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EVALUATING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 

SANCTIONS ON RUSSIA POST-CRIMEA 

ANNEXATION (2014–2022) 

Assignment Type: 

Policy Impact Analysis / International Relations Essay 

Objective: 

To assess whether international economic and political sanctions imposed by Western powers—

particularly the US and EU—effectively deterred Russian aggression or altered its foreign policy 

after the annexation of Crimea. 

1. Background 

In March 2014, the Russian Federation annexed Crimea following a disputed referendum. The 

global response was swift, with the United States, the European Union, and other allies imposing 

a coordinated regime of targeted sanctions. These included travel bans, asset freezes, 

restrictions on banking, energy exports, and military cooperation. 

2. Sanctions Framework 

Type of Sanction Description Implementing Entities 

Financial Sanctions SWIFT restrictions, foreign asset freezes EU, US, UK 

Trade Embargoes Arms and dual-use tech bans EU, US 

Energy Sector Controls Restrictions on oil exploration technology US, Canada 

Individual Sanctions Travel bans, asset seizure on oligarchs EU, US, Australia 

3. Key Research Questions 

• Did sanctions weaken Russia’s economic capacity to sustain military aggression? 

• Were domestic or foreign policies of the Kremlin influenced? 

• How did Russia respond through counter-sanctions and diversification? 



 

https://yamcoeducation.com/ 

4. Economic Impact Indicators (2014–2022) 

Indicator 2013 (Pre-

Sanction) 

2015 2020 2022 (Pre-Ukraine 

Invasion) 

GDP (in USD Trillions) 2.3 1.3 1.5 1.8 

Inflation (%) 6.5 15.5 3.4 8.4 

Ruble vs USD Exchange 

Rate 

33.6 61.3 74.1 76.2 

Foreign Investment (USD 

Bn) 

69 9 32 7.3 

Source: IMF, World Bank, Russian Central Bank 

5. Timeline of Major Sanctions and Escalations 

Year Event Sanction Response 

2014 Crimea annexation Initial EU/US travel and asset sanctions 

2015 Donbas escalation Sectoral sanctions on energy and banking 

2018 Skripal poisoning in UK New sanctions under US CAATSA 

2020 Navalny poisoning Additional EU Magnitsky-style sanctions 

6. Russia’s Policy and Strategic Response 

• Pivot to Asia: Strengthened trade and military ties with China and India 

• Import Substitution: Boosted domestic agriculture and tech development 

• Sovereign Internet Push: Attempted isolation from global tech giants 

• Counter-Sanctions: Bans on EU agricultural products, visa restrictions 

7. Evaluation Matrix: Sanction Effectiveness 

Dimension Impact Observed Notes 

Economic Pressure Moderate–High GDP and ruble weakened; investment declined 
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Regime Behaviour Shift Low No change in Crimea stance 

Military Retrenchment None Operations in Syria, Donbas continued 

International Isolation Mixed Increased ties with China and Middle East 

8. Visuals and Data Representations 

• Figure 1: Line graph of Ruble depreciation (2013–2022) 

• Figure 2: Bar chart of FDI inflows by year 

• Figure 3: Timeline infographic of sanction impositions 

• Figure 4: Heatmap of Russia’s new trade routes post-2015 

9. Critical Analysis 

• While sanctions did damage Russia’s economy, the political cost was internalized by 

the Kremlin through nationalist rhetoric. 

• Targeted sanctions on oligarchs had limited behavioral influence as many moved assets 

to China/UAE. 

• A long-term containment effect was observed rather than reversal of actions. 

10. Lessons for Students 

• Sanctions are more effective as deterrence tools than reversal levers. 

• Must evaluate secondary adaptations by the target country (e.g., de-dollarisation). 

• Real effectiveness lies in multilateral unity, which weakens with geopolitical fatigue. 

• Useful lens: Apply realism and liberal institutionalism theories in IR analysis. 

11. Student Deliverables 

• 3,500-word essay with Harvard-style citations 

• Macro-data Excel file (IMF + World Bank indicators) 

• Editable timeline and matrices in PPT or Canva 

• Summary slides for classroom presentation (optional) 


