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International Sanctions and Coups d’État

Abstract

This paper analyzes how international sanctions influence the likelihood of coups

d’état in targeted countries. Using panel logit models, an event-study design, and

propensity-score weighting on data for 158 countries from 1971 to 2019, I find

that Western sanctions significantly increase coup risk, with an initial effect of

about 7.8 pp in the first year after imposition. On average, Western sanctions raise

the probability of coups by 1.7–1.9 pp, and successful coups by 2.1–2.3 pp, with

particularly strong effects in the post-Cold War era. The impact is largely driven

by authoritarian regimes, especially personalist and military systems.

JEL Codes: D74, F51, H56.

Keywords: Sanctions; Coups d’État; Democracy; Autocracy.
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1 Introduction

The effects of sanctions on target countries have been widely studied, revealing sig-

nificant economic, social, and political impacts. Economically, sanctions lead to

GDP decline, reduced foreign investment and disrupted trade (Gutmann et al. 2023;

Neuenkirch and Neumeier 2015; Crozet and Hinz 2020; Dai et al. 2021; Gutmann,

Neuenkirch, et al. 2024; Afesorgbor 2019). Socially, sanctions can intensify poverty,

strain healthcare systems, reduce life expectancy, increase emigration, and heighten

inequality (Gutmann et al. 2021; Afesorgbor and Mahadevan 2016; Moteng et al. 2023;

Gutmann, Langer, et al. 2024; Neuenkirch and Neumeier 2016). Although sanctions

are often imposed with the hope of achieving regime transition or policy change in the

target country, their political effects tend to be far more ambiguous.

While sanctions sometimes destabilize governments or drive policy changes, they

may also consolidate authoritarian power by invoking nationalism or justifying in-

creased repression. Some studies contend that the threat or imposition of sanctions

motivates anti-government protests (Grauvogel et al. 2017; Liou et al. 2021), po-

tentially pressuring the targeted government to meet the political demands of both

sanctioning countries (Attia et al. 2020) and nonviolent domestic movements (Liou et

al. 2023). Regarding government stability, Marinov (2005) finds that sanctions dimin-

ish target country leaders’ prospects of maintaining their position office. Escribà-Folch

and Wright (2010) also conclude that economic sanctions increase the likelihood of a

change of a target country’s autocratic ruler. In contrast, other research suggests that

sanctions may trigger a rally-around-the-flag effect, which bolsters the regime’s popu-

larity and solidify its control within the country (Eichenberger and Stadelmann 2022;

Gold et al. 2024; Grauvogel and von Soest 2014; Seitz and Zazzaro 2020). Despite

extensive research on the effects of sanctions on government support and survival, no

study has explicitly examined the relationship between sanctions and coups d’état.

While Marinov (2005) explored the impact of sanctions on general "survival in

office", his approach did not explicitly address the dynamics of coups and different

regime types. Additionally, although Escribà-Folch and Wright (2010) incorporated
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the concept of coups through their specification of irregular exits, their focus remained

confined to authoritarian regimes, without accounting for distinctions between the

sanction sender or different types of sanctions. Furthermore, the concept of irregular

exit includes further events, such as revolts or assassinations.

To fully understand the dynamics behind regime collapse, it is crucial to distin-

guish among different types of leader exits. This applies not only to the distinction

between regular exits (primarily elections or other constitutional processes) and irreg-

ular exits (such as coups, revolts, or assassinations), but also to the variation within

irregular exits themselves, as each is driven by fundamentally different mechanisms.

Although coups, revolts, and assassinations may all stem from political dissatisfac-

tion, the actors involved in coups, are internal elite dissidents rather than ordinary

citizens. Consequently, their strategies, intentions, motivations, perceptions of suc-

cess, anticipated benefits and costs, and their relationship to the incumbent leader

differ markedly from those of popular revolt participants.

It is equally important to differentiate among various types of regimes, particu-

larly within the broad category of authoritarianism. Authoritarian regimes vary sig-

nificantly in their institutional structures. Some rely primarily on military strength

and coercive capacity (e.g., the military junta in Argentina in 1976), others revolve

around a dominant personalist leader (e.g., Belarus under Lukashenko), and still oth-

ers are governed by a powerful single-party apparatus, such as the Communist Party in

China.1 As a result, patronage networks, institutional foundations, and instruments of

repression vary across authoritarian regime types, shaping both their overall stability

and their relationship to potential coup perpetrators.

Therefore, this paper offers both a theoretical framework for understanding the

relationship between sanctions and coups, and a statistical analysis of how sanctions

affect the likelihood of coups in target countries. It provides a nuanced understanding

1. There may, of course, be overlaps. For instance, many personalist regimes are supported by a
dominant ruling party or a strong military. Nevertheless, identifying the primary locus of power within
an autocratic system remains crucial. The classification used here follows Eschenauer-Engler and Herre
(2023), based on Geddes et al. (2014).
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of the role of sanctions in facilitating or deterring coups, across both democratic and

several types of authoritarian contexts.2

I estimate the impact of sanctions on the likelihood of coups using panel logit mod-

els with region and year fixed effects. Because sanctions constitute a binary treat-

ment variable, the specification is analogous to a difference-in-differences design. To

strengthen causal identification, I additionally implement an event-study framework

and propensity-score weighting to account for temporal effects and systematic differ-

ences between treated and untreated countries.

One reason why the relationship between sanctions and coups d’état has not been

systematically examined may be the small-n problem inherent in quantitative coup re-

search. Although coups tend to have dramatic consequences, they occur infrequently,

which makes reliable estimation challenging. To explicitly address this issue, I employ

Firth’s logit estimator, alongside a range of robustness checks designed to mitigate

common estimation problems in this context and to strengthen the causal interpreta-

tion of the results.

Finally, this paper contributes by not only offering the first quantitative analysis

of the relationship between sanctions and coups, but also by extending the tempo-

ral scope of existing work in related areas, which typically relies on data that do not

extend beyond the 1990s. As sanctions have become increasingly common tools of

international politics since the end of the Cold War, more recent data capture contem-

porary global dynamics and allow me to investigate the relationship between sanctions

and coups both during and after the Cold War.

The data is mainly derived from the Global Sanctions Database (GSDB, see Felber-

mayr et al. 2020) and the novel Coup Leader Dataset (Eschenauer-Engler and Herre

2023). 6,070 observations for 158 countries for the period from 1971 to 2019 are cov-

2. von Soest and Wahman (2014) also examine the relationship between coups and sanctions, but
from a different perspective. They conceptualize coups as "trigger events" that increase the likelihood
of democratic sanctions being imposed on the country in which the coup occurs. In their analysis,
coups enter contemporaneously; they do not lag the coup variable or apply additional strategies to
address potential endogeneity. In contrast, in this paper sanctions are lagged by one year to mitigate
concerns about reverse causality, and several complementary approaches are employed to support a
causal interpretation of the results. Further details are provided in the following sections.
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ered by the dataset. To accurately assess the impact of international sanctions, I dis-

tinguish between (i) Western sanctions (i.e. imposed by the US and/or EU countries)

and (ii) Non-Western sanctions (i.e. imposed by the UN or Russia and/or China).3

On average, Western sanctions increase the probability of coups by about 1.7 to

1.9 percentage points (pp). Even under conservative model specifications, including a

range of confounders potentially leading to an underestimation of the real effect, the

results remain statistically significant for the subset of successful coups, that is, coup

attempts in which the perpetrators successfully replace the incumbent leader. Propen-

sity score weighting estimations suggest an even slightly stronger impact of Western

sanctions. Given that the baseline probability of coups is generally only around 1.7%,

this represents a substantively large effect.

The average effects are found to be strongest in non-democratic regimes. However,

there is substantial heterogeneity across different types of authoritarian systems: the

effects are more pronounced when single-party regimes are excluded from the sam-

ple. Further analysis of effect heterogeneity suggests that sanctions motivated by the

objective of democratization are a key driver of the overall results.

The findings further indicate that Western sanctions significantly increase the like-

lihood of coups in the first year following their imposition, with a peak effect of ap-

proximately 7.8 percentage points. After the first year of a sanctions episode, the effect

remains positive but is no longer statistically significant. Moreover, the effect of West-

ern sanctions on coup likelihood is significantly stronger in the post-Cold War period

across all model specifications. Western sanctions more than double the probability

of a coup. By contrast, non-Western sanctions do not exhibit a statistically significant

effect on coup likelihood in target countries.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 explains the the-

oretical understanding of the relationship between sanctions and coups. Section 3

describes the empirical approach and the data used. Section 4 interprets and discusses

the results, while section 5 concludes.

3. Given the limited number of observations (especially of Russian and Chinese sanctions), a more
granular differentiation of sanctions senders was not feasible.
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2 Theory

According to the most common definition of coups d’état in academic research, coups

are defined as "illegal and overt attempts by the military or other elites within the state

apparatus to unseat the sitting executive" (Powell and Thyne 2011, p. 252).4 Following

Gassebner et al. (2016), the decision for a coup attempt is assumed to be based on a

rational cost-benefit analysis in which the expected utility of the coup perpetrators

after the coup E(Ucoup) must be higher than the current utility Ustatus quo (E(UCoup) >

Ustatus quo).

E(Ucoup) = p ×B+ (1− p)×C, (1)

where p represents the probability of coup success, B is the net benefit or payoff of

a successful coup and C symbolizes costs or the negative payoff of a non-successful

coup.5

International sanctions aim to pressure targeted leaders, typically in the hope of

inducing policy change or regime transition. Such measures impose economic costs

that weaken a government’s financial and political stability, thereby affecting the util-

ity of maintaining the status quo (Gutmann et al. 2023; Neuenkirch and Neumeier

2015; Crozet and Hinz 2020; Dai et al. 2021; Gutmann, Neuenkirch, et al. 2024; Afe-

sorgbor 2019). The resulting economic hardships erode a leader’s legitimacy and the

state’s capacity to sustain patronage networks and governance functions, increasing

the likelihood of coups, as it lowers the elites current utility, and hence, increasing B. It

draws on the influential works of Gordon Tullock (1974, 1987, 2005) and Ronald Win-

trobe (1990, 1990, 2012) on autocracy and coups d’état. Tullock argues that autocrats

are primarily concerned with regime survival and must therefore overcompensate, or

4. Due to the complex nature and causes of coups, the definition can vary depending on whether
the focus is on the actors involved, the methods used, or the legitimacy of such actions (Welch 1970;
Janowitz 1977; O’Kane 1987; Finer 1988; McGowan 2003; Marshall and Marshall 2007; Edward 2016).
However, most definitions share the idea that within the state apparatus, often from within the military,
an (illegal) attempt is made to replace the ruling leader.

5. Comparable theoretical frameworks have been developed by Finer (1988), Galetovic and Sanhueza
(2000), Leon (2014), and Aidt and Leon (2019).
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overpay, potential rivals to prevent defection. In other words, dictators must ensure

that E(Ucoup) < Ustatus quo by keeping the expected benefits of coups, B, low. It implies

that political leaders require substantial resources to maintain elite loyalty. Economic

sanctions reduce these resources, thereby intensifying pressure on incumbents. Lead-

ers deprived of economic rents may struggle to finance the military and to buy the

allegiance of key elites, increasing the risk of a coup (Marinov 2005).

However, sanctions do not uniformly destabilize governments. When elites antic-

ipate that the external threat posed by sanctioning countries could jeopardize their

own future position, rather than solely that of the incumbent, the expected benefit of

a coup, B, decreases. In such situations, it becomes fully rational for elites to close

ranks behind the leadership. This dynamic triggers a rally-around-the-flag effect and

ultimately strengthens the regime’s legitimacy.

Moreover, sanctions operate as a form of enforced protectionism (Eichenberger and

Stadelmann 2022, p. 112). While they generally reduce overall welfare, they also

generate domestic winners who substitute for foreign suppliers in meeting local de-

mand. In authoritarian contexts, where the regime maintains strong control over do-

mestic producers, these actors often profit from the altered economic environment and

thereby reinforce the government’s elite support base, as the current utility, Ustatus quo,

increases (Eichenberger and Stadelmann 2022; Grauvogel and von Soest 2014; Gold

et al. 2024).

Thus, the impact of sanctions on coup dynamics depends on whether elites per-

ceive the external threat as directed solely at the incumbent or as one that, even after

a successful coup, would also endanger their own future position, thereby decreas-

ing B. Consequently, the following hypotheses capture these ambiguous theoretical

expectations:

Hypothesis 1a. Sanctions increase the likelihood of a coup attempt in the target country.

Hypothesis 1b. Sanctions reduce the likelihood of a coup attempt in the target country.

With that in mind, sanctions are likely to have different effects on the stability

of democracies compared to authoritarian regimes. In democracies, sanctions create
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economic discontent that translates into electoral pressure rather than coups. Demo-

cratic institutions provide avenues for peaceful leadership change, mitigating the risk

of military intervention. So, if sanctions significantly harm the economy, public dis-

satisfaction leads to political upheaval through elections rather than through military

coups (Bell 2016; Gassebner et al. 2016; Marinov 2005). Thus, assuming that evidence

is found in favor of Hypothesis 1a, the second hypothesis states:

Hypothesis 2. The positive effect of sanctions on coup attempts is larger in authoritarian

regimes.

Furthermore, Wintrobe (2012) highlights important differences in coup dynamics

across types of authoritarian regimes. Authoritarian rulers must not only overpay po-

tential rivals, a requirement common to all autocracies, but also establish internal gov-

ernance structures that allow them to control elites, especially the military (top-down

by keeping C high), while simultaneously providing incentives for these elites to re-

main loyal (bottom-up by keeping B low ) (Wintrobe 2012; Acharya et al. 2011). Thus,

an authoritarian regime’s vulnerability to sanctions depends on its ability to adapt by

creating new incentives, reallocating resources, and, if necessary, intensifying repres-

sion.

Escribà-Folch and Wright (2010) differentiate among regime types with regard to

their institutional characteristics. According to their argument, personalist regimes,

which rely on a narrow base of elite support and external revenues, are particularly

susceptible to coups when sanctions disrupt their patronage networks. By contrast,

more institutionalized regimes, such as military or single-party systems, are often bet-

ter equipped to withstand sanctions through repression and cooptation. Yet even this

differentiation requires further nuance. Military regimes are indeed typically institu-

tionalized and possess a functioning apparatus of repression, which increases the cost

of an unsuccessful coup, C. However, excessive control combined with insufficient in-

centives for loyalty simultaneously raises the expected payoff of a successful coup, B.

In such contexts, collaboration between internal elites and external actors becomes a
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plausible strategy for overcoming a repressive government, making sanctions a poten-

tially effective instrument of external intervention.6

Although all coup attempts seek to remove the incumbent leader, not all attempts

succeed. Failed and successful coups are thus subsets of the broader category of coup

events. Because coup plotters cannot know ex ante whether their effort will succeed, it

is expected that sanctions influence the likelihood of coup attempts in the same direc-

tional manner as they influence successful coups. Whether an attempt ultimately suc-

ceeds depends on the probability of success, p, which is largely shaped by the strength

of domestic institutions and the number of elites willing to participate (Tullock 2005;

Wintrobe 2012; Gassebner et al. 2016). Elite willingness itself is constrained by a fun-

damental coordination problem, as actors typically possess incomplete information

about other elites’ intentions. While sanctions modify individual incentives by alter-

ing the perceived costs and benefits of staging a coup, they do not directly resolve this

coordination challenge. Thus, sanctions raise p only insofar as they erode the institu-

tional capacity of the targeted regime. Consequently, the final hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 3. The positive effect of sanctions on coups is smaller in more institutionalized

authoritarian regimes, whose enhanced repressive and cooptative capacities mitigate elite

incentives to defect.

6. A descriptive analysis indicates that respect for human rights, used here as a proxy for repression,
is on average lower in military regimes (–0.84) than in personalist (–0.56) and single-party authoritarian
regimes (–0.31). At the same time, the average log of GDP per capita, capturing institutional strength
and a regime’s capacity for co-optation, is lower in personalist regimes (7.05) than in military (7.33)
and single-party regimes (7.58). As expected, democracies exhibit higher values on both human rights
(0.92) and log GDP (8.84). All variables are discussed in greater detail later in the paper.
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3 Estimation Strategy and Data

3.1 Data

The data for this study encompass variables that capture political, economic, and de-

mographic characteristics of countries targeted by sanctions. A list of all countries can

be found in Table A1. Table A2 provides an overview of the variables used, includ-

ing definitions and data sources. The dependent variable, Coups, is a binary indicator

representing whether a coup d’état occurred in a given country-year, sourced from the

Coup Leaders Dataset (Eschenauer-Engler and Herre 2023).7 Since not all coup events

are successful, all models are re-estimated with the subset of successful coups.

The main independent variable, Sanctions, is also binary and indicates whether

sanctions were in place for the target country in each year, with data derived from the

GSDB (Felbermayr et al. 2020; Kirikakha et al. 2021; Syropoulos et al. 2024).

Figure A1, Figure A2, and Figure A3 in the Appendix illustrate clear regional and

temporal variations in the incidence of coups and sanctions. Notably, the data reflect

a decline in coup activity after the Cold War, alongside a marked increase in the use of

sanctions, particularly from the early 1990s onward. These patterns suggest shifting

intervention strategies in the post-Cold War era, with sanctions emerging as a more

prominent tool of foreign policy.

The selection of control variables for the probability of coup attempts is based on

the theoretical considerations outlined in section 2. Control variables are divided into

political and socio-economic categories to account for factors that might confound the

relationship between coups and sanctions. Political controls include the Polity2 indica-

tor of democratic status ranging from strongly democratic (+10) to strongly autocratic

(–10), derived from the Polity5 dataset (Marshall and Gurr 2020). Conflicts are divided

into Intra- and Interstate conflicts, as research shows that both types have different ef-

fects on the likelihood of coups. Intrastate conflicts typically increase coup risk by

7. Alternatively, the coup datasets by Powell and Thyne (2011) or Bjørnskov and Rode (2020) may be
used. The dataset by Eschenauer-Engler and Herre (2023) can be considered a novel extension of Powell
and Thyne (2011). Furthermore, the baseline results are also estimated using coup data from Bjørnskov
and Rode (2020). The results are presented in the Appendix and discussed later in the paper.

11



destabilizing governance and empowering the military, while interstate conflicts may

initially reduce risk through national unity but later increase it if the conflict is pro-

longed or poorly managed (Powell 2012; Powell and Thyne 2011, 2016; Belkin and

Schofer 2003).

Other political controls are Human Rights, Previous Coup within the last 10 years,

and Years since the last coup as detailed in Table A2. Socio-economic controls in-

clude Population Growth, log GDP per capita, and Resource Rents Share. Together, these

variables provide a comprehensive set of controls to account for political and socio-

economic influences on coup dynamics.

Descriptive statistics for the dataset are presented in Table A3. The data include

6,070 observations, with 1,354 cases in which sanctions are present (22.3%). Target

countries under sanctions tend to have lower Polity2 scores (indicating more autocratic

regimes), lower average human rights scores, and slightly higher levels of resource

rents compared to cases without sanctions. Coups occurred 197 times out of the 6,070

observations in the dataset (3.2%), 92 of which successfully replaced the incumbent

leader (1.5%). During sanction periods, 35 coups and 19 successful coups occurred,

corresponding to 2.6% and 1.4% of the 1,354 sanctioned observations, respectively.

3.2 Estimation Strategy

Baseline Estimation Method. The effect of sanctions on coups d’état is estimated fol-

lowing a panel logit approach.8 This specification enables modeling binary outcomes

while addressing unobserved heterogeneity and capturing non-linear trends over time.

y∗i,t = βSi,t−1 +γX
pol
i,t−1 + δXecon

i,t−1 +αk + τt + ϵi,t (2)

8. Greene (2004) demonstrates that the bias associated with the incidental parameter problem in
panel logit models is minimal. Moreover, the estimation procedure calculates coefficients for fixed ef-
fects only when variation exists in the dependent variable within a given data spell. Spells lacking such
variation are excluded from the estimation. Additionally, the inclusion of region fixed effects consid-
erably reduces the number of fixed effects compared to employing country fixed effects. Nevertheless,
bias corrected results are discussed later in the paper.
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In the specified regression model, y∗i,t is the latent variable underlying the binary ob-

served outcome yi,t, where y∗i,t equal to one indicates that a coup occurs in country i in

year t, and y∗i,t = 0 otherwise. The variable Si,t−1 represents the primary explanatory

variable of interest, the presence of sanctions in country i in year t, which is also binary

and hypothesized to influence the likelihood of coups. To address the issue of reverse

causality, sanctions are lagged by one year.

Yearly and regional fixed effects, τt and αk respectively, capture broader temporal

patterns and region-specific unobserved characteristics.9 The inclusion of year fixed

effects τt adjusts for global, time-varying trends.10 Regional fixed effects αk help con-

trol for unobserved, time-invariant factors specific to geographic areas, such as shared

cultural or political contexts that may affect both sanctioning behavior and suscepti-

bility to coups. Regional fixed effects were included instead of country fixed effects

because coups are rare events that did not occur in some countries during the research

period (see Table A1). Consequently, the variation in the dependent dummy variable is

too low at the country level, and many countries would be excluded from the estima-

tion process due to insufficient within-country variation. Aggregating to the regional

level retains a broader sample while still accounting for shared regional characteris-

tics.

Additionally, the model incorporates Xpol
i,t−1 and Xecon

i,t−1, representing lagged political

and (socio-)economic control variables for the target country, capturing relevant time-

varying conditions that may influence sanctions. These controls account for potential

9. The regional grouping follows the World Bank’s classification, with additional subdivisions ap-
plied to East Asia and Pacific as well as Europe and Central Asia. Consequently, the fixed effects en-
compass the following regions: East Asia (14), Oceania/Pacific (5), Europe (5), Central Asia (4), Latin
America and Caribbean (42), the Middle East and North Africa (11), South Asia (8), and Sub-Saharan
Africa (108). The numbers in parentheses represent the overall number of coups in the particular region
according to the dataset.

10. For robustness reasons, US-President fixed effects were included as an alternative to year fixed ef-
fects. This approach addresses the potential issue that coups did not occur in some years (2002, 2004,
2007), which might bias the estimation of time effects. US-President fixed effects provide a meaningful
alternative temporal categorization, as presidential administrations can influence global foreign policy
dynamics, including the imposition of sanctions, based on differing priorities and ideological orienta-
tions. This substitution allows for the capture of presidential-term-specific variations in international
sanction behavior and its potential influence on coup outcomes. Since the results from models using
US-President fixed effects do not substantially differ from those obtained with year fixed effects, I rely
on the more conservative baseline models with year fixed effects. However, the model results incl. US-
President fixed effects are available on request.
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confounding factors, as discussed in Section 3.1. Finally, ϵi,t denotes the error term, ac-

counting for random, idiosyncratic variation in coup occurrence that is not explained

by the model’s covariates.

In a logit model, the observed binary outcome yi,t is linked to the underlying latent

variable y∗i,t, where yi,t = 1 if y∗i,t > 0 and yi,t = 1 if y∗i,t ≤ 0. The probability of observing

yi,t = 1 is given by the logistic cumulative distribution function (CDF) denoted by Λ(·).

Specifically,

P
(
yi,t = 1 | Si,t−1,X

pol
i,t−1,X

econ
i,t−1, τt,αk

)
= Λ

(
βSi,t−1 +γX

pol
i,t−1 + δXecon

i,t−1 + τt +αk

)
(3)

Λ(z) = ez
1+ez represents the logistic function. In this logit framework, maximum likeli-

hood estimation is used to estimate the parameters, allowing us to interpret the coeffi-

cient in terms of changes in the log-odds of observing yi,t = 1.

As the coefficients represent changes in the log-odds of the binary outcome rather

than direct changes in the probability, interpreting the substantive effect of each pre-

dictor on the probability of observing yi,t = 1 requires calculating marginal effects.

Marginal effects measure the instantaneous rate of change in the probability with re-

spect to a given explanatory variable, holding other variables constant. For the binary

variable Si,t−1, which represents sanctions, the marginal effect captures the discrete

change in the probability of observing yi,j,t = 1 when Si,t−1 changes from 0 to 1, hold-

ing all other variables constant. This discrete marginal effect is calculated as

P
(
yi,t = 1 | Si,t−1 = 1,Xpol

i,t−1,X
econ
i,t−1, τt,αk

)
− P

(
yi,t = 1 | Si,t−1 = 0,Xpol

i,t−1,X
econ
i,t−1, τt,αk

)
. (4)

This expression represents the change in probability associated with the occurrence

of a coup, allowing us to interpret the impact of Si,t on its likelihood.11 The standard

11. For a continuous variable captured by variable X
pol
i,t (similarly for Xecon

i,t−1), the marginal effect is

computed as
∂P

(
yi,t=1|Si,t−1,X

pol
i,t ,Xecon

i,t−1,τt ,αk

)
∂X

pol
i,t

= Λ′
(
βSi,t−1 +γX

pol
i,t + δXecon

i,t−1 + τt +αk

)
·γ, where Λ′(z) = Λ(z)(1−

Λ(z)) is the derivative of the logistic function, which scales the effect of Xpol
i,t on the probability of yi,t = 1.
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errors are clustered at the country level.

Event Study Approach. The second estimation strategy is an event-study design,

which compares the risk of coups before, during, and after a period of sanctions. This

approach helps assess whether coup risk was already trending upward prior to sanc-

tion imposition, thereby separating the effect of sanctions from the factors that trig-

gered them, and traces how the effect evolves over the course of a sanction episode

(Dai et al. 2021; Gutmann et al. 2023; Gutmann, Langer, et al. 2024).

Because coups are rare events, I focus on the three years following the start of a

sanction episode, while collapsing all subsequent sanction-years into a single category.

The event-study specification is:

y∗i,t = βnoSno,i,t +
3∑

l=2

βpre,i,t−lSpre,i,t−l +
4+∑
l=1

βsanc,lSsanc,i,tl +
3∑

l=1

βpost,+lSpost,i,t+l (5)

+ βs
sancS

s
sanc,i,t +γX

pol
i,t−1 + δXecon

i,t−1 +αk + τt + ϵi,t

The control variables X
pol
i,t−1 and Xecon

i,t−1, the fixed effects αk and τt, and the error term

ϵi,t are defined as in Eq. (2). The event-time indicators Spre,i,t−l , Ssanc,i,t+l , and Spost,i,t+l

equal one when country i is in the corresponding year l relative to the start of a

sanction episode. Separate dummy variables identify the three years before and the

three years after a sanction episode. This structure allows me to test for pre-treatment

trends, post-treatment trends, and to trace how the effect of sanctions on coup risk

evolves during the early stages of a sanction episode. All coefficients are interpreted

relative to the omitted pre-treatment year, l = −1, the final year before sanctions

begin (Callaway and Sant’Anna 2021). The term βs
sancS

s
sanc,i,t captures the effect of

sanctions imposed by other, concurrently active senders, ensuring that the estimated

event-time coefficients isolate the dynamic effect of the focal sanction sender. βnoSno,i,t

is a binary indicator equal to one for all observations in which neither the sanction

variables of interest nor the pre- or post-trend indicators are coded as one. The es-
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timation procedure and calculation of marginal effects follows the explanations before.

Propensity-Score Weighting. As Aidt et al. (2021) point out, establishing a causal

relationship remains a significant challenge in the empirical study of foreign interven-

tions, such as the effect of sanctions on coups d’état. To strengthen causal identifica-

tion, I therefore employ propensity-score weighting, which reweights the sample so

that treated and untreated observations become comparable on the basis of observed

pre-treatment covariates. Formally, the method estimates each observation’s propen-

sity score, i.e. the probability that a country-year is a target of sanctions, as a function

of pre-treatment political and economic covariates as well as region and year fixed

effects.

e(Xi,t−1) = P (Si,t−1 = 1|Xpol
i,t−1,X

econ
i,t−1,αk , τt) = P (Si,t−1 = 1|Xi,t−1), (6)

where Si,t−1 indicates whether a country–year is subject to sanctions and Xi,t−1 is the

vector of all political, X
pol
i,t−1, and socio-economic, Xecon

i,t−1, covariates included in the

treatment model. For constructing the average treatment effect on the treated (ATT), I

set:

wi,t−1 =


1, if Si,t−1 = 1,

e(Xi,t−1)
1− e(Xi,t−1)

, if Si,t−1 = 0.

(7)

These weights reweight the non-sanctioned observations so that their distribution of

pre-treatment characteristics increasingly resembles that of the sanctioned observa-

tions. I assess covariate balance using standardized mean differences (SMDs) and vi-

sual diagnostic plots. Following conventional thresholds, balance is considered satis-

factory when |SMD | < 0.1 across all covariates.

In the second stage, I estimate the effect of sanctions on coup occurrence using a

weighted fixed-effects logit model with the specification in Eq. 2, where Xi,t−1 denotes

the combined vector of political and economic controls:
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y∗i,t = βSi,t−1 +θXi,t−1 +αk + τt + ϵi,t, (8)

The model is estimated on the weighted sample using cluster-robust standard errors

at the country level.

This two-step procedure yields a doubly robust estimator: causal identification is

valid if either the propensity-score model or the outcome model is correctly specified.

By reweighting the control observations to approximate the covariate distribution

of sanctioned observations and then estimating a fixed-effects logit on the weighted

sample, this approach reduces bias stemming from the non-random assignment of

sanctions and strengthens the credibility of the estimated impact of sanctions on coup

risk.

Further Approaches. Because coups are rare events, standard maximum-likelihood

logit estimation is susceptible to small-sample bias and may even fail to produce finite

coefficient estimates when the data exhibit (quasi-)separation. To mitigate these issues,

I additionally estimate a Firth penalized logit model, which is specifically designed for

binary outcomes with low event frequencies by introducing a bias-reducing penalty to

the log-likelihood function.

To summarize, the construction of appropriate counterfactuals, the event-study de-

sign, and the consistent one-year lag structure for sanction variables jointly support a

causal interpretation of the estimated results. Moreover, the robustness analyses, in-

cluding the use of bias-reducing estimation methods and alternative estimators such

as probit and linear probability models, further strengthen the credibility of the em-

pirical strategy.
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4 Empirical Results

4.1 Full Research Period Results

The baseline models are estimated in a stepwise manner. First, only clearly exogenous

variables are included, namely, the socio-economic variables lagged by one year, the

previous coup dummy and the time elapsed since the last coup event. Columns (1) to

(3) of Table 1 report the marginal effects from the panel logit estimations, using (1) and

(2) all coups and (3) successful coups only as the dependent variable. When restricting

the outcome to successful coups, a larger number of country–year spells are absorbed

by the fixed effects because fewer observations exhibit sufficient within-unit variation.

To demonstrate that differences between the models using all coups and those using

only successful coups are not merely an artifact of the absorbed observations, I re-

estimate the coup models using the identical restricted sample, reported in columns

(2) and (5).12

Lagged Western sanctions are, on average, associated with a 1.7 to 1.9 pp increase

in the probability of both coup attempts and successful coup occurrences. The ef-

fects are statistically significant at least at the 5% significance level in both specifica-

tions. Considering that the overall likelihood of a coup attempt in the dataset is 3.2%

(i.e., 197 coups out of 6,070 observations), this represents a relatively strong impact.

The effect is even relatively more pronounced for successful coups, where the overall

likelihood is 1.5% (i.e., 92 successful coups out of 6,070 observations), implying that

Western sanctions more than double the likelihood of a successful coup. By contrast,

non-Western sanctions exhibit no statistically significant effect on coup likelihood.

Second, columns (4) to (6) in Table 1 present the marginal effects of the panel logit

estimations that incorporate the full set of variables, including controls for the politi-

cal situation. In these models, the estimates for sanctions decrease in magnitude and

lose statistical significance. Given the reciprocal relationship between the imposition

of sanctions and the political situation in the target country, these results are not unex-

12. For robustness, all baseline models were re-estimated using a panel probit approach. The marginal
effects are nearly identical. Results are available upon request.
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pected. However, the effect of lagged Western sanctions on successful coups remains

highly significant with an effect size of 1.7 pp. The years elapsed since the most recent

coup emerge as a significant predictor of coup occurrences, whereas the likelihood

of a successful coup is more strongly influenced by whether a coup occurred within

the past 10 years. Specifically, the probability of a coup decreases by 0.1 pp for each

additional year since the last coup. Lagged GDP per capita significantly reduces the

probability of both a coup and a successful coup. Whereas interstate conflicts do not

significantly affect coups, intrastate conflicts increase the likelihood of a coup d’état by

around 2.0 pp. However, the relationship between intrastate conflicts and successful

coups is not statistically significant. Human rights appear to have only an effect on

coup events but not successful coups. The level of democratization is not a significant

predictor, but additional analysis on that is provided in the following subsection.

The models presented in (4) to (6) in Table 1, including all control variables, can be

considered as conservative specification because it risks underestimating the effect of

lagged sanctions by controlling for variables that may themselves be related to sanc-

tions. Therefore, the true effect of lagged sanctions on coups lies between the marginal

effects estimated by the small model (upper bound) and the full model (lower bound).
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Table 1: Baseline Results

Coups Coups Successful
Coups

Coups Coups Successful
Coups

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Sanctions
. . . lag Western 0.0172∗∗ 0.0193∗∗∗ 0.0187∗∗∗ 0.0092 0.0112 0.0172∗∗∗

(0.0075) (0.0082) (0.0049) (0.0081) (0.0088) (0.0055)
. . . lag Non-Western 0.0032 0.0042 0.0088 –0.0097 –0.0085 0.0063

(0.0159) (0.0177) (0.0108) (0.0169) (0.0185) (0.0111)

lag Polity2 0.0004 0.0003 0.0003
(0.0006) (0.0007) (0.0005)

lag Human Rights –0.0083∗∗ –0.0078∗ –0.0017
(0.0039) (0.0045) (0.0031)

lag Intrastate Conflict 0.0198∗∗ 0.0222∗∗ 0.0091
(0.0080) (0.0090) (0.0065)

lag Interstate Conflict 0.0273 0.0331∗ 0.0100
(0.0171) (0.0192) (0.0131)

Previous Coup (10 years) 0.0094 0.0108 0.0121∗∗ 0.0060 0.0077 0.0116∗∗

(0.0069) (0.0080) (0.0048) (0.0070) (0.0082) (0.0051)
Years since last coup –0.0009∗∗ –0.0012∗∗ –0.0003 –0.0011∗∗ –0.0013∗∗ –0.0004

(0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0003)

lag Population Growth 0.0165 0.0179 –0.0144 0.0292 0.0325 –0.0111
(0.0297) (0.0344) (0.0218) (0.0271) (0.0313) (0.0205)

lag log(GDP pc) –0.0142∗∗∗ –0.0156∗∗∗ –0.0082∗∗ –0.0110∗∗ –0.0125∗∗ –0.0078∗∗

(0.0042) (0.0049) (0.0035) (0.0043) 0.0050 (0.0037)
lag Resources Rents Share –0.0003 -0.0009∗ –0.0003 –0.0004 –0.0010 –0.0003

(0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0003)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 5,419 4,570 4,570 5,419 4,570 4,570

Notes: Marginal effects of panel logit models according to Eqs. (2)–(4). The LHS variable indicates whether a coup occurred in country i at year t. Standard
errors are clustered at the country level. ***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level. The differences in the number of observations are due to the
absorption of data spells by the fixed effects.
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Effects of Sanctions over Time. To support a causal interpretation of the results, an

event study design is applied. Implementing such an approach in the context of coups

is challenging due to the low number of coup events. As a consequence, several ad-

justments are necessary: (i) all sanction-years beyond the third year are collapsed into

a single category, (ii) the analysis of Western sanctions focuses on all coup events,

and (iii) the dynamic effects of non-Western sanctions cannot be estimated within the

event-study framework. Nonetheless, non-Western sanctions are included as controls

in all specifications, and their average effect is statistically insignificant (see Table 1).

The insignificant coefficients for the pre- and post-treatment periods displayed in

Figure 1 indicate that coup risk does not rise prior to the imposition of Western sanc-

tions nor immediately after sanctions are lifted. The results show that the initial im-

position of Western sanctions has the strongest effect, increasing the probability of a

coup by approximately 7.8 pp. Although coup risk remains elevated in the two subse-

quent periods, these estimates are not statistically significant. This temporal pattern

is consistent with the findings of Gutmann et al. (2023), who document that the eco-

nomic effects of sanctions tend to be most pronounced in the first year and diminish

over time.

Overall, the baseline results support hypotheses 1a, stating that sanctions, here

Western sanctions, increase the likelihood of coups as well as successful coups. Hy-

potheses 2 and 3, addressing the heterogeneity related to the particular regime type,

are tested in the following.

21



Figure 1: Coups and the Effect of Western Sanctions over Time.

Notes: Effects of sanctions over time (1, 2, 3, 4+) alongside pre-trend (-3, -2, -1) and post-trend (+1, +2,
+3) according to an estimation of Eq. 5 for coups as dependent variable. Standard errors are clustered by
country. Models include control variables (lag Non-Western sanctions, lag Polity2, lag Human Rights,
lag Intrastate and Interstate Conflicts, Previous Coup (10 years), Years since last coup, lag Population
Growth, lag log(GPD pc), and lag Resources Rents Share), region and year fixed effects. 95% confidence
bands are indicated by whiskers.

Effect Heterogeneity regarding Regime Type. The extended analysis excludes one

of the four regime types (Military, Personal, Party, and Democratic) at a time and re-

estimates the models including all control variables, similar to columns (4) and (6) in

Table 1.13

Table 2 shows that sanctions do not exert a significant effect on coup attempts in

any specification. However, substantial heterogeneity emerges once the focus shifts to

successful coups. When democratic regimes are excluded and the analysis is restricted

to authoritarian systems, lagged Western sanctions markedly increase the probability

of a successful coup, indicating that the positive effect identified in the baseline is

largely driven by autocratic contexts. This finding provides support for Hypothesis 2.

13. Although interacting regime types with sanction indicators is the standard approach in the litera-
ture, the very low frequency of coup events makes such interaction models infeasible in this context. A
jackknife-style strategy therefore provides the only practical way to meaningfully assess heterogeneity
across regime types.
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Digging deeper into the heterogeneity within autocratic regimes reveals an even

more nuanced pattern. Excluding single-party regimes increases the estimated effect

of Western sanctions on successful coups to 2.4 pp, significant at the 1% level. Exclud-

ing military regimes, by contrast, reduces the estimated effect, suggesting that both

personalist and military autocracies are particularly susceptible to successful coups

under sanction pressure. These divergent effects across authoritarian regime types

highlight the importance of institutional configurations and elites’ incentives in shap-

ing regime vulnerability to sanctions. This heterogeneity is explored in greater detail

in a subsequent subsection, drawing on a post-Cold War sample.

Effect Heterogeneity regarding Objective of Sanctions. Furthermore, the GSDB iden-

tifies nine non-exclusive categories of objectives or motivations for imposing sanc-

tions – democracy promotion, human rights protection, regime destabilization, policy

change, war prevention, conflict resolution, territorial disputes, counterterrorism, and

other miscellaneous goals – based on data derived from official documents. To exam-

ine whether the influence of sanctions on coups d’état differs depending on the specific

objectives, I re-estimate the models including all controls while sequentially exclud-

ing sanction cases associated with each objective category. Table A4 in the Appendix

reveals the results for the full research period. Again, there is no significant effect of

sanctions, neither of Western nor of non-Western sanctions, on coups in any of the

specifications. However, it is found that the effect of Western sanctions on successful

coups is mainly driven by sanctions aiming for democratization in the target country,

as the significantly positive relationship vanishes if this objective is removed.
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Table 2: Effect Heterogeneity for Regime Types

Coups
Excl. Military Regimes Excl. Personalist Regimes Excl. Single-Party Regimes

Lag Western 0.0006 0.0050 0.0163
(0.0076) (0.0083) (0.0101)

Lag Non-Western –0.0045 –0.0169 0.0052
(0.0119) (0.0174) (0.0202)

Observations 4,727 4,554 4,107
Excl. Democratic Regimes Full Dataset

Lag Western 0.0173 0.0092
(0.0147) (0.0081)

Lag Non-Western –0.0251 –0.0097
(0.0374) (0.0169)

Observations 2,786 5,419

Successful Coups
Excl. Military Regimes Excl. Personalist Regimes Excl. Single-Party Regimes

Lag Western 0.0110∗ 0.0119∗ 0.0241∗∗∗

(0.0066) (0.0061) (0.0077)
Lag Non-Western 0.0120 0.0070 0.0125

(0.0075) (0.0117) (0.0153)
Observations 2,897 3,851 3,301

Excl. Democratic Regimes Full Dataset
Lag Western 0.0287∗∗∗ 0.0172∗∗∗

(0.0107) (0.0055)
Lag Non-Western –0.0075 0.0063

(0.0277) (0.0111)
Observations 2,407 4,570

Notes: Marginal effects of panel logit models according to Eqs. (2)–(4). LHS variable: (successful) coup in country i at year t. Standard errors are clustered by
country. ***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level. The difference in the number of observations are due to (i) the absorption of data spells by the
FEs and (ii) the exclusion of specific regime types. Models include all controls, region- and year-fixed effects.
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Effect Heterogeneity regarding Coup Type. As outlined in section 2, coups are pre-

dominantly carried out by the military. In the dataset, 183 out of 197 recorded coups

were executed by military actors, while only 14 were led by civilian elites. Thus, civil-

ian coups are removed from the dataset to test for potential effect heterogeneity. The

results for the impact on military coups remain insignificant, while the estimate for

successful military coups loses its significance (see Table A6).

4.2 Post-Cold War Results

Cold War Sample Split. As sanctions have been increasingly used as a tool in inter-

national politics since the beginning of the 1990s, all models are re-estimated with a

sample split in 1991 when the Soviet Union collapsed and the Cold War came to an

end. Columns (1) and (3) in Table 3 present the marginal effects for the Cold War era

(here 1971 to 1991), while (2) and (4) include the post-Cold War results (1992 to 2019).

The statistical results corroborate the growing relevance of sanctions since the

1990s. Prior to 1992, sanctions exhibit no significant effect on the probability of coups

or successful coups. In the post–Cold War period, however, the estimated impact be-

comes both positive and statistically significant. Western sanctions increase the like-

lihood of coups by approximately 1.8 pp on average, and by more than 2.2 pp when

focusing solely on successful coups, providing further support for Hypothesis 1a.

Moreover, the determinants of coups shift markedly when comparing the Cold War

and post-Cold War eras. Internal conflict, which exerted a strong and highly significant

positive influence on coup risk during the Cold War, no longer shows a statistically

significant effect after 1992. By contrast, Western sanctions emerge as one of the most

influential, if not the most influential, predictors of coup activity in the post-Cold War

era.
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Table 3: Cold War Sample Split

Coups Successful Coups
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Cold War Post-1991 Cold War Post-1991
Sanctions
. . . lag Western –0.0239 0.0182∗∗∗ –0.0100 0.0227∗∗∗

(0.0245) (0.0058) (0.0172) (0.0060)
. . . lag Non-Western –0.0152 0.0015 0.0216 0.0105

(0.0474) (0.0123) (0.0236) (0.0118)

lag Polity2 –0.0017 0.0013∗∗ –0.0010 0.0013∗∗

(0.0014) (0.0006) (0.0010) (0.0005)
lag Human Rights –0.0085 –0.0051 0.0034 –0.0036

(0.0089) (0.0031) (0.0055) (0.0035)
lag Intrastate Conflict 0.0489∗∗∗ 0.0056 0.0240∗∗ 0.0045

(0.0160) (0.0077) (0.0119) (0.0083)
lag Interstate Conflict 0.0612∗ 0.0029 0.0178 0.0149

(0.0361) (0.0232) (0.0303) (0.0135)
Previous Coup (10 years) 0.0080 0.0023 0.0097 0.0064

(0.0135) (0.0063) (0.0082) (0.0066)
Years since last coup –0.0030∗∗∗ –0.0004 –0.0005 –0.0003

(0.0012) (0.0003) (0.0007) (0.0003)

lag Population Growth –0.0062 0.0140 –0.0960 0.0001
(0.0899) (0.0156) (0.0725) (0.0131)

lag log(GDP pc) –0.0123 –0.0106∗∗∗ –0.0131∗ –0.0077∗∗

(0.0097) (0.0034) (0.0075) (0.0034)
lag Resources Rents Share –0.0021∗∗ 0.0002 –0.0008 –0.0002

(0.0009) (0.0003) (0.0006) (0.0003)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 2,103 3,316 1,988 2,417

Notes: Marginal effects of panel logit models according to Eqs. (2)–(4). The LHS variable indicates
whether a coup occurred in country i at year t. Standard errors are clustered at the country level.
***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level. The differences in the number of observations
are due to (i) the absorption of data spells by the fixed effects and (ii) the Cold War sample split.

A likely explanation is that during the Cold War, major powers often relied

on direct (covert or overt) interventions to influence the internal affairs of target

countries. According to Aidt et al. (2021), an estimated 12% of the global population

lived in countries targeted by CIA or KGB intervention in an average year during the

Cold War, with this share rising to as much as 25% at its peak in the late 1960s. In

contrast, since the 1990s, sanctions have become a more commonly employed political
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instrument (Felbermayr et al. 2020; Berger et al. 2013). Interestingly, while the

post-Cold War period is marked by an increase in the use of sanctions and a decline in

coup frequency, trends that may appear antagonistic, the estimated effects of sanctions

on coup likelihood are more pronounced. This contrast suggests that the relationship

is not driven by concurrent trends, but may reflect a more robust underlying (causal)

relationship, particularly in the post-Cold War context. The opposing trends are

illustrated in Figure A1 and Figure A2 in the Appendix.

Effects of Sanctions over Time. The average post-Cold War findings are further sup-

ported by the event study results in Figure 2. These estimates indicate that lagged

Western sanctions initially increase the probability of a coup by roughly 6.2 pp. The

effect remains statistically significant in the second year, with an estimated increase

of about 3.4 pp. Thereafter, the coefficients remain positive but lose statistical signifi-

cance.14

14. The coefficient for the first period after sanctions are lifted is omitted because no coups are ob-
served in that interval.
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Figure 2: Post-Cold War: Coups and the Effect of Western Sanctions over Time.

Notes: Effects of sanctions over time (1, 2, 3, 4+) alongside pre-trend (-3, -2, -1) and post-trend (+1, +2,
+3) according to an estimation of Eq. 5 for coups as dependent variable. Standard errors are clustered by
country. Models include control variables (lag Non-Western sanctions, lag Polity2, lag Human Rights,
lag Intrastate and Interstate Conflicts, Previous Coup (10 years), Years since last coup, lag Population
Growth, lag log(GPD pc), and lag Resources Rents Share), region and year fixed effects. 95% confidence
bands are indicated by whiskers.

Effect Heterogeneity Regarding Regime Type. The post-Cold War results excluding

different regime types reveal marked heterogeneity in the impact of Western sanctions.

As shown in Table 4, the estimated effects on both coups (4.6 pp) and successful coups

(5.8 pp) are significantly stronger in authoritarian regimes. This confirms that the

overall post-Cold War relationship is primarily driven by autocratic contexts.

Within authoritarian regimes, the findings further align with theoretical expecta-

tions. Single-party regimes appear substantially more resilient to Western sanctions.

Once they are excluded from the sample, the estimated effects become even larger,

reflecting the comparatively strong institutional structures and cooptative capacities

of single-party systems. Differences also emerge between military and personalist

regimes. Western sanctions exert a stronger effect on the probability of any coup in

military regimes, but a weaker effect on the likelihood of successful coups compared

to personalist regimes. This suggests that while military regimes may generate high
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incentives for coup plotting under sanction pressure, they remain relatively more ca-

pable of resisting such attempts than personalist regimes during the post-Cold War

period. Taken together, the post-Cold War results of Western sanctions provide strong

support for all hypotheses:

(1a) Western sanctions increase the likelihood of coups; (2) this positive effect

is amplified in authoritarian regimes; and (3) within authoritarianism, the effect is

attenuated in regimes with stronger institutional and cooptative capacities, most

notably single-party regimes.

Effect Heterogeneity regarding Objectives of Sanctions. Table A5 in the Appendix

shows that the marginal effects of Western sanctions on coups become stronger

and more statistically significant when cases aimed at improving human rights or

inducing policy change in the target country are excluded. In these restricted samples,

the probability of a coup increases by 2.3 and 2.4 pp, respectively. By contrast,

the estimated effects diminish when sanction episodes targeting democratization or

regime destabilization are excluded, an intuitive result given that coups themselves

may constitute the outcome of interest. For successful coups, the pattern is similar

but more pronounced across all specifications.

Effect Heterogeneity regarding Coup Type. The post-Cold War results presented in

Table A6 indicate that the effect of Western sanctions on the likelihood of military

coups, and successful military coups, is slightly lower than the average effect observed

when all coup events are included. However, the patterns remain largely similar. The

findings suggest that the impact of sanctions on the probability of (successful) civilian-

led coups may be moderately higher. This inference cannot be further empirically

tested due to the limited number of civilian coup observations.

29



Table 4: Post-Cold War Effect Heterogeneity for Regime Types

Coups
Excl. Military Regimes Excl. Personalist Regimes Excl. Single-Party Regimes

Lag Western 0.0118∗∗∗ 0.0150∗∗ 0.0168∗∗∗

(0.0044) (0.0063) (0.0064)
Lag Non-Western 0.0024 –0.0065 –0.0007

(0.0087) (0.0162) (0.0142)
Observations 3,060 2,757 2,606

Excl. Democratic Regimes Full Dataset
Lag Western 0.0464∗∗∗ 0.0182∗∗∗

(0.0161) (0.0058)
Lag Non-Western 0.0265 0.0015

(0.0279) (0.0123)
Observations 1,297 3,316

Successful Coups
Excl. Military Regimes Excl. Personalist Regimes Excl. Single-Party Regimes

Lag Western 0.0228∗∗∗ 0.0187∗∗∗ 0.0246∗∗∗

(0.0070) (0.0064) (0.0065)
Lag Non-Western 0.0131 0.0100 0.0082

(0.0098) (0.0133) (0.0141)
Observations 1,303 2,176 1,771

Excl. Democratic Regimes Full Dataset
Lag Western 0.0580∗∗∗ 0.0227∗∗∗

(0.0176) (0.0060)
Lag Non-Western 0.0291 0.0105

(0.0349) (0.0118)
Observations 875 2,417

Notes: Marginal effects of panel logit models according to Eqs. (2)–(4). LHS variable: (successful) coup in country i at year t. Standard errors are clustered by
country. ***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level. The difference in the number of observations are due to (i) the absorption of data spells by the
FEs, and (ii) the exclusion of regime types. Models include all controls, region- and year-FEs.
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4.3 Causality, Extensions and Robustness

Robustness to Heterogeneity between Treatment & Control. The robustness of the

baseline results, as well as the causal interpretation of the underlying mechanisms, is

further evaluated using additional estimation techniques. Propensity-score weighting

yields results that are highly consistent with, and in some cases even stronger than,

the baseline estimates. The effect of Western sanctions on coups remains statistically

significant at the 10% level even when controlling for the full set of covariates. For

successful coups, the marginal effect increases to 2.1 pp, and even non-Western

sanctions exhibit a positive and mildly significant association. Among all predictors,

Western sanctions continue to stand out as the most influential determinant of

successful coups (see Table A7).15

Robustness to alternative Estimation Approaches. As shown in Table A8, the results

obtained using Firth’s penalized logit estimator, which addresses rare-event bias in

the context of infrequent coup occurrences, are fully consistent with the baseline

findings. In addition, correcting for potential incidental parameter bias in the logit

framework using the method proposed by Fernández-Val (2009), as well as estimating

linear probability models, further demonstrates that the main results are robust to a

range of statistical concerns (see Table A9 and Table A10). All core findings remain

stable across these alternative estimation strategies.

Robustness to alternative Coup Data. Additionally, to ensure robustness of my find-

ings, Table A11 presents the baseline estimation results using coup data from Bjørn-

skov and Rode (2020) instead of Eschenauer-Engler and Herre (2023). Under this

specification, the marginal effects of lagged Western sanctions appear even more pro-

nounced.

15. Re-estimating the baseline logit models after excluding Europe and North America, an alternative
strategy to address systematic regional differences influencing the comparability between treated and
control cases, produces nearly identical results, further reinforcing the robustness of the main findings.
Results are available upon request.
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5 Conclusion

In the present paper, a panel logit model is employed to estimate the impact of inter-

national sanctions on the likelihood of coups in the target country. The dataset covers

6,070 observations, with 1,354 cases in which sanctions are present and 197 coups oc-

curred in the target countries between 1971 and 2019. 92 coups out of the 197 were

successful.

The key findings indicate that Western sanctions exert a positive effect on the prob-

ability of coups d’état. In the post-Cold War era, Western sanctions emerge as one of

the strongest predictors of coups. On average, they increase coup likelihood by 1.8

percentage points during this period, effectively doubling the probability of a coup,

given that coups are rare events occurring in only 1.7% of observations in the post-

Cold War subsample. Focusing exclusively on successful coups, Western sanctions

raise their likelihood by 2.3 percentage points, corresponding to an almost tripling in-

crease relative to the baseline probability of 0.8% after 1991. By contrast, non-Western

sanctions do not exhibit a statistically significant impact. When considering the full

sample period, the results display a similar but weaker and less significant pattern.

Furthermore, the results across different regime types and sanctions objectives are

fully consistent with theoretical expectations. The positive effect of sanctions on coup

likelihood is driven primarily by authoritarian regimes, where sanctions increase the

probability of a coup by about 4.6 pp. Within the broader category of authoritarian-

ism, the effect is particularly pronounced in personalist and military regimes. With

respect to sanctions objectives, the estimated effect becomes weaker and less statis-

tically significant when the objective of democratization is excluded, but it becomes

stronger when the objectives of human rights improvements and policy change are

removed. Similar, though slightly stronger, patterns emerge when focusing solely on

successful coups as the dependent variable.

Regarding the temporal impact, the event study shows that Western sanctions ini-

tially raise the probability of a coup by 7.8 pp, followed by a diminishing positive,
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though statistically insignificant, effect in subsequent years. Similar temporal patterns

emerge for the post-Cold War period.

The causal interpretation and robustness of the overall findings are further rein-

forced by propensity-score weighting and additional bias-correction techniques, in-

cluding Firth’s penalization method and incidental parameter bias correction.

For sanction senders, the results suggest that sanctions can indeed destabilize au-

thoritarian regimes by increasing the likelihood of a coup. However, the effect de-

pends crucially on how elites within the target country perceive and experience the

sanctions. Do elites interpret sanctions as a broad external threat directed at the en-

tire ruling coalition, or as pressure focused specifically on the incumbent leadership?

In this context, smart sanctions targeting particular individuals, entities, or sectors,

may be a more effective tool for exerting selective pressure on the leading elites while

minimizing harm to ordinary citizens.

At the same time, policymakers must recognize that a change in leadership follow-

ing a successful coup does not necessarily produce better outcomes for the population

or for international relations between the sanction sender and the target state. Coups

can generate substantial political instability and unintended consequences that lie be-

yond the scope of this paper. Future research could delve more deeply into elite-level

dynamics within a smaller set of countries to further empirically assess the costs and

benefits of coups under sanction conditions. Such an approach would help illuminate

the mechanisms at play within elite networks, information that is typically not pub-

licly accessible and thus cannot be captured in the large-N panel analysis conducted

here.
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Appendix

Tables

Table A1: List of Countries

Target Countries (Number of total observations; sanctions; coups; successful coups)
Afghanistan (4; 3; 0; 0), Albania (34; 3; 0; 0), Algeria (47; 11; 1; 1), Angola (33; 14; 0; 0),
Argentina (48; 13; 3; 1), Armenia (26; 0; 0; 0), Australia (48; 4; 0; 0), Austria (48; 5; 0; 0),
Azerbaijan (24; 8; 1; 0), Bahrain (37; 0; 0; 0), Bangladesh (45; 0; 5; 4), Belarus (26; 18; 0; 0),
Belgium (48; 4; 0; 0), Benin (48; 12; 2; 1), Bhutan (37; 0; 0; 0), Bolivia (48; 12; 7; 5), Botswana
(48; 0; 0; 0), Brazil (48; 4; 0; 0), Bulgaria (37; 8; 0; 1), Burkina Faso (48; 0; 7; 4), Burundi (48; 10;
6; 4), Cambodia (24; 12; 1; 1), Cameroon (47; 7; 1; 0), Canada (20; 15; 0; 0), Cape Verde (31; 0;
0; 0), Central African Republic (48; 13; 4; 3), Chad (46; 1; 6; 3), Chile (48; 21; 1; 1), China (48;
38; 0; 0), Colombia (48; 19; 0; 0), Comoros (37; 0; 7; 2), Costa Rica (48; 17; 0; 0), Croatia (22;
10; 0; 0), Cuba (47; 46; 0; 0), Cyprus (42; 31; 0; 0), Czech Republic (24; 4; 0; 0), Denmark (48;
4; 0; 0), Djibouti (4; 0; 0; 0), Dominican Republic (48; 7; 0; 0), Ecuador (48; 8; 5; 3), Egypt (48;
16; 2; 1), El Salvador (48; 8; 2; 1), Equatorial Guinea (33; 9; 0; 0), Eritrea (16; 6; 0; 0), Estonia
(22; 6; 0; 0), Ethiopia (32; 13; 1; 0), Fiji (47; 22; 3; 4), Finland (48; 4; 0; 0), France (48; 27; 0; 0),
Gabon (48; 0; 0; 0), Gambia (48; 13; 2; 1), Georgia (26; 8; 0; 1), Germany (46; 5; 0; 0), Ghana
(48; 0; 7; 4), Greece (48; 7; 1; 1), Guatemala (48; 33; 4; 2), Guinea (31; 15; 3; 1), Guinea-Bissau
(43; 8; 8; 5), Guyana (48; 0; 0; 0), Haiti (48; 32; 4; 5), Honduras (48; 1; 6; 4), Hungary (26; 4; 0;
0), India (47; 37; 0; 0), Indonesia (44; 24; 0; 0), Iran (44; 33; 0; 0), Iraq (33; 24; 3; 0), Ireland (47;
20; 0; 0), Israel (21; 0; 0; 0), Italy (48; 4; 0; 0), Jamaica (48; 7; 0; 0), Japan (48; 0; 0; 0), Jordan
(41; 4; 0; 0), Kazakhstan (26; 2; 0; 0), Kenya (48; 8; 1; 0), Kuwait (25; 0; 0; 0), Kyrgyzstan (26; 0;
0; 1), Laos (33; 10; 0; 0), Latvia (22; 6; 0; 0), Lebanon (13; 12; 0; 0), Lesotho (48; 4; 4; 2), Liberia
(17; 15; 0; 0), Libya (16; 15; 0; 0), Lithuania (22; 5; 0; 0), Luxembourg (48; 4; 0; 0), Madagascar
(48; 9; 4; 2), Malawi (48; 5; 0; 0), Malaysia (48; 0; 0; 0), Mali (45; 2; 3; 1), Mauritania (48; 4; 7;
5), Mauritius (41; 0; 0; 0), Mexico (48; 0; 0; 0), Moldova (22; 15; 0; 0), Mongolia (36; 0; 0; 0),
Montenegro (11; 3; 0; 0), Morocco (48; 0; 2; 0), Mozambique (27; 0; 0; 0), Myanmar (44; 27;
2; 1), Namibia (27; 0; 0; 0), Nepal (48; 1; 0; 1), Netherlands (48; 4; 0; 0), New Zealand (40; 0;
0; 0), Nicaragua (48; 17; 0; 0), Niger (48; 8; 6; 4), Nigeria (47; 21; 6; 4), North Macedonia (26;
0; 0; 0), Norway (48; 8; 0; 0), Oman (47; 0; 0; 0), Pakistan (44; 19; 3; 2), Panama (47; 10; 2; 0),
Papua New Guinea (42; 0; 2; 0), Paraguay (48; 5; 2; 1), Peru (47; 10; 3; 2), Philippines (45; 16;
4; 0), Poland (27; 4; 0; 0), Portugal (48; 8; 2; 1), Qatar (17; 0; 0; 0), Romania (27; 9; 0; 0), Russia
(25; 3; 0; 0), Rwanda (48; 17; 2; 2), Saudi Arabia (48; 0; 0; 0), Senegal (48; 0; 0; 0), Serbia (21;
17; 0; 0), Sierra Leone (48; 15; 6; 4), Singapore (48; 0; 0; 0), Slovakia (24; 4; 0; 0), Slovenia (22;
4; 0; 0), Solomon Islands (35; 0; 0; 1), Somalia (4; 3; 0; 0), South Africa (46; 26; 0; 0), South
Korea (48; 5; 0; 2), South Sudan (3; 2; 0; 0), Spain (48; 4; 1; 0), Sri Lanka (47; 0; 0; 0), Sudan
(46; 28; 7; 2), Suriname (42; 7; 1; 2), Swaziland (47; 0; 1; 0), Sweden (48; 4; 0; 0), Switzerland
(37; 0; 0; 0), Syria (48; 23; 1; 1), Tajikistan (26; 0; 0; 0), Tanzania (29; 3; 0; 0), Thailand (46; 9;
7; 6), Timor Leste (4; 0; 0; 0), Togo (48; 16; 2; 1), Tunisia (48; 7; 1; 1), Turkey (44; 11; 3; 2),
Turkmenistan (26; 3; 0; 0), Uganda (35; 0; 1; 1), Ukraine (25; 9; 1; 0), United Arab Emirates (42;
0; 1; 0), United Kingdom (47; 4; 0; 0), Uruguay (48; 5; 2; 1), USA (46; 4; 0; 0), Uzbekistan (26;
10; 0; 0), Vietnam (33; 23; 0; 0), Yemen (27; 6; 0; 0), Zambia (48; 3; 3; 0), Zimbabwe (37; 21; 1; 1).
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Table A2: Definitions of Variables and Data Sources

Variable Definition & Source
Coups Binary indicator for country-years in which coups have occurred.

Source: Coup Leaders Dataset (Eschenauer-Engler and Herre
2023).

Successful Coups Binary indicator for country-years in which successful coups
have occurred.
Source: Coup Leaders Dataset (Eschenauer-Engler and Herre
2023).

lag Sanctions Binary indicators for country-years with sanctions in place,
lagged by one year.
Source: GSDB (Felbermayr et al. 2020; Kirikakha et al. 2021;
Syropoulos et al. 2024).

lag Polity2 Democracy indicator that ranges from strongly democratic (+10)
to strongly autocratic (–10), lagged by one year.
Source: Polity5 dataset (Marshall and Gurr 2020).

Human Rights Latent human rights variable with higher values indicating a
better protection of human rights, lagged by one year.
Source: Human Rights Protection Scores (Fariss 2019).

Intrastate Conflict /
Interstate Conflict

Armed conflict with at least 25 battle-related deaths between a
government and one or more rebel groups / between two states,
lagged by one year.
Source: UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch
et al. 2002; Davies et al. 2022).

Previous Coups
(10 years)

Binary indicator for a country in which a coup has occurred in
the last 10 years.
Source: Coup Leader Data (Eschenauer-Engler and Herre 2023).

Years since last coup Number of years elapsed since the most recent coup in the
sanctioned country.
Source: Coup Leader Data (Eschenauer-Engler and Herre 2023).

lag Population Growth Annual growth of de facto population, regardless of legal status
or citizenship, lagged by one year.
Source: World Development Indicators (World Bank 2023).

lag log(GDP pc) Natural logarithm of real GDP per capita in 2015 USD, lagged
by one year.
Source: World Development Indicators (World Bank 2023).

lag Resources Rents
Share

Total natural resources rents as percentage of GDP by year,
lagged by one year. Total natural resources rents are the sum of
oil, natural gas, coal, mineral, and forest rents.
Source: World Development Indicators (World Bank 2023).
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Table A3: Descriptive Statistics

All Observations No Sanctions Sanctions
Mean N Mean N Mean N

Polity2 2.00 6,070 2.19 4,716 1.34 1,354

Human Rights 0.27 6,070 0.43 4,716 –0.31 1,354

lag Population Growth 0.11 6,070 0.12 4,716 0.10 1,354

lag log(GDP pc) 8.19 6,070 8.25 4,716 7.99 1,354

lag Resources Rents
Share

7.65 6,070 7.71 4,716 7.45 1,354

Years since last coup 8.97 6,070 8.14 4,716 11.85 1,354

X = 1 N X = 1 N X = 1 N
Coups 197 6,070 162 4,716 35 1,354

Successful Coups 92 6,070 73 4,716 19 1,354

Previous Coups
(10 years)

3,273 6,070 2,392 4,716 881 1,354

Intrastate Conflict 981 6,070 617 4,716 364 1,354

Interstate Conflict 71 6,070 45 4,716 26 1,354
Notes: Mean values and non-zero observations (X = 1) for the LHS variable and all control variables.
Columns ‘N ’ show the number of observations in the full dataset, without sanctions in place, and with
sanctions in place.
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Table A4: Effect Heterogeneity for Sanction Objectives

Coups
Excl. Democracy Excl. Human Rights Excl. Destab. Regime Excl. Policy Change Excl. Prevent War

Lag Western –0.0095 0.0127 0.0072 0.0137 0.0104
(0.0099) (0.0096) (0.0080) (0.0087) (0.0081)

Lag Non-Western –0.0013 0.0012 –0.0102 –0.0116 –0.0071
(0.0166) (0.0201) (0.0167) (0.0189) (0.0161)

Observations 5,037 4,935 5,329 5,249 5,335
Excl. End War Excl. Territ. Conflict Excl. Terrorism Excl. Other Objectives Full Dataset

Lag Western 0.0068 0.0096 0.0111 0.0093 0.0092
(0.0081) (0.0081) (0.0083) (0.0091) (0.0081)

Lag Non-Western –0.0086 –0.0090 –0.0082 –0.0070 –0.0097
(0.0120) (0.0171) (0.0175) (0.0180) (0.0169)

Observations 5,305 5,382 5,325 5,137 5,419

Successful Coups
Excl. Democracy Excl. Human Rights Excl. Destab. Regime Excl. Policy Change Excl. Prevent War

Lag Western 0.0087 0.0195∗∗∗ 0.0173∗∗∗ 0.0215∗∗∗ 0.0178∗∗∗

(0.0079) (0.0069) (0.0056) (0.0059) (0.0057)
Lag Non-Western 0.0143 0.0042 0.0189 –0.0034 0.0103

(0.0118) (0.0116) (0.0116) (0.0143) (0.0114)
Observations 3,728 3,822 4,342 4,281 4,501

Excl. End War Excl. Territ. Conflict Excl. Terrorism Excl. Other Objectives Full Dataset
Lag Western 0.0164∗∗∗ 0.0175∗∗∗ 0.0184∗∗∗ 0.0182∗∗∗ 0.0172∗∗∗

(0.0060) (0.0055) (0.0056) (0.0060) (0.0055)
Lag Non-Western 0.0103 0.0066 0.0069 0.0095 0.0063

(0.0120) (0.0113) (0.0114) (0.0119) (0.0111)
Observations 4,365 4,542 4,496 4,319 4,570

Notes: Marginal effects of panel logit models according to Eqs. (2)–(4). LHS variable: (successful) coup in country i at year t. Standard errors are clustered by
country. ***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level. The differences in the number of observations are due to (i) the absorption of data spells by
the fixed effects and (ii) the exclusion of sanctions with specific objectives. Models include all controls, region- and year-fixed effects.
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Table A5: Post-Cold War Effect Heterogeneity for Sanction Objectives

Coups
Excl. Democracy Excl. Human Rights Excl. Destab. Regime Excl. Policy Change Excl. Prevent War

Lag Western 0.0120∗ 0.0228∗∗∗ 0.0166∗∗∗ 0.0235∗∗∗ 0.0187∗∗∗

(0.0063) (0.0055) (0.0060) (0.0082) (0.0057)
Lag Non-Western 0.0050 0.0072 0.0014 –0.0082 0.044

(0.0122) (0.0129) (0.0123) (0.0188) (0.0139)
Observations 2,975 2,920 3,280 2,466 3,260

Excl. End War Excl. Territ. Conflict Excl. Terrorism Excl. Other Objectives Full Dataset
Lag Western 0.0145∗∗∗ 0.0186∗∗∗ 0.0206∗∗∗ 0.0203∗∗∗ 0.0182∗∗∗

(0.0050) (0.0059) (0.0062) (0.0068) (0.0058)
Lag Non-Western 0.0106 0.0017 0.0031 0.0028 0.0015

(0.0110) (0.0125) (0.0129) (0.0136) (0.0123)
Observations 3,213 3,284 3,235 3,051 3,316

Successful Coups
Excl. Democracy Excl. Human Rights Excl. Destab. Regime Excl. Policy Change Excl. Prevent War

Lag Western 0.0186∗∗∗ 0.0241∗∗∗ 0.0208∗∗∗ 0.0325∗∗∗ 0.0240∗∗∗

(0.0067) (0.0062) (0.0062) (0.0089) (0.0062)
Lag Non-Western 0.0119 0.0193∗ 0.0100 –0.0012 0.0160

(0.0130) (0.0107) (0.0125) (0.0242) (0.0127)
Observations 1,683 1,972 2,250 1,658 2,276

Excl. End War Excl. Territ. Conflict Excl. Terrorism Excl. Other Objectives Full Dataset
Lag Western 0.0205∗∗∗ 0.0231∗∗∗ 0.0255∗∗∗ 0.0264∗∗∗ 0.0227∗∗∗

(0.0058) (0.0060) (0.0064) (0.0068) (0.0060)
Lag Non-Western 0.0182∗ 0.0107 0.0117 0.0126 0.0105

(0.0097) (0.0120) (0.0121) (0.0132) (0.0118)
Observations 2,235 2,393 2,354 2,194 2,417

Notes: Marginal effects of panel logit models according to Eqs. (2)–(4). LHS variable: (successful) coup in country i at year t. Standard errors are clustered by
country. ***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level. The difference in the number of observations are due to (i) the absorption of data spells by FEs,
and (ii) the exclusion of sanctions with specific objectives. Models include controls, region- and year-FEs.
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Table A6: Effect Heterogeneity for Coup Type

Full Dataset

Military Coups Successful Military Coups
Lag Western 0.0085 0.0168

(0.0075) (0.0052)
Lag Non-Western –0.0174 –0.0006

(0.0169) (0.0118)
Observations 5,405 4,415

Post-Cold War

Lag Western 0.0197∗∗∗ 0.0251∗∗∗

(0.0069) (0.0079)
Lag Non-Western –0.0114 –0.0058

(0.0159) (0.0198)
Observations 2,534 1,708

Notes: Marginal effects of panel logit models according to Eqs. (2)–(4). LHS variable: (successful) coup
in country i at year t. Standard errors are clustered by country. ***/**/* indicates significance at the
1%/5%/10% level. The difference in the number of observations are due to (i) the absorption of data
spells by the FEs, and (ii) the Cold War sample split, (iii) the exclusion of non-military coups. Models
include all controls, region- and year-fixed effects.
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Table A7: Baseline Results - Propensity-Score Weighting Estimation Results

Coups Successful
Coups

Coups Successful
Coups

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Sanctions
. . . lag Western 0.0171∗∗ 0.0179∗∗∗ 0.0165∗ 0.0214∗∗∗

(0.0077) (0.0051) (0.0089) (0.0062)
. . . lag Non-Western 0.0122 0.0120 0.0234 0.0263∗

(0.0251) (0.0150) (0.0216) (0.0146)

lag Polity2 0.0018 0.0012
(0.0011) (0.0008)

lag Human Rights 0.0030 0.0036
(0.0060) (0.0044)

lag Internal Conflict 0.0341∗∗ 0.0163
(0.0154) (0.0121)

lag Interstate Conflict 0.0204 0.0124
(0.0276) (0.0213)

Previous Coup (10 years) 0.0007 0.0083 -0.0086 0.0076
(0.0113) (0.0080) (0.0125) (0.0093)

Years since last coup -0.0013∗∗∗ -0.0005 -0.0017∗∗∗ -0.0005
(0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0006) (0.0003)

lag Population Growth 0.1096∗∗ 0.0585∗ 0.0469 0.0220
(0.0464) (0.0345) (0.0338) (0.0213)

lag log(GDP pc) -0.0130∗ -0.0066 -0.0173∗∗ -0.0114∗

(0.0073) (0.0053) (0.0078) (0.0059)
lag Resources Rents Share -0.0001 -0.0003 -0.0001 -0.0003

(0.0005) (0.0003) (0.0005) (0.0004)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 5,411 4,564 5,411 4,564

Notes: Marginal effects of panel logit models according to Eqs. (2)–(4), and Eqs. (6)–(8). The LHS vari-
able indicates whether a coup occurred in country i at year t. Standard errors are clustered at the
country level. ***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level. The differences in the number of
observations are due to the absorption of data spells by the fixed effects.
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Table A8: Baseline Results - Firth’s Logit Model

Coups Successful
Coups

Coups Successful
Coups

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Sanctions
. . . lag Western 0.0172∗∗∗ 0.0178∗∗∗ 0.0093 0.0166∗∗∗

(0.0061) (0.0042) (0.0064) (0.0045)
. . . lag Non-Western 0.0051 0.0098 –0.0075 0.0076

(0.0107) (0.0069) (0.0111) (0.0071)

lag Polity2 0.0004 0.0003
(0.0005) (0.0004)

lag Human Rights –0.0082∗∗∗ –0.0016
(0.0031) (0.0023)

lag Intrastate Conflict 0.0196∗∗∗ 0.0090∗

(0.0067) (0.0051)
lag Interstate Conflict 0.0291∗ 0.0128

(0.0156) (0.0119)
Previous Coup (10 years) 0.0093∗ 0.0114∗∗∗ 0.0060 0.0110∗∗∗

(0.0050) (0.0038) (0.0050) (0.0038)
Years since last coup –0.0009∗∗∗ –0.0003 –0.0011∗∗∗ –0.0003

(0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0002)

lag Population Growth 0.0170 –0.0154 0.0297 –0.0117
(0.0301) (0.0196) (0.0297) (0.0197)

lag log(GDP pc) –0.0139∗∗∗ –0.0077∗∗∗ –0.0108∗∗∗ –0.0074∗∗∗

(0.0030) (0.0024) (0.0031) (0.0024)
lag Resources Rents Share –0.0002 –0.0002 –0.0004 –0.0003

(0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0002)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 6,070 6,070 6,070 6,070

Notes: Marginal effects of penalized panel logit models according to Firth (1993). The LHS variable in-
dicates whether a coup occurred in country i at year t. Due to technical reasons, standard errors are not
clustered at the country level. ***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level. As penalization
is used to adjust for separation issues, no observations are removed in the estimation process.
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Table A9: Baseline Results - Incidental Parameter Bias Correction

Coups Successful
Coups

Coups Successful
Coups

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Sanctions
. . . lag Western 0.0168∗∗∗ 0.0182∗∗∗ 0.0089 0.0168∗∗∗

(0.0065) (0.0049) (0.0068) (0.0052)
. . . lag Non-Western 0.0032 0.0086 -0.0094 0.0062

(0.0118) (0.0085) (0.0122) (0.0088)

lag Polity2 0.0004 0.0003
(0.0005) (0.0004)

lag Human Rights -0.0081∗∗ -0.0017
(0.0033) (0.0027)

lag Intrastate Conflict 0.0192∗∗∗ 0.0088
(0.0071) (0.0059)

lag Interstate Conflict 0.0266 0.0098
(0.0168) (0.0148)

Previous Coup (10 years) 0.0092∗ 0.0118∗∗∗ 0.0059 0.0112∗∗

(0.0052) (0.0043) (0.0053) (0.0044)
Years since last coup -0.0009∗∗∗ -0.0003 -0.0011∗∗∗ -0.0004

(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003)

lag Population Growth 0.0161 -0.0138 0.0283 -0.0105
(0.0325) (0.0246) (0.0322) (0.0243)

lag log(GDP pc) -0.0139∗∗∗ -0.0080∗∗∗ -0.0108∗∗∗ -0.0076∗∗∗

(0.0032) (0.0028) (0.0033) (0.0029)
lag Resources Rents Share -0.0003 -0.0002 -0.0004 -0.0003

(0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 5,471 4,621 5,471 4,621

Notes: Marginal effects of bias corrected panel logit models according to Fernández-Val (2009). The LHS
variable indicates whether a coup occurred in country i at year t. Due to technical reasons, standard
errors are not clustered at the country level. ***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level.
The differences in the number of observations are due to (i) the absorption of data spells by the fixed
effects and (ii) the bias correction, which can reduce the need to drop groups due to separation as a
result of slightly different convergence paths.
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Table A10: Baseline Results - Linear Probability Model

Coups Successful
Coups

Coups Successful
Coups

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Sanctions
. . . lag Western 0.0142∗ 0.0151∗∗ 0.0071 0.0138∗

(0.0078) (0.0054) (0.0083) (0.0056)
. . . lag Non-Western 0.0049 0.0082 –0.0008 0.0071

(0.0112) (0.0079) (0.0116) (0.0081)

lag Polity2 –0.0006 –0.0001
(0.0006) (0.0004)

lag Human Rights –0.0030 0.0002
(0.0030) (0.0020)

lag Intrastate Conflict 0.0322∗∗ 0.0097
(0.0107) (0.0069)

lag Interstate Conflict 0.0414 0.0104
(0.0323) (0.0175)

Previous Coup (10 years) 0.0160∗ 0.0163∗∗ 0.0121 0.0155∗

(0.0092) (0.0059) (0.0095) (0.0061)
Years since last coup –0.0006∗ –0.0002 –0.0007∗∗ –0.0002

(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0001)

lag Population Growth 0.0218 –0.0092 0.0292 –0.0084
(0.0236) (0.0164) (0.0229) (0.0161)

lag log(GDP pc) –0.0092∗∗∗ –0.0032∗ –0.0060∗ –0.0027
(0.0026) (0.0016) (0.0030) (0.0020)

lag Resources Rents Share –0.0003 –0.0002 –0.0004 –0.0002
(0.0003) (0.0001) (0.0003) (0.0001)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 6,070 6,070 6,070 6,070

Notes: Coefficients of linear probability models. The LHS variable indicates whether a coup occurred
in country i at year t. Standard errors are clustered by country. ***/**/* indicates significance at the
1%/5%/10% level.
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Table A11: Baseline Results - Coup Data from Bjørnskov and Rode (2020)

Coups Successful
Coups

Coups Successful
Coups

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Sanctions
. . . lag Western 0.0246∗∗ 0.0307∗∗∗ 0.0048 0.0224∗∗∗

(0.0106) (0.0078) (0.0110) (0.0079)
. . . lag Non-Western –0.0110 –0.0084 –0.0375∗ –0.0168

(0.0185) (0.0142) (0.0211) (0.0143)

lag Polity2 –0.0009 –0.0012∗∗

(0.0007) (0.0006)
lag Human Rights –0.0133∗∗∗ –0.0042

(0.0050) (0.0037)
lag Intrastate Conflict 0.0254∗∗ 0.0118

(0.0117) (0.0104)
lag Interstate Conflict –0.0172 –0.0316

(0.0199) (0.0229)
Previous Coup (10 years) –0.0783∗∗∗ –0.0437∗∗∗ –0.0825∗∗∗ –0.0458∗∗∗

(0.0129) (0.0088) (0.0132) (0.0089)
Years since last coup –0.0095∗∗∗ –0.0059∗∗∗ –0.0092∗∗∗ –0.0058∗∗∗

(0.0013) (0.0010) (0.0013) (0.0009)

lag Population Growth –0.0156 –0.0682∗∗ 0.0033 –0.0607∗∗

(0.0525) (0.0275) (0.0485) (0.0278)
lag log(GDP pc) –0.0259∗∗∗ –0.0166∗∗∗ –0.0182∗∗ –0.0130∗∗

(0.0084) (0.0053) (0.0076) (0.0051)
lag Resources Rents Share –0.0004 –0.0004 –0.0003 –0.0005

(0.0005) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0004)

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 6,004 4,571 6,004 4,571

Notes: Marginal effects of panel logit models according to Eqs. (2)–(4). The LHS variable indicates
whether a coup occurred in country i at year t. Standard errors are clustered at the country level.
***/**/* indicates significance at the 1%/5%/10% level. The differences in the number of observations
are due to (i) the absorption of data spells by the fixed effects and (ii) small differences between the two
coup datasets.

50



Figures

Figure A1: Comparative visualizations of coups and sanctions across time and regions.

Annual number of coups by region.

Annual number of sanctions by target region.
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Figure A2: Annual number of total and Western sanctions.
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Figure A3: Global Map of Coups.
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