions can be explained 
by this norm creation. That more attention to the issue results in more sanctions is logical, 
regardless of the effectiveness of the sanctions. 

That one-sided violence isn’t given the same level of attention, might be explained by the 
high level of peacekeeping missions with the mandate to protect civilians (Hultman, 2013:60). 
Few would believe that for example the genocide in Rwanda in 1994 could have been stopped 
by only imposing economic sanctions. Perhaps this can help us understand why the relationship 
with sanctions is negative. Instead, states might want to be part of the sanctions that where 
already initiated to add extra support, thus resulting in a high number of sender states.   

The extended analysis further deepens our understanding of the relationship between 
economic sanctions and IHL violations. The predicted probability of sanctions increases from 
6,3 % to 17,1 % when the total IHL violations increases from one to five. Even though this 
relationship wasn’t hypothesized from the start, it still corresponds well with the theory 
presented for hypothesis 1. It is logical to assume that if the international community reacts to 
IHL violations with sanctions, more violations will increase the probability of sanctions.  

From hypothesis 1 and the extended analysis, we can conclude that the international 
community does react to IHL violations with economic sanctions, at least the opposite can be 
rejected, and that the probability of sanctions correlates positively with an increase in violations. 
This means, that even though the hypotheses 2.1 and 2.2 displays different results in the ranking 
of IHL violations, it doesn’t necessarily mean that the theory is not supported. The first part of 
the theory concerns the imposition of sanctions as influenced by the developing norms on 
human security and responsibility to protect. The second part focus on the relative difference 
between IHL violations, where I argued that the violation considered the worst will be met with 
most sanctions by the highest number of sender states.  

As this is a quantitative study, it doesn’t aim to provide evidence for the causal mechanism 
of the theory. There is a statistically significant relationship between the use of child soldiers 
and sanctions, but we cannot conclude that this is because of social psychological factors that 
makes the international community to perceive these violations as worse than the others. In 
order to fully answer the research question, there is a need for small-N studies that can go in-
depth on the motivations behind imposing sanctions. Small-N studies would also entail 
opportunities to in greater detail study the legal aspects of IHL violations and would perhaps 
not suffer from the same reliability problems with the data. 
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5 Conclusion 

How does the imposition of sanctions relate to violations of international humanitarian law? 
The aim of this study has been to answer this question. “The sanctions decade” of the 1990’s 
saw an increase in imposition of sanctions as well as the introduction of norms on human 
security and the international responsibility to protect civilians. This provided the theoretical 
starting point from where I argue that the development of these norms should be visible on the 
imposition of sanctions as reactions on IHL violations. 

The probability of receiving sanctions after an IHL rule has been violated is rather low and 
not significant, but enough to reject the null-hypothesis in this study. Also, the predicted 
probability is shown to increase when the number of IHL violations increase. However, 
imposing sanctions is only one way to react on IHL violations. It can therefore be of importance 
to include threats of sanctions, diplomatic and military sanctions as well as peacekeeping in 
future research. This is to expand the implications of the study by comparing between actions 
taken as responses to IHL violations to see which IHL violations is neglected and which gets 
most attention.  

One-sided violence was hypothesized as the worst violation and thus the violation that would 
be met with the most sanctions and the highest number of sender states. This found no support. 
Instead, child soldiers have the highest statistically significant variable in relation to sanctions, 
while sexual violence have the highest correlation with a high number of sender states. The 
difference in results can be explained partially by the research design and by the impact of the 
control variables. Theoretically, it can be explained by the different levels of attention that was 
given to different issues during the time-period.  

The aim of the study has been partially fulfilled since correlation between imposition of 
sanctions and IHL violations has been found. This is in line with previous research that argue 
that human rights violations and atrocities are explanatory factors for the imposition of 
sanctions. It is important to show that these issues are not mere statements. It increases people’s 
confidence in the international community’s possibility to act on these kinds of threats to peace 
and security. International humanitarian law is codifications of international norms, and that 
it’s non-compliance is punished and accounted for shows that system works in the way it was 
set out to do. 
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7 Appendix 1 

Table 6 Extended analysis with logistic regression 
 Dependent variable: 
 Sanctions 
 (1) (2) 

totalIHL 0.179 0.282* 
 (0.135) (0.167) 

BDbest  -0.0001 
  (0.0001) 

polity  0.110*** 
  (0.032) 

GDPpc  0.0001*** 
  (0.00002) 

Constant -2.358*** -3.317*** 
 (0.397) (0.535) 

Observations 459 392 
Log Likelihood -178.973 -129.138 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 361.945 268.275 

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
 


