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Sanctions have been a significant component of U.S. Iran policy since Iran’s 1979 

Islamic Revolution that toppled the Shah of Iran, a U.S. ally. In the 1980s and 

1990s, U.S. sanctions were intended to compel Iran to cease supporting claimed 

acts of terrorism and to limit Iran’s strategic power in the Middle East. Successive 

Administrations have used embargos extensively to try to change Iran’s behavior. 

Sanctions have had a substantial effect on Iran’s economy and on some major 

decisions, but little or no effect on Iran’s regional malign activities. 

This book deals with the issue of economic sanctions and in particular, the U.S. 

sanctions against Iran. The study seeks to analyze two close related issues. As the 

major topic, it aims to elaborate the existing doubts about the legality of U.S. 

unilateral sanctions against Iran, based on the cotemporary Public International 

Law.  The impacts of sanctions on the people life shape the latter issue, which will 

be discussed as the case of human rights violations. 

The major question of research is to evaluate the status of US unilateral sanctions against 

Iran with respect of principles of public international law. The general tendency of the 

study is to review the legal and official documents and to evaluate sanctions to see if 

they are in contradiction with the principles of public international law or not? 

The outstanding point of this work is its reliance on top-notch documents including 

congressional resolutions, US Presidents executive orders and congressional statistical 

reports, as well as expert opinions from diverse nationalities, including American and 

Iranian. 

The book is set in five chapters. The first chapter deals with the generalities and, after the 

problematic statement, it continues with the definitions, aims, and review literature. The 

second chapter with a legal vision tries to assess the contradiction of unilateralism with 

the principles of public international law. The third chapter deals with the process of 

Iran's sanctions in the international community, and the fourth chapter focuses in details 

on US unilateral policies in sanctions against Iran. Chapter five analyzes the contradiction 

of US unilateral sanctions against Iran with the principles of international law and norms 

of world human rights.  

The book provides detailed statistics on the status of sanctions by presenting a variety 

of documented tables and charts.  

Sorting, studying and categorizing each of the related documents were a hard task for 

the author. This book will  be useful for educational and research topics in International 

Law, International Relations Studies, Political Science, Islamic World Studies and 

Western Studies. It can also be a valuable document for the Iranian Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs and the Iranian Government to use the documents and analytical points in their 

future policy making. 

To be documented is our priority and the contextual analysis is selected as the 

methodological option.  Regarding the U.S. Unilateral sanctions, they are surly 

considered illegal based on Public International Law.     

Key words: U.S. Iran. Unilateral Sanctions. Human Rights. Secondary Sanctions. 

 

First chapter 
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Introduction 

1.1. Problematic statement.  

Consequent on the prohibition on the use of force, states turned their option to 

sanctions as the primary means for achieving their foreign policy goals. The 

current call of unilateral sanctions is mostly fueled by the idea that they are a 

middle ground between the extremes of diplomacy and force, and a cheap and 

relative peaceful means of changing state behavior. In the current globalized 

economy, unilateral sanctions have a devastating impact on international trade, 

politics and human rights; and have recorded little success in amending the 

objectionable measures of target states. Again, the dubious extraterritorial 

application of sanctions to third states has generated further controversy and 

international resentment.  

Indeed, in international relations, the concept of “sanctions” refers to a certain type 

of measures, but which can serve a variety of purposes, namely: (i) to coerce or 

change behavior; (ii) to constrain access to resources needed to engage in certain 

activities; or (iii) to signal and stigmatize (Ilieva.2018:201), (Herik 2017). 

Sanctions are officially related to defining and demarcation of international 

responsibility for those actions that are likely to endanger international peace and 

security, to create a tense climate that determines the use of force or to generate 

military conflicts and confrontations (Florea and Chirtoaca .2013).  

Sanctions have been a significant component of U.S. Iran policy since Iran’s 1979 

Islamic Revolution that toppled the Shah of Iran, a U.S. ally. In the 1980s and 

1990s, U.S. sanctions were intended to compel Iran to cease supporting claimed 

acts of terrorism and to limit Iran’s strategic power in the Middle East more 

generally. U.S. Successive Administrations have used embargos extensively to try 

to change Iran’s behavior. Sanctions have had a substantial effect on Iran’s 

economy and on some major decisions, but little or no effect on Iran’s regional 

malign activities. During 2012-2015, when the global community was relatively 

united in pressuring Iran, Iran’s economy shrank as its crude oil exports fell by 

more than 50%, and Iran had limited ability to utilize its $120 billion in assets held 

abroad. JCPOA sanctions relief enabled Iran to increase its oil exports to nearly 

pre-sanctions levels, regain access to foreign exchange reserve funds and 

reintegrate into the international financial system, achieve about 7% yearly 

economic growth (2016-17), attract foreign investment, and buy new passenger 

aircraft. 

The Trump Administration has made sanctions central to efforts to apply 

“maximum pressure” on Iran’s regime. On May 8, 2018, President Trump 

announced that the United States would no longer participate in the JCPOA and 

that all U.S. secondary sanctions would be imposed by early November 2018. The 

reinstatement of U.S. sanctions has driven Iran’s economy into mild recession as 

major companies exit the Iranian economy rather than risk being penalized by the 

United States. Iran’s oil exports have decreased significantly, the value of Iran’s 

currency has declined sharply, although not to the point where the regime is 

threatened. 
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As reported by observers, the patchwork of sanctions imposed against Iran is 

perhaps the most comprehensive sanctions effort ever marshaled by the 

international community. (Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs 

.2015:1) 

This book deals with the issue of economic sanctions and in particular, the U.S. 

sanctions against Iran. The study seeks to analyze two close related issues. As the 

major topic, it aims to elaborate the existing doubts about the legality of U.S. 

unilateral sanctions against Iran, based on the cotemporary Public International 

Law.  The impacts of sanctions on the people life shape the latter issue, which will 

be discussed as the case of human rights violations. Due to the grave consequences 

of sanctions on the people life, we can claim that violations of human rights were 

severe and blatant with U.S. sanctions. 

The major question of the research is to evaluate the status of U.S. unilateral sanctions 

against Iran with respect of principles of public international law. The general tendency 

of the study is to review the legal and official documents and to evaluate sanctions to 

see if they are in contradiction with the principles of public international law or not? 

The outstanding point of this work is its reliance on top-notch documents including 

congressional resolutions, U.S. Presidents executive orders and congressional statistical 

reports, as well as expert opinions from diverse nationalities, including American and 

Iranian. 

The book is set in five chapters. The first chapter deals with the generalities and, after 

the problematic statement, it continues with the definitions, aims, and review literature. 

The second chapter with a legal vision tries to assess the contradiction of unilateralism 

with the principles of public international law. The third chapter deals with the process 

of Iran's sanctions in the international community, and the fourth chapter focuses in 

details on US unilateral policies in sanctions against Iran. Chapter Five analyzes the 

contradiction of US unilateral sanctions against Iran with the principles of international 

law and norms of world human rights.  

The book provides detailed statistics on the status of sanctions by presenting a variety 

of documented tables and charts.  

Sorting, studying and categorizing each of the related documents were a hard task for 

the author. This book will  be useful for educational and research topics in International 

Law, International Relations Studies, Political Science, Islamic World Studies and 

Western Studies. It can also be a valuable document for the Iranian Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs and the Iranian Government to use the documents and analytical points in their 

future policy making. 

To be documented is our priority and the contextual analysis is selected as the 

methodological option. We concentrate on the first rank documents like the 

Executive Orders of Oval Lords and Congressional Reports as well as analysis 

and comments of the Experts on related issues.   

 Finally, we conclude that the UN International sanctions may be conform to 

Public International Law but they are unfair to Iran`s policies. Regarding the U.S. 

Unilateral sanctions, they are surly considered illegal based on Public International 

Law.    
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1.2. Literature review 

1.2.1. Persian literature.  

Ajili and Keshavarzi Moghaddam in 2013 examined the effect of international 

sanctions on Iran's economic development. They argue that the weakness and 

inefficiency of the government in anticipation and timely decision would 

unfortunately multiply the impact of sanctions on the Iranian economy. However, 

the sanctions could reduce the economy's dependence on oil (economic 

restructuring), improve local capacity to reduce vulnerability in terms of resistive 

economy and increase trade agreement, all for overcoming sanctions (Ajili.2013). 

Yavari and Mohseni studied the impact of the financial and trade sanctions on 

Iran's economy. Results indicate that the negative effects of trade sanctions on 

Iran's non-oil exports and imports of capital goods to sanctions on Iranian oil 

exports were more rats (Yavari.2010). 

In a field study in 2013, Bagheri examined the effects of economic sanctions on 

the economic environment of Lorestan Province in Iran. He states that sanctions 

have had a negative impact on the production process and marketing, but on the 

other hand, they have provided a positive platform for research and development 

(Bagheri, 2013 :78). 

Mohammad Reza Aghareb Parast in 2008 studied the impact of economic 

sanctions on the public policy of Iranian government. The results show that the US 

embargo policy has failed; general policies of the Islamic Republic of Iran and its 

pivotal changes continued economic growth and technological data. The failure of 

the US embargo policy could be rooted from many factors like method of applying 

unilateral sanctions and lack of proper understanding about the nature of the 

Islamic Republic of value-based policy-making (Aghareb Parast.2008). 

Aghayee and his colleagues in their article entitled "Investigating the Impact of 

Economic and Trade Sanctions on Trade Relations Iran and Major Trading 

Partners " in 2017 believe that weak sanctions have not affected the course of 

Iran's trade with its trading partners, but severe sanctions that began in 2011 have 

reduced the trade process of partners with Iran (Aghayee, 2017:67). 

Jalali devotes only eight pages to the discussion of economic sanctions and 

provides some images of the text of the Security Council resolution relating to 

issue. He believes that the US final goal in imposing sanctions is to cripple Iran's 

economy (Jalali 2011: 41-48). 

Mottaghi tries to explain the effectiveness of economic sanctions imposed on Iran 

from the perspective of political economy  and believes that the impact of 

sanctions has been increasing and has slowed economic growth between 1990-

2014 (Mottaghi.2017 :89). 

Manzour and his colleague have published an article entitled “Unfair Sanctions 

Review: Features, Objectives, and Measures” in 2012 and have explained the 

status of sanctions imposed on Iran, in their diverse dimensions (Manzour, 2012). 
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As Manzour and his colleague discuss: “For the process of all the sanctions 

imposed by the West against Iran, we can identify five waves of sanctions: 

technological sanctions, investment and military equipment, restriction of 

financial transfers, central bank sanctions, sanctions on oil and gas sales and 

bans, exchanges of precious metals and gold and blocking of funds” (Manzour. 

2012 :21). They provide a detailed report on the status of sanctions. 

Azerbayjani and his colleagues  have published in 2015 a manuscript  entitled 

“The Impact of US and EU Economic Sanctions on Iran's Bilateral Trade and its 

Major Trade Partners: Application of Gravity Model” and have tried to 

demonstrate the impact of US sanctions between 2000-2011 on diverse aspects of 

the Iranian macro economy (Azerbayejani, 2015). Azerbayjani  believes that these 

sanctions have had negative effects on Iran's export trends (Azerbayjani, 

2015:540). 

Fashandi and his co-author have written an analytical manuscript in 2017 and 

have tried to examine the legal basis of smart sanctions imposed on Iran by UN 

(Fashandi,2017). Fashandi discusses the illegality of the sanctions issued by 

Security Council. He and his colleague claim that the imposed sanctions are in 

violation of Article 25 of the UN Charter (Fashandi.2017:170). 

In 2013, Jalali evaluates the policy of resorting to human rights regulations as an 

excuse for US sanctions against Iran. The author believes that the US Unilateral 

sanctions themselves violate human rights in Iran (Jalali, 2013:120). 

Ghanbarlou has elaborated the theoretical basis of sanctions imposed on Iran with 

a comparison of Trump and Obama administration. The hypothesis of his article 

emphasizes that the political motivation of Obama administration was based more 

on IRA's commitment to international norms, while the Trump policy is based on 

the maximum pressure (Ghanbarlou, 2018 :76). 

Zarif and his colleague state a historical and detailed report concerning the US 

unilateral sanctions against Iran up to 1995. He tried to explain the illegality of 

unilateral sanction in Public International Law (Zarif.1995:94). Zarif argues that 

U.S. unilateral sanctions against Iran violate development rights, third-country 

rights, and Amity Convention concluded and signed in 1955 between two parties. 

These sanctions are an obvious intervention in Iran's internal affairs too (Zarif, 

1995:98-99). 

1.2.2. English literature.  

In English writings, studies of economic sanctions have long sought to explain 

why economic sanctions so often fail. A large empirical literature, based primarily 

on data from Hufbauer, Schott, and Elliott (1990), examines whether sanctions 

usually succeed and under what conditions they fail. Hufbauer, Schott, and 

Elliott’s data include cases in which sanctions were actually imposed by one 

country on another. Sanctions appear to fail in most cases. Hufbauer, Schott, and 

Elliott’s optimistic view of sanctions is that they succeed in only about one-third of 

cases, while Pape’s (1997, 1998) pessimistic view holds that they succeed in at 

most  5% of cases (Lacy.2004). 
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Shin, in a study of economic sanctions and inflows of foreign direct investment in 

target countries examined sanctions, the results of this theoretical research claim 

that economic sanctions have a negative effect on foreign direct investment in the 

country denies. He states that economic sanctions can really boost foreign direct 

investment under certain circumstances (Shin.2011). 

Askari and Haidar tested the effects of economic sanctions on Iran using the 

pattern attractions. The effect of the trade embargo on Iran financial sanctions has 

been estimated for about 27 million dollars and effect between 1160 to 1321 

million dollars per year. They also tried to show that despite the heavy costs on 

both inbound sanctions and sanctions, Iran's policy has not changed (Askari.2001) 

(Haidar.2016). 

Preeg assessed the net effect of economic sanctions on Iran in the period 1998-

2000. So that the net effect of it is negative. He estimates effect of sanctions on 

Iran's trade in the range of 700 to 1400 million dollars and the effect of financial 

sanctions cost Iran 800 million dollars per year to 1300 and in sum of all costs in 

the range of 1500 to 2600 million dollars of sanctions on Iran in the assessment. 

He concludes that despite the economic damages, such sanctions have failed to 

persuade Iran to change behavior in achieving its objectives (Preeg.1999). 

Edumson Esha has discussed the statue of Unilateral Sanctions in the International 

Law. His work deserves a distinguished appreciation but he sees the issue through 

a Nigerian perspective. Main part of the work is categorized as the descriptive 

texts (Edumson Esha. 2014). 

Malone and his colleague choose for debate the U.S. Unilateralism in the Public 

International Law. They tried to evaluate the issue through the international 

perspectives and reminded that the United States has historically been ambivalent 

about international law (Malone.2003). 

Mafi  has spoken about the dilemma of U.S. economic sanctions on Iran. He has 

reported the events and the facts only based on the Iranian perspective 

(Mafi.2007). 

Manchak has tried to illustrate impermissible violations of International Law 

through the comprehensive economic sanctions. His paper examines the legality of 

the comprehensive unilateral embargo imposed by the United States on Cuba 

within the framework of international law. It argues that, independent of its 

humanitarian impact or the dubious legality of its extra-jurisdictional components, 

the comprehensive embargo violates international law because it undermines 

Cuba’s right to development (Manchak.2010). 

Katzman has updated his previous reports regarding the statue of Iran sanctions in 

Congressional Research Service. By presenting   an overview concerning the U.S. 

sanctions against Iran, he states the final statue of sanctions. His rich report focuses 

on the U.S. Acts and Executive Orders issued by the Lords of Oval.   

All these works deserve appreciation, because they have tried to discuss or 

describe some aspects or dimensions of the topic. But our study merits for a 

distinct label, since it aims to accomplish a comprehensive analysis with the last 

and new documents, especially after Trump`s initiative for US unilateral 
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withdrawal from JCPO. The new wave of sanctions which touch and restrict all 

parties of macro and micro features in the Iranian economy, are seen and felt very 

more hard and heavy by the people in society in comparison with  the past. 

Establishing a legal theoretical framework for our arguments is another point, 

which distinguishes our work in comparison with the previous manuscripts. 

1.3. Definitions and goals 

1.3.1. Definitions: sanctions and unilateral sanctions 

The United Nations as a “tool for all seasons” has referred to sanctions. They are 

often seen as alternative to military action (De-Goede, 2012: 177), aimed to 

control the excesses of an offender, which is usually a State government, an 

individual or group. There are different forms of sanctions, including economic, 

social and political forms. A broad and continuously growing range of situations 

have been determined by the United Nations Security Council as threatening or 

breaching international peace and security, thereby favoring the use of sanctions 

(Ogbonna.2016). The Security Council, while occasionally authorizing the use of 

military force has changed its strategy to employ non-military measures in order to 

enforce compliance with its decisions. This development facilitated the imposition 

of sanctions as deterrence. Sanctions have been imposed on different countries for 

different reasons. Examples include the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq and the 

purported discovery of the latter’s arsenal of weapons of mass destruction. Also, 

the United Nations, the EU and the United States imposed sanctions on the former 

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia because of its role in escalating the war in Bosnia 

and Herzegovina during the 1990’s (Hejsek, 2012: 1-2). 

Economic sanctions are “coordinated restrictions on trade and financial 

transactions intended to impair economic life within a given territory” (Davidsson, 

2002: 4). It consists of export and/or import bans, trade sanctions that may apply to 

specific products such as oil, timber or diamonds, also bans on the provision of 

specific services brokering, financial services, technical assistance, flight bans, 

prohibitions on investment, payments and capital movements or the withdrawal of 

tariff preferences.  

An attempt by scholars to provide comprehensive analysis of economic sanctions 

has produced a broad range of different classifications. For example, Hufbauer, 

Schott and Elliot (1990) put economic sanctions into three categories (1) limiting 

export to target (2) restriction of targets export (3) impeding finance available to 

target through suspension and/or withdrawal of aid. 

Daoudi and Dajani (1983) basing their analysis on international affairs perspective, 

classified them into five (1) impediment to technology (2) restriction on supply of 

arm and other war munitions (3) restriction of raw materials available to target (4) 

restriction on targets import (5) international boycott. Perhaps the reason for 

classifying economic sanctions by scholars is to elaborate on areas and/or sectors 

where their impact are felt most or where they intend to affect, however this 

classifications seen not too relevant as a widely held opinion is that the measures 

are “anti-civilian well-being.” Further research reveals that not only do economic 

sanctions have adverse economic impact on their target; they also affect the 

economy of the sender State(s) (Ogbonna.2016). 
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 Askari et al write that economic sanctions affect the following economic variables 

in the sanctioning/sender State(s) and also target State: (a) Profits and revenues of 

State owned enterprises; (b) Profits and revenues of private owned enterprises; (c) 

Sales and export; (d) Employment; (e) Economic growth; (f) Development; (g) 

Revenues and taxes to government; (h) Standard of living; (i) Wages (Askari.2003: 

90). 

However, the impact is felt differently as that of the target is often massive 

compared to the sender.  Since the main goal of economic sanctions is to limit 

resources available to a regime on which sanctions are imposed, the expected 

result is to force the regime to accept the policies for which sanctions are imposed. 

In order to achieve this goal, the party that imposes sanctions intentionally harm 

the civilian population of a sanctioned State or region by reducing their access to 

basic needs. The assumption of those who advocate for economic sanctions is that 

the locus of political power resides within the people of such countries, and that 

pressure on the people will induce them to vote out or overthrow their corrupt 

leaders. Contrary to this assumption, the locus of political power in most 

impoverished nations, such as Iran and Zimbabwe, lies within the entrenched 

tribal, religious and political class, who are willing to use whatever force necessary 

to protect their interests. Therefore, it is inapposite for proponents of economic 

sanctions to impoverish civilians with the hope that economic hardship will 

instigate civil resistance against regimes or leaders of a target State 

(Ogbonna.2016). 

 For Edumson Esha, unilateral sanctions are usually imposed by an individual state 

as a primary tool of foreign policy with the objective of modifying the target 

state’s behavior (Edumsone Esha,2014). 

Hufbauer et al define unilateral sanctions as “the deliberate, government-inspired 

withdrawal, or threat of withdrawal of customary trade or financial relations” 

(Hufbauer.2007:3). 

Relying on the Malone’s definition, “Unilateralism,” by contrast, refers to a 

tendency to opt out of a multilateral framework (whether existing or proposed) or 

to act alone in addressing a particular global or regional challenge rather than 

choosing to participate in collective action. States opt out of a multilateral 

framework or act alone because they do not wish to subject themselves to the 

generalized principles of conduct being negotiated or enforced, or they may find 

such principles inimical to their national interests (Malone.2003). 

Doxey in his definition points out to the same characteristics. For him, trade 

embargo is the main type of economic sanction intended to change a country’s 

behavior for various reasons. Economic sanctions are usually used as instruments 

in the pursuit of foreign policy. It has been argued that “the aim of economic 

sanction is to damage the economy of the target state”. Doxey considered 

economic sanctions as “negative measures which seek to influence conduct by 

threatening and, if necessary, imposing penalties for non-conformity with law” 

(Doxey, 1972: 528). 

In analyzing the provided definitions and the unclear good intentions of sanctions 

as given by the bodies that impose them, I argue that it is problematic to employ 

any measure or action that has grave humanitarian consequences on the civilian 
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population. Previous experiences have shown that in many cases, economic 

sanctions failed to achieve their goals; instead, they create suffering and hardship 

on civilians to whom they are rhetorically intended to help.  

1.3.2. Goals 

 There are many factors in sanctions that they tend to be the most important 

influence or even change the policies of a country, punish or penalize a country 

because of its policies. In summary, the reasons for and objectives of the sanctions 

can be categorized as follows:  

- The desire to influence the policies or even a change in the political system of a 

country,  

- Punishing a country because of its policies,  

- Create instability in the country, mostly in an attempt to change in political 

system of the country,  

- Promoting human rights, counter-terrorism and non-proliferation of weapons of 

mass destruction,  

- Unpleasant premonition of sanctioned country from pursuing certain policies in 

the future,  

- Reducing military power of target country.  

The logic behind unilateral sanctions is that the severe economic hardship caused 

by sanctions will induce political discontent in the target state population to rise 

against its leaders and demand change, forcing the target government to reverse its 

objectionable behavior. Alternatively, the leaders in the target state after realizing 

the error of their ways will acquiesce to outside demands and change their policies 

(Edmunson Esha .2014). 

 I try to analyze the principal purposes of economic sanctions from four different 

perspectives: coercion, punishment, symbolism and signaling.  

-Coercion  

Coercive economic sanctions are taken in the belief that economic sanctions may 

persuade a State, person or entity to amend their behavior. The intended coercive 

effect of economic sanctions taken within the UN framework is of the belief that 

they are capable of driving change in the behaviors of States and/or forcing States 

to abstain from actions threatening or breaching international peace and 

security(Murphy, 2011: 10). According to James Barber, in each case in which 

sanctions have been applied there appear at first sight to be clear objectives 

relating to changes in the behavior of the government against whom they are 

directed and this position reflects UN continuous use of economic sanctions 

(Barber, 1979: 368).  

Over the years, Security Council resolutions will always cite coercive reasons for 

invoking economic sanctions and this has raised comments that the generally 

accepted purpose and emphasis of such sanctions lies in modifying behavior 

(Reinisch, 2001: 851). 

For example, during the economic sanctions taken against Libya, States were 

required to uphold the sanctions until such time as the UNSC determined that the 

Libyan Government had committed to ceasing all forms of terrorist action and 

assistance and responded to requests by various States in relation to the legal 
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procedures related to the attacks carried out against Pan Am flight 103 and Union 

de transports aeriens flight 772 (UN Doc S/RES/748). 

Equally, economic sanctions were put in place against Haiti following the 

overthrow of the legitimate Government led by President Jean-Bertrand Aristide. 

Resolution 841 set out the measures, which would be put in place if attempts, 

being undertaken at that time by the UN Special Envoy for Haiti and the 

Organization of American States (OAS), to establish a political dialogue with the 

Haitian parties, failed (UN Doc S/RES/841). 

 These examples show that UN economic sanctions are adopted for coercive 

purposes. However, further analysis shows that in practice the UN’s use of 

economic sanctions as coercive measures is somewhat uneven. For example, 

economic sanctions against Southern Rhodesia were clearly intended to have a 

coercive effect. They were put in place for ending illegal white rule in Southern 

Rhodesia and remained in place until there was regime change at which point they 

were lifted (UN Doe S/RES/217). 

In contrast, economic sanctions against Iraq were on their face arbitrarily coercive 

in that they were imposed for forcing Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait, which it had 

invaded (UN Doc S/RES/661). 

 However, even following its withdrawal from Kuwait, economic sanctions against 

Iraq remained in place. As such, it is clear that they were intended to have a 

purpose beyond coercion.  

-Punishment  

According to Foran, economic sanctions are intrinsically punitive (Foran, 2009: 

123).The adoption of the word “sanctions” in itself is minatory and connotes a 

form of punishment even in cases where the purpose of adopting them is not 

simply punishment (Charnovitz, 2001: 95). 

 The belief that economic sanctions are punitive in nature can be deduced from the 

US Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton’s, speech in 2009, when she said: “Iran 

would, if diplomacy failed to bring about a favorable outcome, be subjected to 

crippling sanctions”(Reid, 2009).  

The above statement by Clinton clearly shows that sanctions are somewhat 

imposed as a form of deliberate punishment on the target. Another example of the 

punitive nature of economic sanctions is the case of reparations made by Germany 

contained in the Treaty of Versailles following World War I (Treaty of Versailles, 

1919). In Part VIII of the Treaty, Germany accepted responsibility for causing all 

the loss, damage to the allied countries, to the associated governments and to their 

nationals, and agreed to make compensation for damage to the civilian population 

of the allies and associated States and to their property. Compensation was 

available for not only damage caused by Germany itself but also damage caused by 

its allies (Murphy, 2011: 11). 

It may be important to state at this point that there is a divided opinion among 

scholars and commentators on whether the UN economic sanctions are punitive in 

their nature or not. Those who support the punitive nature of UN economic 

sanctions argue that for a State, person or entity to be punished it must have been 
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involved in an action deemed wrong and for which it is punished. According to 

Abi-Saab, the Security Council bases the UN economic sanctions on a “finding” of 

wrongdoing, which would be consistent with sanctions having a punitive function 

(Abi-Saab, 2001: 39). Furthermore, Al-Anbari describes the invocation of UN 

economic sanctions under Articles 39 and 41 of the UN Charter as tantamount to a 

judgment and final conclusion that a wrong has been committed (Al-Anbari ,2001: 

371-372). However, Crawford holds a different view when he states that no 

international wrong need be committed in order for economic sanctions to be taken 

in accordance with the UN Charter (Crawford,,2001:57). The suggestion of 

Crawford is that the Security Council may invoke sanctions measures not 

necessarily on “evidence” of a wrongful act but also by a mere “speculation” of an 

imminent one.  

Having provided views of different scholars on the punitive nature of economic 

sanctions, my personal opinion is that they possess punitive elements.  

 In the view of Western Countries such as the US, Britain, and France, Iran was at 

the verge of developing a nuclear weapon which may eventually be used against 

Israel. Thus, prompting the Security Council to invoke a resolution imposing 

economic sanctions aimed at forcing Iran to conform to the terms of the non-

proliferation treaty. Although the sanctions aims at behavior modification with 

respect to the non-proliferation treaty however, they must also be perceived as 

having a punitive element as, whilst they are taken as a result of the failure to 

adhere to the terms of the treaty (ogbonna.2016). 

The irony of the Iran’s case may be seen from the standpoint of sanctions measures 

not been taken against States that are known to have nuclear weapons and, as such, 

there is inherent condemnation of Iran itself, and not simply of its nuclear policies, 

in the invocation of UN economic sanctions against it. The premise behind 

economic sanctions taken against States is that, once the civilian population feels 

their effects it will seek to change its leadership to one that behaves in accordance 

with required norms or the sanctioning party or the international community as the 

case maybe. The problem however, with punitive economic sanctions is that they 

may have the undesired side effect of prompting the citizens of a country to offer 

support to the regime being targeted. Thus, they may serve as a “social glue” when 

the population of a sanctioned State unite against the foreigners (sanctioning State) 

who damage their country or simply what Johan Galtung referred to as “rally 

round the flag effect” (Galtung, 1967: 393) when citizens perceive that economic 

sanctions were unfairly or unjustly imposed against their country. This occurred in 

the initially stage of the sanctions in Southern Rhodesia when the white elite 

supported their government on the basis that the sanctions imposed on them were 

unreasonable (Ogbonna.2016). This behavior modification led to economic 

sanctions being less effective in that instance than they would otherwise have been 

(Murphy, 2011).  

- Symbolism  

Economic sanctions have a symbolic value and may be established for the purpose 

of conveying a particular message rather than achieving a tangible result, such as 

persuading change in the behavior of target or as a punishment for wrongdoing 

(Gus, 2013: 453). 
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The symbolism of economic sanctions is in two folds. Firstly, they may be used to 

convey to a target that its behavior is being viewed unfavorably. Secondly, they 

may be used to convey to the wider public, which has raised concerns about the 

target’s behavior that their concerns are being taken seriously by the Sender State 

or organization. The later could be used as a way of achieving political point 

domestically or among allies of the sanctions imposing party. Hence, the symbolic 

value of economic sanctions may therefore explain why they are sometimes taken 

in instances where they seem extremely unlikely to succeed. Apart from my 

personal opinion, other scholars share a similar view that economic sanctions are 

used for symbolic purposes. One of such scholars is Ivan Eland who states that: 

“policymakers believe sanctions have utility as foreign policy tools, even if stated 

compliance goals are not likely to be met” (Cortright, 1995: 30). 

According to Eland, the statement of President Jimmy Carter at the time the US 

imposed grain embargo against the Soviet Union for its invasion of Afghanistan, 

“seem to suggest that President Carter wanted to use sanctions to demonstrate US 

resolve and to deter the Soviets from further aggression into more strategic 

areas”. (Cortright,1995: 30) Thus, the grain embargo was of symbolic importance. 

He concluded his argument with the assertion “in an anarchic and chaotic 

international environment, symbolic goals are important and may even be vital”. 

(Cortright, 1995: 31) 

In a related view, James Barber writes that there are two aspects to symbolic 

sanctions, pointing out that first, symbolic sanctions demonstrate a willingness and 

capacity to act and second, they deflate criticisms (Barber, 1979: 380). 

Furthermore, he added that governments consider it very important to be perceived 

or seen by their citizens to be busy and concerned about them (Barber, 1979: 380). 

Therefore, sanctions can serve as a tool of public distraction for the government 

that employs them. This reflects the case where one State has invoked economic 

actions while others have to consider their own reputations in relation to whether 

or not they should take similar action.  

The above expression is in line with the opinion of Johan Galtung when he asserts 

thus: “When military action is impossible for one reason or another, and when 

doing nothing is seen as tantamount to complicity, then something has to be done 

to express morality, something that at least serves as a clear signal to everyone 

that what the receiving nation has done is disapproved of. If the sanctions do not 

serve instrumental purposes they can at least have expressive functions” (Galtung, 

1967: 412). 

It should be noted, however, that not all scholars shares the opinion that economic 

sanctions are often invoked for symbolic purposes. One of such scholars who 

disagree with this theory is Daniel Drezner, when he argues that, “to say that the 

empirical support for the invocation of symbolic sanctions is weak at best and 

insignificant at worst” (Drezner, 1999: 67). 

However, Drezner’s position has been criticized on two grounds. Firstly, Drezner 

believes that there is a single, visible motivation for economic sanctions. For 

example, Kimberly Ann Elliot’s position contradicts that of Drezner’s when she 

states that the actual goal of economic sanctions may have little or no correlation 

with the stated aim of behavior modification and proposing such alternative goals 
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as deterring third States from engaging in undesirable behavior. Instead, it is often 

used to enhance the sender’s credibility amongst its allies’ and as a response to 

domestic political pressure (Elliot, 1995: 51). 

Therefore, in practice it is clear that economic sanctions do not always have a 

single goal and symbolism should not be disregarded as a secondary motivation 

behind their adoption. Secondly, Drezner’s argument is based on economic 

sanctions taken by a single State (Drezner, 1999: 104), and this expressly excludes 

sanctions taken by international organizations such as the UN, neglecting the fact 

that action taken by the UN or other international organizations are measures 

collectively agreed by States and they have a stronger symbolic value than 

sanctions taken by a single State.  

- Signaling  

Another purpose of economic sanctions by either the UN or other bodies is rooted 

in an effort to convey a “signal” to the target that their behavior is unacceptable 

and if not modified, they will be visited with a more compelling and/or aggressive 

force or measure. Thus, economic sanctions are used by the sender (international 

community or individual States) as a signal of subsequent drastic measure against 

the target such as the use of military force. According to Hufbauer; Schott and 

Elliott (1990), economic sanctions often serve as a minor and/or subordinate 

weapon in the arsenal of diplomatic artillery aimed at the target State. They 

contend that out of the 115 sanctions cases studied, 34 of them were accompanied 

with policies of either quasi-military and/or real military action. (Hufbauer; Schott 

and Elliott, 1990: 43) In essence, the idea of preceding or accompanying economic 

sanctions with threat or real military hostility proves beyond doubt that sanctions 

may sometimes serve as forerunner of a more devastating action. Thus, economic 

sanctions may be used as a signal to convince a target to accept the sender’s 

preference before launching military offensive.  

For example, following the inversion of Kuwait by Iraq in 1990, the United States 

and the United Nations imposed stringent economic sanctions on the later as a way 

of signaling their disapproval of the latter’s action taken against the former. The 

sanctions were combined with vigorous diplomacy and gradual military build-ups, 

subsequently; a full military action was launched against the country in 1991.  

Apart from using sanctions to signal a target of more drastic measure to follow if it 

fails to comply with the demand of the imposing party, senders also use them to 

signal their ally that taken similar action is required of them. As Lisa Martin puts 

it, costly sanctions by a great power often signify determination and consequently 

it motivates and encourages other States to join in the sanctioning effort or take 

similar action (Martin, 1992: 36-38).  

-A form of neo-colonialism 

We can  perceive economic sanctions imposed by superpowers or western old 

powers as a form of neo-colonialism in which the same old Western powers sought 

to dictate the internal affairs of weaker States” (Forsythe, 2012: 4).  Some scholars 

and commentators from the standpoint of neo-colonialism view the continuous use 

of economic sanctions as a policy tool mostly on countries of the South 

(Ogbonna.2016). In the words of Kuthula Tawanda, call it whatever you like, a 
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process and/or measure that predicates economic control via disproportionate 

foreign direct investment (FDI) is tantamount to re-colonization (The Herald, 

2013).  

The FDI serves as a “steroid” to any economy as it provides the much needed 

foreign investment from multinational companies, thus it strengthens the economy 

by providing finances, creating jobs and development of infrastructures. When a 

country is denied of this vital economic tool by another, then the answer is re-

colonization (The Herald, 2013).  

1.3.3. Forms of sanctions  

From the viewpoint of President Woodrow Wilson and the United Nations, 

sanctions are instruments of a diplomatic or economic nature that seek to bring 

about change in activities or policies, such as violations of international law or 

human rights or policies that do not respect the rule of law or democratic 

principles. They come in different forms, such as comprehensive and targeted 

sanctions, unilateral and multilateral sanctions. 

-  Comprehensive sanctions  

  Comprehensive economic sanctions are measures that seek to deny a target State 

access to all international financial, trade and service interactions (Doxey, 1996: 

139). The mechanism of comprehensive economic sanctions is to deny a target 

State access to international markets and other sources of finance and funding, 

with the exception of those exempted on humanitarian grounds (Doxey, 1996: 139-

40). Since the establishment of the UN, it has imposed four prominent 

comprehensive economic sanctions against Rhodesia, South Africa, Yugoslavia 

and Iraq (House of Lords, 2006-07: 14). 

 

 Apart from the UN, the United States and the European Union have also been 

imposing comprehensive sanctions and using international institutions, such as the 

World Bank and the IMF, as allies to enforce such sanctions (Ogbonna.2016). 

 The case of Zimbabwe is one example of comprehensive economic sanctions by 

the US and the EU, which is being enforced in alliance with international financial 

agencies, thereby making the effect severe on the target State and mostly on its 

citizens. 

-Targeted sanctions  

Targeted sanctions are designed to target specific persons, groups and entities 

responsible for the objectionable policies or behavior. Mostly, such sanctions 

comprise both an obligation to freeze all funds and economic resources of the 

targeted persons and entities and a prohibition on making funds or economic 

resources available directly or indirectly to or for the benefit of these persons and 

entities (Watson Institute for International Studies, 2004: 3). 

 Additionally, it can be a sort of travel ban on a specific entity, person or group of 

persons. Targeted sanctions make intuitive sense and seem to respond directly to 

the criticisms against comprehensive sanctions (Ogbonna.2016). Why not direct 
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sanctions against the architects of the policies opposed by the international 

community, rather than against civilians? In this way, targeted sanctions 

theoretically address the adverse humanitarian effects of comprehensive sanctions. 

If designed and implemented effectively, only dictators, demagogues, rebel leaders 

and their supporters would need to fear the effects of targeted sanctions. (Watson 

Institute for International Studies, 2004: 3).  

- Arms embargoes  

According to the European Union, an arms embargo is a type of sanctions imposed 

to stop the flow of arms and military equipment to conflict areas or to regimes that 

are likely to use them for internal repression or aggression against a foreign State 

(Austin, 2005: 4), (European Commission, 2008:4). 

The use of arms embargoes has been on the rise since the 1990’s, and many 

institutions such as the European Union, the United Nations, the Arab League and 

others have implemented them at one point or another. In addition, individual 

countries such as the United States have used arms embargoes in a form of 

unilateral embargoes against States, organizations or groups of people.  

In the case of the United Nation, arms embargoes are imposed by resolutions 

adopted under the authority of Chapter VII, Article 41, by at least nine of the 

fifteen members of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC), including all five 

permanent members. The Security Council has two types of arms embargo: 

voluntary and mandatory (Fruchart. 2007: 1). 

- Restrictions on admission (Visa or Travel Ban)  

Restrictions on admission are a type of targeted sanctions, where an individual or 

group of individuals are banned from entry into, or transit through, the territories 

of the State or group of States that is/are imposing the ban (European Commission, 

2008: 5). 

 This type of sanction has been used unilaterally by the United States mostly to 

fight terrorism (Ogbonna.2016). Additionally, the European Union has adopted 

this measure against people whose behaviors contradict international norms or are 

deemed to be a threat to public peace and security (European Commission, 2008: 

5-6). For example, in February of 2011, the EU imposed a travel ban on former 

Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi and 25 members of his family and inner circle 

(The Telegraph, 2011). 
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The ban was a restriction to territories that belong to the European Union. Also on 

12 March 2014, the EU imposed travel ban on 21 Russian and Ukrainian officials 

for their role in what the EU consider an inversion of the territorial integrity and 

sovereignty of independent Ukraine (BBC News, 2014). 

- Unilateral sanctions  

Unilateral sanctions usually are trade and other economic embargoes, which are 

imposed independently by one country on another. Research shows that the major 

purpose of unilateral sanctions is the advancement of sender’s foreign policy on 

the target (Dowling, 2002: 8).  

While international or comprehensive sanctions are imposed by international 

bodies like the United Nations Security Council (in political cases) or the World 

Trade Organization (in economic ones), unilateral sanctions are imposed by a 

single State mostly on reasons that has to do with national interest (Dowling, 2002: 

8).  Increasingly, it is observed in our contemporary world that certain States 

impose unilateral sanctions against third party through application of national 

legislation. Thus, an increased use of unilateral sanctions by States particularly the 

United States raises concern that requires consideration (Ogbonna.2016). The use 

of sanctions arguably is although permitted under the UN Charter, the use of 

unilateral sanctions are however questionable under the law. Therefore, a rational 

question to ask is whether unilateral sanctions are permissible under the 

international law or the UN Charter. 

1.4. History of Sanctions 

Sanctions have a long and rich history, which predates World War I. Their 

employment by states in the pursuit of foreign policy goals is traceable to ancient 

Greece. However, their most celebrated early use was in 432 BC when, in response 

to violations of sacred Athenian lands and the kidnapping of three As pasian 

women, Pericles instituted the Megarian decree banning all trade between Megara 

and Athens. This eventually led to the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War 

(Thucydide. 1972 :73). 

During the religious wars of Europe’s reformation, states also used trade 

embargoes and other sanctions to compel compliance with treaty obligations to 

protect certain Christian minorities (Kern.2009 :8) and naval blockades during the 

American Civil War. After World War I, extensive attention was given to 

sanctions as a substitute for armed hostilities and a stand-alone enforcement 

policy. Woodrow Wilson thus proclaimed unilateral sanctions in 1919: A nation 
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that is boycotted is a nation that is in sight of surrender. Apply this economic, 

peaceful, silent, deadly remedy and there will be no need for force. It is a terrible 

remedy. It does not cost a life outside the nation boycotted, but it brings a pressure 

upon the nation, which, in our judgment, no modern nation could resist (Edumson 

Esha.2014). 

For the most part sanctions were rarely used in the 20th century. During the Cold 

War, the quest by both the USSR and the United States to gain a competitive edge 

over each other led them to support and co-operate with corrupt and brutal leaders 

(Shane, 2004). 

 This policy made sanctions unpopular and ineffective during the period. Before 

the fall of the Berlin wall in 1989, the United Nations sanctioned only two 

countries, Rhodesia and South Africa. The end of the Cold War ushered in a new 

era and a new set of countries were sanctioned (Ogbonna.2016). As reported by 

Hughes (2007) they include Iraq (1990), the former Yugoslavia (1991, 1992, and 

1998), Libya (1992), Liberia (1992), Somalia (1992), parts of Cambodia (1992), 

Haiti (1993), parts of Angola (1993, 1997, and 1998), Rwanda (1994), Sudan 

(1996), Sierra Leone (1997), and Afghanistan (1999) and others. They were 

sanctioned for reasons ranging from external and internal aggression, suppression 

of democracy and support of terrorism (Chan, 2000: 3). 

Within this period, the United States rose to world superpower status, giving 

greater authority to its unilateral sanctions. Scholars such as Haass (1998) and 

Delevic (1998) argue that the economic interests of the United States, combined 

with reluctance to deploy its military force to address economic, moral, and 

political issues gave rise to increased use of unilateral sanctions by the United 

States. In 1998, one commentator estimated that “two-thirds of the world’s 

population was subject to some sort of US sanctions” (Dunne, 1998: 2). 

However, the United States is not the only country imposing economic sanctions; 

the European Union has also been sponsoring its own brand of sanctions.  

Many scholars and organizations have argued against the use of economic 

sanctions because of its horrific humanitarian consequences. Hufbauer, Schott, and 

Elliott (1990) did a comprehensive and extensive study on sanctions, having 

researched 116 case studies since World War I. The most important conclusion 

from their findings is that sanctions have a historical poor track record, with 

respects to performance, cause and effect (Hufbauer, Schott, and Elliott, 1990). 
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 The first and second UN sanctions imposed against South Africa and Rhodesia 

were perceived to be successful. The euphoria of using sanctions partially or 

wholly in achieving compliance in the behaviors of these regimes earned sanctions 

a monumental position in international relations. If I may say, it was 

overwhelming to use “ordinary” sanctions to remove the apartheid regime from 

power. However, the success accredited to sanctions against the apartheid regime, 

has been challenged by scholars on notable grounds. One of them, Philip Levy, 

argues that the situation in South Africa was unique and certainly not possible to 

replicate (Levy, 1999: 10-12). 

 The fact is that the apartheid regime in South Africa was unique to other situations 

in which sanctions are imposed and expected to produce the same outcome as in 

South Africa. Apart from Levy, legal positivists also argue that sanctions do not 

conform to international humanitarian laws or the United Nations declaration of 

rights. They conclude that both are inconsistent and incoherent. In addition, Joy 

Gordon argues in support of this motion when she describes economic sanctions as 

siege and refers to them as a form of warfare (Gordon, 1999: 149). 
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Second chapter 

Theoretical framework 

The Illegality of unilateral sanctions in Public International Law 

2.1. Unilateral Sanctions and Treaty Law 

2.1.1. The UN Charter 

Since the UN Charter only provides for multilateral sanctions in the UN’s 

collective security mechanism, unilateral sanctions are imposed outside its purview 

and are impermissible under the Charter regime.( the Hague Centre for Law and 

Arbitration. 2013:9) 

Under Article 39, the Security Council is empowered to determine threats to, 

breaches of the peace, and acts of aggression. Thereafter, Article 41 presents an 

array of options for the type of sanctions the Security Council may impose, and 

authorizes it to call on member states to apply them. Both articles contain no 

express or implied power by which individual member states may unilaterally 

impose sanctions (Szasz.2014). 

Over the years, various international organs, and particularly the UN General 

Assembly, have adopted a series of solemn resolutions that, inter alia, are designed 

to delegitimize the use of economic force by individual States (Szasz.2014). 

One of the first of these was the 1965 "Declaration on the Inadmissibility of 

Intervention in the Domestic Affairs of States and the Protection of Their 

Independence and Sovereignty," which declared that No State may use or 

encourage the use of economic, political or other types or measures to coerce 

another State in order to obtain from it the subordination of the exercise of its 

sovereign rights or to secure from it advantages of any kind (U.N. Doc. 

NRES/2131 (XX) (1965)). 

Precisely the same text was repeated in the 1970 "Declaration on Principles of 

International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation among States 

in Accordance with the Charter of the United Nations," (U.N. Doc. NRES/2625 

(XXV) (1970)) which is widely accepted as an authoritative interpretation of the 

UN Charter. A similar text appears in the 1980 "Declaration on the Inadmissibility 

of Intervention and Interference in the Internal Affairs of States" (U.N. Doc. 

NRES/36/103 (1981)). 

In 1995, the General Assembly adopted a resolution on "Economic Measures as a 

Means of Political and Economic Coercion against Developing Countries". In it 

the Assembly expressed grave concern "that the use of coercive economic 

measures adversely affects the economy and development efforts of developing 

countries and has a general negative impact on international economic 

cooperation" and urged the international community to adopt urgent and effective 

measures to eliminate the use by some developed countries of unilateral coercive 

measures against developing countries which are not authorized by relevant organs 

of the United Nations or are inconsistent with the principles contained in the 

Charter of the United Nations, as a means of forcibly imposing the will of one 

State on another (Szasz.2014). 
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In 1996 the General Assembly adopted a further resolution to similar effect, under 

the title "Elimination of Coercive Economic Measures as a Means of Political and 

Economic Compulsion” ( U.N. Doc. NRES/51/22 (1996)). In 1997, it adopted by 

near unanimity a resolution on "Unilateral Economic Measures as a Means of 

Political and Economic Coercion Against Developing Countries"-in which it 

largely repeated the 1995 language but added contravention of "the basic 

principles of the multilateral trading system" as an additional ground for 

eliminating "the use of unilateral coercive economic measures against developing 

countries"-as well as an even stronger though more limited resolution on "Human 

Rights and Unilateral Coercive Measures1 (Szasz.2014). 

Unilateral sanctions as a tool of statecraft are not permitted under any international 

law or recognized in the UN Charter. Arguably, article VII of the UN Charter may 

have  permitted the use of sanctions by the Security Council while maintaining the 

peace, however, the use of unilateral sanctions are not permitted under any 

international legal framework (Ogbonna.2016). Rather, unilateral sanctions are 

imposed by a State through the application of its domestic and/or national laws 

contrary to established principles of jurisdiction under international law 

(Mohamad, 2014: 4-5). 

Unilateral sanctions are impermissible under international law as the Charter of the 

United Nations addresses only collective economic measures. Unilateral sanctions 

are usually imposed by an individual state, which resorts to unilateral sanctions as 

a primary tool of foreign policy with an objective to modify the targeted country’s 

behavior. These sanctions are imposed by a state through application of its national 

legislation, which are prima facie extra-territorial in nature and against the 

established principles of jurisdiction under international law (Hague Center for 

Law and Arbitration.2013). 

The doctrine concerning extra-territorial application of national legislation though 

not well settled, the basic principle in international law is that all national 

legislations are territorial in character. Hence, the unilateral sanctions and 

extraterritorial application of national legislation violates the legal equality of 

States, and principles of respect for and dignity of national sovereignty and non-

intervention in the internal affairs of the State. Application of unilateral sanctions 

violates basic principles of Charter of the United Nations and certain other 

important legal instruments. It imposes suffering and deprivation on innocent 

citizens of other countries, especially mass human rights violations and deprives 

them from their right to development and self-determination.  The Asian-African 

Legal Consultative Organization (AALCO) affirms that Unilateral Sanctions 

imposed against third parties are violation of the principles enshrined in the 

Charter of the United Nations and other principles that are recognized through soft 

laws like the right to development and Friendly Relations Declaration. Further, 

Extraterritorial application of national legislation on third parties is per se illegal 

(Hague Center for Law and Arbitration.2013). 

                                                           
1 Respectively U.N. Docs. NRES/52/181 (1997), adopted by a vote of Y = lO9, N = 1 (USA), A = 

50; and A/RES/52/120 (1997), adopted by a vote of Y = 91, N = 46, A = 26. 
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Henderson shares our idea when he argues: “An important U.N. resolution 

condemning coercive economic conduct is the Declaration on the Inadmissibility 

of Intervention in the Domestic Affairs of States and the Protection of their 

Independence and Sovereignty (Declaration on Intervention). Passed in 1965 by 

the U.N. General Assembly, the Declaration on Intervention forbids the use of 

economic or political measures designed to subordinate the will of, or obtain 

advantages from, another state. In addition to the Declaration on Intervention, the 

1970 Declaration on Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly 

Relations and Co-operation Among States in Accordance with the Charter of the 

United Nations (Principles of Friendly Relations) is pertinent in analyzing 

economic sanctions under General Assembly resolutions” (Henderson. 1986). 

While it is accepted that UNGA resolutions are not binding, they are declaratory of 

existing customary law and contribute to its emergence (Edmunson.2014). 

2.1.2. Other Treaties 

The Unilateral measures infringe upon rights, and breach state-party obligations in 

numerous bilateral and multilateral agreements.  US sanctions on Iran, for 

example, violate the Treaty of Amity between the US and Iran which obligates 

both states to refrain from applying discriminatory measures that would impair 

their legally acquired rights and interests; and provides that there shall be freedom 

of commerce or navigation between both states ( Arts. IV and X, Treaty of Amity, 

Economic Relations and Consular Rights1955). 

The sanctions also contravene Article VIII (2), which prohibits restrictions on 

exports to or imports from both states, unless such exports or imports are similarly 

restricted to all third states (Rahimi.2014). 

Unilateral diplomatic sanctions also constitute a violation of the Vienna 

Conventions on Diplomatic and Consular Relations 1961 and 1963 respectively, 

where they affect diplomats or consular officers of target states; while unilateral 

travel bans violate the right to movement protected by Article 12 of the 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 1966 (Rahimi.2014). 

2.1.2.1. Violation of Human Rights 

There is no doubt that economic sanctions may have a detrimental effect on human 

rights. There are numerous anecdotes illustrating the harmful effects of economic 

sanctions on civilians (Happold.2016: 88). 

Because there are multiple dimensions of human rights, violations can materialize 

in different forms. In line with international human rights agreements, we 

distinguish four human rights categories: basic human rights (e.g. political 

imprisonment, torture), economic rights (e.g. property rights, freedom to trade), 

emancipatory rights (e.g. women’s economic and political rights) and political 

rights and civil liberties (e.g. freedom of assembly and speech). For example, the 

right to life is threatened by execution, disappearance or torture. All of these 

human rights have been addressed and protected by international agreements, both 

on the global and regional level and states are required to take positive measures to 

protect the recognized rights (Reinisch.2001: 862). 
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As Marco A. Velásquez Ruiz pointed out: “The implementation of such measures 

(referring to economic sanctions) has an impact on the enjoyment of human rights, 

but in particular on the civilian’s economic, social and cultural rights” 

(Ogbonna.2016). 

The destructive impact of comprehensive multilateral trade sanctions, and 

unilateral sanctions made equally expansive through super jurisdictional measures, 

on the humanitarian situation in target states is well-documented (Manchack 

.2010). Especially in the last two decades, there has been a growing chorus of 

disapproval among human rights organizations, scholars, and politicians to end the 

use of these “blunt instruments” as tools for effecting behavior modification or 

regime change in target states (U.N. Doc A/52/1. 1997). 

In response, sanctioning states have adopted a number of policy initiatives, 

including the use of so-called “smart” sanctions, to minimize the humanitarian 

impact of economic sanctions on civilian populations (Manchack.2010). The 

illegality of such measures under international law is not simply predicated on its 

effect on the people on a micro-level—it also is established by reference to the 

nation-state itself and the macro-level concept of development (Edmunson 

Esha.2014). 

The rights to life, an adequate standard of living { Art. 25(1), UDHR and Art. 

11(1), ICESCR } freedom from hunger, health; and other internationally protected 

economic, social and cultural rights are also violated by unilateral coercive 

measures which implicate these rights in the target state ( Doc. A/HRC/19/33, 11 

January 2012). 

 Where economic or financial sanctions are so rigid that a target state cannot make 

exports to generate revenue, or make imports of essential goods, food, drugs and 

medical equipment, the rights to an adequate standard of living, health and 

ultimately, the right to life are endangered. Such a situation inevitably induces 

inflation, unemployment, malnutrition and the spread of deadly diseases 

(Edmunson Esha.2014). 

In addition, the humanitarian law prohibition against the starvation of civilian 

populations as a method of warfare is breached by unilateral measures that cause 

serious deprivations of food and agricultural produce. 2 

Unilateral sanctions further flout the Vienna Convention, which provides that a 

state must refrain from acts, which would defeat the object and purpose of a treaty 

when it has signed or exchanged instruments constituting the treaty or has 

expressed its consent to be bound by it (Art. 18, Vienna Convention on the Law of 

Treaties 1969). 

2.2. Unilateral sanctions, customary law  

                                                           
2 Art. 54, Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions 1949, relating to the Protection of 

Victims of International Armed Conflicts (Protocol I); Art. 14, Protocol Additional to the 
Geneva Conventions of 1949, relating to the Protection of Victims of Non-International 
Armed Conflicts (Protocol II); “The Impact of Unilateral Coercive Measures on the Enjoyment 
of Human Rights,” 
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2.2.1. Sovereignty and jurisdiction 

Unilateral sanctions interfere with the target state’s sovereignty and jurisdiction. 

Sovereignty is the supreme political authority of an independent state within and 

without its borders. The legitimacy of the principle of sovereignty is recognized in 

Article 2(1) of the UN Charter, which situates the UN on the foundation of 

sovereign equality. A central feature of sovereignty is jurisdiction, which concerns 

the right of a state to exercise authority over people, property or circumstances 

within its territory. 

A controversial outcome of unilateral sanctions is the use of secondary sanctions. 

While unilateral sanctions are imposed directly on the target, secondary boycotts 

also impose restrictions on third-state companies and governments that do business 

with the target. 

Secondary sanctions by the US have been severely criticized as a violation of 

international law by states which generally hold the view that extraterritorial 

jurisdiction applies only to conduct that violates fundamental norms of 

international law. Still, the US justifies same on the ground that market 

globalization and technological advances make it vulnerable to the actions of other 

states (Kern. 2009:91).  

It is noteworthy that the effects doctrine neither constitutes, nor has it been 

recognized as an independent jurisdictional rule under customary law. Again, state 

practice and doctrinal evolution in international law reflect a unanimous rejection 

of the extraterritorial application of national legislation for the purpose of creating 

obligations for third states (Mohamad.2013 :4). 

Secondary sanctions run counter to the established principle of jurisdiction in 

international law that all national legislation are territorial in character; and as such 

violate the principles of state sovereignty, non-intervention and jurisdiction (The 

Hague Centre for Law andArbitration.2013:9). 

Secondary sanctions interfere with the sovereignty of third states whose nationals 

are subject to them (Meyer.2009). A controversial outcome of unilateral sanctions 

is the use of secondary sanctions. While unilateral sanctions are imposed directly 

on the target, secondary boycotts also impose restrictions on third-state companies 

and governments that do business with the target. 

 2.2.2. Principle of non-intervention. 

The principle of non-intervention is part of customary law, founded on the concept 

of respect for the sovereignty of states. In order to protect state sovereignty, 

customary law historically prohibited forcible intervention in the domestic affairs 

of states. However, due to the increased economic interdependence between states, 

non-forcible economic coercion achieves the same objectives as forcible 

interference and ultimately results in a powerful state dictating the domestic 

policies of a weaker state.  

In contemporary international law therefore, the principle of non- intervention via 

armed force is extended to include the ‘economic’ and ‘cultural’ forms of 

intervention. Unilateral economic coercion is intervention in nature, if a state 
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carries out an economic policy that coerces the target state to take a course of 

action desired by the coercing state (Wynen Thomas.1956:193).  

The principle of non-intervention is generally recognized as embedded in the 

Charter system and is the mirror image of the sovereignty of states. The right to 

self-determination is an important fundamental right of developing states, 

recognized as the right of citizens of such states to determine their political, 

economic, social and cultural systems; without the interference of other states 

aimed at dictating a particular form of government or initiating changes in the 

exercise of sovereign rights. Therefore, unilateral measures restricting the right of 

such states to determine their approach constitute a violation of this right (Edumon 

Esha.2014). 

Mafi shares  the same idea when she argues: “Increasingly  enough the use of 

economic sanctions by the United States constitute a flagrant violation of the 

sovereignty of other states and the legitimate interests of companies and subjects 

under their jurisdiction as well as freedom of trade by limiting the rights of 

sovereigns to pursue a truly independent trade policy” (Mafi.2007). 

According to Brownlie, extraterritorial acts can only be admissible if the following 

principles are respected that: 

- There is a substantial and bona fide connection between the subject matter and 

the source of jurisdiction; 

- The principles of non-intervention in the internal affairs of another State be 

observed; and 

-Elements of accommodation, mutuality, and proportionality be applied 

(Brownlie.1990:310). 

 

Economic Coercion constitutes a violation of the rule of Non-Intervention into the 

Domestic Affairs of another sovereign State. Today, economic sovereignty of a 

state prohibits deliberate attempts from intervening directly or indirectly in internal 

or external affairs of other states. It is submitted that customary international law 

recognizes the rights of states to choose freely their foreign commercial policy as 

they wish. Unless coercive measures are adopted by the competent organs of the 

United Nations (Mafi.2007). 

2.2.3. The Right to development 

Manchak believes that the right to development is an inalienable human right 

intrinsically linked to a peoples’ sovereignty. A state’s right to development 

occupies an exalted position in international law; it is protected in several of 

international law’s foundational documents including the U.N. Charter, the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights, and the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural 

Rights(Manchake.2010). For him, especially in the last two decades, there has 

been a growing chorus of disapproval among human rights organizations, scholars, 

and politicians to end the use of these “blunt instruments” as tools for effecting 

behavior modification or regime change in target state (Manchake.2010). Zarif has 

emphasized on the right of development as an essential right of sovereignty (Zarif, 

1995:98-99). 
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The right to development is an inalienable human right intrinsically linked to a 

peoples’ sovereignty. (Art. 1, Declaration on the Right to Development, GA Res. 

41/128, (1986)) A state’s right to development occupies an exalted position in 

international law; and is protected by foundational documents.( Arts. 55 and 56, 

UN Charter)In addition to the legitimacy as a principle of international law, which 

it derives from its inclusion in the International Bill of Human Rights, the right to 

development has been further entrenched as an international legal norm by later, 

more specific treaties and resolutions. 

By the early 1970s, the right to development was undergoing a more formal, 

comprehensive articulation in the specific language of human rights. Over the 

course of the next fourteen years, the right to development was proclaimed in 

various texts, including regional multilateral instrument (Manchake.2010). 

In addition to its legitimacy as a principle of international law, Articles 1 and 55(b) 

of the UN Charter, give member states the responsibility of developing friendly 

relations among nations based on respect for self-determination of peoples and 

actively promoting conditions of economic, social progress and development. 

Article 3 of the Declaration on the Right to Development commits state parties to 

act in accord with the UN Charter and to create “national and international 

conditions favorable to the realization of the right to development.” The 

Declaration also places the human person at the center of development, which it 

defines not solely in terms of economic growth, but as a comprehensive process 

including social, cultural and political elements. 

Since the development of customary law norms is an evolutionary process 

ascertained by reference to the general practice of states over a period of time, 

rooted in a sense of legal obligation, the right to development has undoubtedly 

risen to the level of customary law owing to its ubiquity and broad-based 

international acceptance. 

2.3. Jus Cogens 

According to the Vienna Convention, a treaty is void if at the time of its 

conclusion it conflicts with a peremptory norm. A peremptory norm (or jus 

cogens) is defined as a norm “accepted and recognized by the international 

community of states as a whole as a norm from which no derogation is permitted 

and which can be modified only by a subsequent norm having the same character. 

”The basic essence of jus cogens norms lies in their non-derogable nature . They 

include the prohibition on genocide, aggression, torture, apartheid, slavery and 

slave trade, racial discrimination, self-determination, (Crawford. 2002) war crimes 

and crimes against humanity. As shall be shortly seen, unilateral sanctions, also 

violate jus cogens. 

2.3.1. The Right to self-determination 

The ICJ has recognized the obligations flowing from the principle of self-

determination as erga omnes;   and scholars have indicated that the principle has 

acquired the status of jus cogens. The idea of sovereign self-determination has 

been called “the imperative basis for all human rights”(Pomerance.1982:41). 
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The UN Charter explicitly refers to the right to self-determination and aims “to 

develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of 

equal rights and self-determination” (Arts. 1(2) and 55, UN Charter). The UN 

Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Territories and Peoples 

states that: “All people have the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right, 

they determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and 

cultural development.” 

The consequence of this is that all peoples are inherently entitled to a government 

of their choice as a basis for political, economic and social development. The right 

to self-determination puts upon states not just the duty to respect and promote the 

right, but also the obligation to refrain from any forcible action, which deprives 

peoples of the enjoyment of the right. 

The right to self-determination is an important fundamental right of developing 

states, recognized as the right of citizens of such states to determine their political, 

economic, social and cultural systems; without the interference of other states 

aimed at dictating a particular form of government or initiating changes in the 

exercise of sovereign rights. Therefore, unilateral measures restricting the right of 

such states to determine their approach constitute a violation of this right (The 

Asian-African Legal Consultative Organization Secretariat.2012:11). 

2.4. Inefficiency of sanctions on the ruling sectors 

Economic sanctions theory claims that economic pressure on civilians translates 

into pressure on the government for policy change (Hafner-Burton 2014). 

However, a widely held criticism of this claim is that economic sanctions 

frequently fail to achieve desired policy changes, while still harming the civilian 

population (de Waart.2015). 

Another strand of legal literature deals with the adverse effects of economic 

sanctions on civilians. These contributions question the legality of economic 

sanctions given the observation that in many cases the continuation of economic 

sanctions would have led to a humanitarian disaster (O’Connell 2002: 69). In 

essence, the illegality claim typically rests on two grounds: the violation of human 

rights and the non-compliance with the principle of proportionality 

(Reisman/Stevick.1998:126). 

The latter strand of legal literature has been echoed by contributions in political 

science and economic literature measuring the effects of sanctions on human 

rights. This literature points out the exacerbation of human rights problems and 

harm to innocent people as a consequence of sanctions (de Waart. 2015; Pape 

1997). 

According to Leyton-Brown  many sources of supply or channels of access are 

beyond total contract, meaning that trade sanctions are often porous and alternate 

suppliers can often be found to replace those abiding by economic 

sanctions(Leyton-Brown, n.d:307). Economic sanctions are less effective in 

bringing about the intended political objectives if the target country can easily 

circumvent the restrictions.  
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Hufbauer, Schott and Elliott argue that economic sanctions have only a very 

limited capacity to serve their intended objectives (Hufbauer.1990). Overall their 

track record is poor. To the extent that they work, the time span for the actual 

impact is very short. These views are broadly supported by van Bergeijk and van 

Marrewijk (Bergeijk.1994). 

John Foster Dulles, US Secretary of State in Dwight Eisenhower administration, 

said that sanctions are not effective means of resolving disputes. In line with was 

said by Pape, Dulles explain the sanctions end up harm civilians, punishing them 

in the foreground and difficulty everyday life hardly reaching the leaders of the 

target countries. 

If sanctions are not meticulously researched and planned, in order to punish 

leaders, corporations and governments in its range, sanctions would ultimately be 

ineffective at its end, with the only result punishment of civilians, which is a 

collateral side effect of its imposition. While the impacts may be severe, the 

conduct of domestic policy by leader class causing the perpetration of 

victimization feeling, cause internal union against what is seen as external 

common enemy that seeks deliberately harm the country. Thus, it appears that 

countries with little freedom of expression for citizens, as studied in this work, are 

less likely to internal defense. The leaders then are able to promote "internal unity" 

even though this is resulting from oppression and civil restrictions 

(Menezes.2016). 

2.5. Impacts on third parties and states 

There are the unintended effects on neighboring States in the way of “spill over.” 

Implementing targeted sanctions relies heavily on certain States, particularly 

neighboring States who act as a watchdog over the targeted State. These 

neighboring States bear partly the impact of targeted sanctions and should be 

provided with technical assistance and means of special financial support by the 

international community, as specified in Article 50 of the UN Charter 

(Ogbonna.2016). 

We shared the same idea and believe in that sanctions often cause hardship to the 

neighbors and major trading partners of the targeted countries, in the case of the 

sanctions imposed on Iraq, 21 countries have claimed losses in their revenues 

because of damage to their economic links with Iraq.  

As reports Hormozi:“ The legitimacy of authorizing secondary sanctions (i.e. 

sanctioning third parties or imposing penalties on third parties for trading with the 

target and/or providing assistance) is highly questionable. As a general rule, 

national legislation ought to be territorial as basic international law principles 

affirm” (Hormozi.2016:100). 

Ilieva and his colleagues share the same argument: “Imposition of economic 

sanctions is a very costly process. Beside the targeted country, the economic 

sanctions may cause collateral damage on innocent third parties such as the 

country’s neighbors by losing the market access, preferred trade routes, etc.” 

(Ilieva. 2018 :210). 
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The application of unilateral economic sanctions is an explicit violation of 

international law protected under the United Nation’s (U.N.) and Organization of 

American States’s (OAS) charters, human rights stipulations, and even national 

United States (U.S.) law (Analysis.2019). 

Non-UN sanctions, or countermeasures or unilateral sanctions imply that an 

individual state has imposed sanctions unilaterally without the authorization of 

UNSC resolution. Such sanctions are not without their criticisms; developing 

countries have argued that unilateral sanctions should be eliminated, as it infringes 

upon their right to economic and social development. To this effect, The UN 

General Assembly has passed a resolution, which calls upon all states not to 

recognize unilateral extraterritorial coercive economic measures or legislative acts 

imposed by any state. The Asian-African Legal Consultative Organization 

(AALCO) has also suggested that unilateral coercive economic measures 

constitute extraterritorial sanctions and, therefore, violate international law 

(Akhtar.2019). 

The International Law Commission (ILC) calls these unilateral sanctions 

“countermeasures" (ILC 2001). The ILC details circumstances to allow such 

countermeasures, which would otherwise not be in conformity with international 

obligation of the state concerned. Chapter V of the Articles on Responsibility of 

State for Internationally Wrongful Act (ARSIWA), 2001, provides a shield against 

a claim of breach of an international obligation. It resembles the notion of self-

defense under  Article 51 of UN Charter where initial wrongfulness (use of force) 

justifies the act of response (self-defense). However, these countermeasures imply 

non-armed measures such as coercive economic measures. 

Article 49(1) of ARSIWA states that an injured state may only take 

countermeasures against a state, which is responsible for an internationally 

wrongful act. These countermeasures, however, are not without restrictions. 

Article 29(2) of ARSIWA uses the phrase “for the time being” which means that 

countermeasures must end once the erring state has complied with its obligations 

under international law. The IC recognized this condition in the Gabcikovo-

Nagyamaros case, saying that the purpose of countermeasures is to induce the 

wrongdoing state to comply with its obligation under international law, and that 

the countermeasures must therefore be reversible in nature. In the joint 

construction and operation of the Gabcikovo-Nagyamaros project by 

Czechoslovakia and Hungary, the question was whether the diversion of the 

Danube carried out by Czechoslovakia was a lawful countermeasure. The court 

found that it was not lawful because it was not proportionate. Countermeasures are 

only lawful if the response is proportional to the initial wrong. The ICJ did not 

invoke reversibility requirement but acknowledged this requirement for lawfulness 

of countermeasures (Akhtar.2019). 

Additionally, Article 50 of ARSIWA talks about the "obligations not affected by 

the countermeasures". It says countermeasures shall not affect obligations to 

refrain from the use of force, to the protection of fundamental human rights, 

obligation of humanitarian character prohibiting reprisals, and other obligations 

under the peremptory norms of international law. For instance, if an injured state 

imposes sanctions on civilian goods or medical devices, it might affect 

international human rights obligation. In turn, this prohibits an injured state to 
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impose countermeasures lawfully even if the initial wrong has been done by the 

responsible state. In other words, the above-mentioned limitations leave very little 

scope for any states to practically apply lawful countermeasures (Akhtar.2019). 

It is left to states to decide whether initial wrong was done by the other state to 

adopt countermeasures. The lack of any judicial scrutiny of these sanctions and 

countermeasures makes it an arbitrary exercise of power on the part of the states. 

Countermeasures may be unlawful if a state has failed to observe the above-

mentioned conditions as well as limitations. While they are an attractive tool of 

foreign policy, they fail to pass the test of legal requirements under international 

law and end up, in certain circumstances, violating them. The use of coercive 

economic measures are a double-edged sword, with the potential both to resolve 

disputes and to trigger war (Farall.2007). 

In sum, economic sanctions may not have been prohibited by the UN Charter, 

UNSC sanctions and resolutions are not immune from review and judicial scrutiny. 

Checks and balances must be observed while adopting sanctions resolution in 

order to comply with the letter and spirit of the UN Charter. Although most non-

UN economic sanctions serve to further a state’s foreign policy objectives, the 

legal scrutiny of such economic sanctions is desirable. The UN General Assembly 

resolutions have called all states not to recognize unilateral extraterritorial coercive 

economic measures. 

Similarly AALCO, in its report "Unilateral and Secondary Sanctions: An 

International Law Perspective," has concluded that unilateral sanctions violate 

various international law obligation. It represents the strong discontent on 

unilateral sanctions from this part of the world. In the recent Iran-US sanctions 

case, ICJ has found prima facie jurisdiction over US re-imposition of sanctions 

against Iran. The court has also indicated provisional measures in favor of Iran. 

This case, perhaps the first of its kind, will put the act of coercive economic 

sanctions to judicial scrutiny. Currently in the merit stage, this case could possibly 

throw some light on the current practices of non-UN sanctions and their legal 

consequences under international law (Akhtar.2019). 

Unilateral sanctions are usually imposed by an individual State that resorts to 

unilateral sanctions as a primary tool of foreign policy with an objective of 

modifying the targeted country’s behavior. These sanctions are imposed by a State 

through application of its national legislation, which are prima facie extraterritorial 

in nature and against the established principles of jurisdiction under international 

law. The doctrine concerning extraterritorial application of national legislation, 

though not well settled, endorses the basic principle of international law that all 

national legislations are territorial in character. Hence, the unilateral sanctions and 

extraterritorial application of national legislation violate the legal equality of 

States, and principles of respect for and dignity of national sovereignty and 

nonintervention in the internal affairs of the State. Application of unilateral 

sanctions violates basic principles of the UN Charter and certain other important 

legal instruments. It imposes suffering and deprivation on innocent citizens of 

other countries, including mass human rights violations, and deprives them of their 

right to development and self-determination (Rahmat.2015). 
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Figure No 1: Illegality of Unilateral Sanctions in Public International Law, 

Violation of Treaty Law. (Author) 
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Third chapter 

Data and analysis 

3.1. UN sanctions on Iran  

International sanctions are political and economic decisions that are part of 

diplomatic efforts by countries, multilateral or regional organizations against states 

or organizations either to protect national security interests, or to protect 

international law, and defend against threats to international peace and security 

(Hufbauer.2007). These decisions principally include the temporary imposition on 

a target of economic, trade, diplomatic, cultural or other restrictions (sanctions 

measures) that are lifted when the motivating security concerns no longer apply, or 

when no new threats have arisen. 

According to the Charter of the United Nations, only the UN Security Council has 

a mandate by the international community to apply sanctions (Article 41) that must 

be complied with by all UN member states (Article 2,2). They serve as the 

international community's most powerful peaceful means to prevent threats to 

international peace and security or to settle them. Sanctions do not include the use 

of military force. However, if sanctions do not lead to the diplomatic settlement of 

a conflict, the use of force can be authorized by the Security Council separately 

under Article 42.  Sanctions measures, under Article 41, encompass a broad range 

of enforcement options that do not involve the use of armed force. Since 1966, the 

Security Council has established 30 sanctions regimes, in Southern Rhodesia, 

South Africa, the former Yugoslavia (2), Haiti, Iraq (2), Angola, Rwanda, Sierra 

Leone, Somalia and Eritrea, Eritrea and Ethiopia, Liberia (3), DRC, Côte d’Ivoire, 

Sudan, Lebanon, DPRK, Iran, Libya (2), Guinea-Bissau, CAR, Yemen, South 

Sudan and Mali, as well as against ISIL (Da'esh) and Al-Qaida and the Taliban. 

Security Council sanctions have taken a number of different forms, in pursuit of a 

variety of goals. The measures have ranged from comprehensive economic and 

trade sanctions to more targeted measures such as arms embargoes, travel bans, 

and financial or commodity restrictions. The Security Council has applied 

sanctions to support peaceful transitions, deter non-constitutional changes, 

constrain terrorism, protect human rights and promote non-proliferation. 

Sanctions do not operate, succeed or fail in a vacuum. The measures are most 

effective at maintaining or restoring international peace and security when applied 

as part of a comprehensive strategy encompassing peacekeeping, peacebuilding 

and peacemaking. Contrary to the assumption that sanctions are punitive, many 

regimes are designed to support governments and regions working towards 

peaceful transition. The Libyan and Guinea-Bissau sanctions regimes all exemplify 

this approach (UNSC. Sanctions Committee information.2020). 

Table No 1: Targeted Sanctions Consortium (TSC) of Security Council 

(Giumelli.2015: 1355). 

Case No. of episodes 

Former Republic of Yugoslavia  I 1 

Libya I 3 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Countries
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Nations_Security_Council
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Regional_organization
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charter_of_the_united_nations
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Somalia 5 

Haiti 3 

Liberia 5 

Angola 4 

Rwanda 2 

Sudan I 2 

Sierra Leone 5 

Former Republic of Yugoslavia 2 1 

Al-Qaeda and Taliban 4 

Ethiopia-Eritrea 1 

Democratic Republic of Congo 4 

Iraq 2 

Sudan 2 2 

Cote d`Ivoire 5 

Lebanon 1 

Iran 4 

Democratic People’s Republic of 

Korea 

3 

Taliban 1 

Libya 2 3 

Guinea-Bissau 1 

Central African Republic 1 

Total Cases :23 Total episodes :63 

 

 

 

A summary of data for all regimes has been reported through the fallowing graphs.  

Graph No 1: Security Council Sanctions-related decisions by year (Security 

Council Practices and Charter Research Branch. 2017:3). 
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Graph No 2: Actions to Sanction Measures by SC 1997-2017 (Security Council 

Practices and Charter Research Branch. 2017: 4). 

 

Graph No 3: Actions to Sanction Measures by Regimes. 1990-2017 (Security 

Council Practices and Charter Research Branch. 2017: 8). 
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The complex structure of international economic sanctions on Iran, which has 

developed since the adoption of UN Security Council Resolution 1929 on June 9th 

2010, can be described as composed of four concentric circles. 

• The first, central circle: the UN Security Council Resolutions, which impose 

basic set of sanctions, and has been the basis and the source of international 

legitimacy for the whole structure of international sanctions  (Gal.2011:1-2). 

• The second circle: US and EU unilateral sanctions, which extend far beyond the 

UN sanctions, affect all major fields of the Iranian economy; and pressure other 

governments to join in implementing the UN sanctions, and add their own 

unilateral sanctions. Moreover, the US and EU sanctions focus on limiting 

international trade, investments, and financial transactions with Iran to a degree 

that forces international banks, insurers and other businesses to “mark” doing 

business with Iran as too risky for their much more important businesses in the US 

and the EU markets. 

• The third Circle: application of the UN sanctions and observance of EU and US 

sanctions, by many other countries, including most important trade partners of 

Iran: the United Arab Emirates, Japan, South Korea, and others. 

• The fourth Circle: the business sector – banks, insurance companies, and other 

businesses which trade with Iran, deal with Iranian banks, invest in Iran’s oil 

sector, etc (Gal.2011:1-2). 
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U.N. sanctions on Iran, enacted by the Security Council under Article 41 of 

Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter (U.S. Dept. of Treasury. November. 4. 2019) 

applied to all U.N. member states. 

During 2006-2008, three U.N. Security Council resolutions—1737, 1747, and 

1803—imposed sanctions on Iran’s nuclear program and weapons of mass 

destruction (WMD) infrastructure. Resolution 1929 (June 9, 2010) asserted that 

major sec  tors of the Iranian economy support Iran’s nuclear program and 

authorized U.N. member states to sanction civilian sectors of Iran’s economy. It 

also imposed binding limitations on Iran’s development of ballistic missiles and 

imports and exports of arms.  

Table No 2: Entities Sanctioned Under U.N. Resolutions (Katzman. 2019 :81-82).  

 

Entities Sanctioned Under U.N. Resolutions  

U.N. Security Council 

Resolutions  
Entities Sanctioned by 

Resolution 1737  

Entities/Persons Added by 

Resolution 1747 

Entities Added by Resolution 

1803 

Entities Added by 

Resolution 1929 

- Farayand Technique 

(centrifuge program) 

- Defense Industries 

Organization (DIO) 

- 7th of Tir (DOI subordinate) 

- Shahid Hemmat Industrial 

Group (SHIG)—missile program 

- Shahid Bagheri Industrial 

Group (SBIG)—missile program 

- Fajr Industrial Group—missile 

program 

- Gen. Mohammad Mehdi Nejad 

Mouri (Malak Ashtar University 

of Defense Technology rector) 

- Bahmanyar Morteza 

Bahmanyar (AIO official) 

- Reza Gholi Esmaeli (AOI 

Official) 

- Ahmad Vahid Dastjerdi (Head 

of AOI) 

- Maj. Gen. Yahya Rahim Safavi 

(Commander in Chief, IRGC) 

- Gen. Hosein Salimi 

- Ammunition and Metallurgy 

Industries Group (controls 7th 

of Tir) 

- Parchin Chemical Industries 

(branch of DIO) 

- Sanam Industrial Group 

(subordinate to AIO) 

- Ya Mahdi Industries Group 

- Sho’a Aviation (produces 

IRGC light aircraft for 

asymmetric warfare) 

- Qods Aeronautics Industries 

(produces UAV’s, para-gliders 

for IRGC asymmetric warfare) 

- Pars Aviation Services 

Company (maintains IRGC 

Air Force equipment) 

- Gen. Mohammad Baqr 

Zolqadr (IRGC officer serving 

as deputy Interior Minister) 

- Brig. Gen. Mohammad 

Hejazi (Basij commander) 

- Brig. Gen. Qasem Soleimani 

(Qods Force commander) 

Mohammad Eslami (Defense 

Industries Training and 

Research Institute) 

- Seyyed Hussein Hosseini 

(AEIO, involved in Arak) 

- Abbas Rashidi (Natanz) 

- Ghasem Soleymani 

(Saghand uranium mine) 

Travel banned for five 

Iranians sanctioned under 

Resolutions 1737 and 1747. 

Adds entities to the sanctions 

list: 

- Electro Sanam Co. 

- Abzar Boresh Kaveh Co. 

(centrifuge production) 

- Barzaganin Tejaral 

Tavanmad Saccal 

- Jabber Ibn Hayan (AEIO 

laboratory) 

- Khorasan Metallurgy 

Industries 

- Niru Battery Manufacturing 

 

Over 40 entities added; 

makes mandatory a 

previously nonbinding 

travel ban on most 

named Iranians of 

previous resolutions. 

Adds one individual 

banned for travel—

AEIO head Javad 

Rahiqi. 

- Amin Industrial 

Complex; Armament 

Industries Group 

- Defense Technology 

and Science Research 

Center (owned or 

controlled by Ministry 

of Defense) 

- Doostan International 

Company 

- Farasakht Industries 

- First East Export 

Bank, PLC 

- Kaveh Cutting Tools 
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(Commander, IRGC Air Force) 

- Atomic Energy Organization of 

Iran (AEIO) 

- Mesbah Energy Company 

(Arak supplier) 

- Mohammad Qanadi, AEIO 

Vice President 

- Behman Asgarpour (Arak 

manager) 

- Ehsan Monajemi (Natanz 

construction manager) 

- Jafar Mohammadi (Adviser to 

AEIO) 

- Dawood Agha Jani (Natanz 

official) 

- Ali Hajinia Leilabadi (Director 

of Mesbah Energy) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- Fereidoun Abbasi-Davani 

(senior defense scientist) 

- Mohasen Fakrizadeh-

Mahabai (defense scientist) 

- Mohsen Hojati (head of Fajr 

Industrial Group) 

- Ahmad Derakshandeh (head 

of Bank Sepah) 

- Brig. Gen. Mohammad Reza 

Zahedi (IRGC ground forces 

commander) 

- Naser Maleki (head of 

SHIG); Brig. Gen. Morteza 

Reza’i (Deputy commander-

in-chief, IRGC) 

- Vice Admiral Ali Akbar 

Ahmadiyan (chief of IRGC 

Joint Staff) 

- Karaj Nuclear Research 

Center 

- Novin Energy Company; 

Cruise Missile Industry Group 

- Kavoshyar Company 

(subsidiary of AEIO) 

- Bank Sepah and Bank Sepah 

International PLC (funds AIO 

and subordinate entities in 

missile activities) * 

- Esfahan Nuclear Fuel 

Research and Production 

Center and Esfahan Nuclear 

Technology Center 

- Seyed Jaber Safdari (Natanz 

manager) 

- Amir Rahimi (head of 

Esfahan nuclear facilities); 

Mehrdada Akhlaghi Ketabachi 

(head of SBIG) 

 

Co. (Makes batteries for 

Iranian military and missile 

systems) 

- Ettehad Technical Group 

(AIO front co.) 

- Industrial Factories of 

Precision 

- Joza Industrial Co. 

- Pishgam (Pioneer) Energy 

Industries 

-Tamas Co. (uranium 

enrichment) 

- Safety Equipment 

Procurement (AIO front, 

missiles) 

Company 

- M. Babaie Industries 

-Shahid Karrazi 

Industries 

- Malek Ashtar 

University (subordinate 

of Defense Technology 

and Science Research 

Center, above) 

- Ministry of Defense 

Logistics Export (sells 

Iranian made arms to 

customers worldwide) 

- Mizan Machinery 

Manufacturing 

- Pejman Industrial 

Services Corp.; 

- Sabalan Company; 

Sahand Aluminum 

Parts Industrial 

Company 

- Shahid Sattari 

Industries 

-Shahid Sayyade 

Shirazi Industries (acts 

on behalf of the DIO) 

-Special Industries 

Group (DIO 

subordinate) 

-Tiz Pars (cover name 

for SHIG) 

-Yazd Metallurgy 

Industries 

- Modern Industries 

Technique Company 

- Nuclear Research 

Center for Agriculture 

and Medicine (research 

component of the 

AEIO) 

 

Table 3. Summary of Provisions of U.N. Resolutions on Iran Nuclear Program 

(1737, 1747, 1803, 1929, and 2231) (Text of U.N. Security Council resolutions). 

 

Resolution 1737 required Iran to suspend uranium enrichment, to suspend 
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construction of the heavy-water reactor at Arak, ratify the “Additional Protocol” to 

Iran’s IAEA Safeguards Agreement. (1737)  

Assets frozen of Iranian persons and entities named in annexes to the resolutions, and 

countries required banning the travel of named Iranians. (Initial list in Resolution 

1737, and additional designations in subsequent resolutions).  

Transfer to Iran of nuclear, missile, and dual use items to Iran prohibited, except for 

use in light-water reactors (1737 and 1747). Resolution 2231 delegates to a Joint 

Commission the authority to approve Iran’s applications to purchase dual-use items.  

Resolution 1747 prohibited Iran from exporting arms. Resolution 2231 requires Iran 

to obtain Security Council approval to export arms for a maximum of five years.  

Resolution 1929 prohibited Iran from investing abroad in uranium mining, related 

nuclear technologies or nuclear capable ballistic missile technology, and prohibits 

Iran from developing/testing, nuclear-capable ballistic missiles.  

1929 mandated that countries not export major combat systems to Iran, but did not 

bar sales of missiles that are not on the U.N. Registry of Conventional Arms. 

Resolution 2231 makes arms sales to Iran and exportation of arms from Iran subject 

to approval by the U.N. Security Council, for a maximum of five years from 

Adoption Day (until October 2020).  

1929 called for restraint on transactions with Iranian banks, particularly Bank Melli 

and Bank Saderat.  

Resolution called for “Vigilance” (but not a ban) on making international lending to 

Iran and providing trade credits and other financing.  

Resolution 1929 called on countries to inspect cargoes carried by Iran Air Cargo and 

Islamic Republic of Iran Shipping Lines—or by any ships in national or international 

waters—if there are indications they carry cargo banned for carriage to Iran. Searches 

in international waters would require concurrence of the country where the ship is 

registered. Resolution 2231 requires continued enforcement of remaining restrictions.  

Prior to JCPOA implementation, a Sanctions Committee, composed of the 15 

members of the Security Council, monitored implementation of all Iran sanctions and 

collected and disseminated information on Iranian violations and other entities 

involved in banned activities. A “panel of experts” was empowered by Resolution 

1929 to assist the U.N. sanctions committee in implementing the resolution and 

previous Iran resolutions, and to suggest ways to be more effective.  

 

Diplomatic efforts to reach a comprehensive, long-term and proper solution to the 

Iranian nuclear issue culminated in the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action 

(JCPOA)  concluded on 14 July 2015 by China, France, Germany, the Russian 

Federation, the United Kingdom, the United States, the High Representative of the 

European Union (the E3/EU+3) and the Islamic Republic of Iran. 

On 20 July 2015, the Security Council unanimously adopted resolution 2231 

(2015)  endorsing the JCPOA. The Security Council affirmed that conclusion of 

the JCPOA marked a fundamental shift in its consideration of the Iranian nuclear 

https://www.undocs.org/S/2015/544
https://www.undocs.org/S/2015/544
https://www.undocs.org/S/RES/2231(2015)
https://www.undocs.org/S/RES/2231(2015)
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issue, expressed its desire to build a new relationship with Iran strengthened by the 

implementation of the JCPOA and to bring to a satisfactory conclusion its 

consideration of this matter. 

3.2. EU sanctions  

At UN level, sanctions are defined as 'measures not involving the use of armed 

force employed to give effect to [UN Security Council] decisions' (Article 41 of 

the UN Charter). EU-level sanctions are not explicitly defined in European law, 

but they serve a similar purpose in implementing the decisions either of the UN 

Security Council or the Council of the EU (Russeel.2018:3). 

Until the 1980s, the European Community did not adopt its own sanctions; instead, 

Member States took measures at national level to implement United Nations 

Security Council (UNSC) sanctions (which they, as UN members, were – and still 

are – obliged to follow). Until 1980, UN sanctions were only adopted against two 

countries, Rhodesia (1965) and South Africa (1977). However, the end of the Cold 

War made it easier to reach consensus at UN level, ushering in a 'sanctions decade' 

during the 1990s. Community sanctions in 1980 against the Soviet Union over its 

invasion of Afghanistan marked the beginning of a coordinated European 

sanctions policy independent of the UN. The Common Foreign and Security Policy 

(CFSP), established in 1992 by the Maastricht Treaty, further strengthened 

coordination. Sanctions are becoming an increasingly central element of the CFSP, 

with a steady increase in the number of countries under sanctions, from just six in 

1991, to nearly thirty at present. Between 1980 and 2014, the EU accounted for 36 

% of the world's non-UN sanctions, making it the second-most active user after the 

United States (36.9 %) (Russel.2018 .3). 

Sanctions have become an increasingly central element of the EU's common and 

foreign security policy. At present, the EU has 42 sanctions programs in place, 

making it the world's second-most active user of restrictive measures, after the US. 

Unlike the comprehensive trade embargoes used in the past, the EU has moved 

towards asset freezes and visa bans targeted at individual persons and companies, 

aiming to influence foreign governments while avoiding humanitarian costs for the 

general population. Other measures in the sanctions toolkit include arms 

embargoes, sectoral trade and investment restrictions, as well as suspensions of 

development aid and trade preferences (Russsel.2018:2). 

Map No 1: EU sanctions programs (based on: EU sanctions map), as of March 

2018 (Russell.2018 :5). 
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The Council of the European Union imposed the first round of sanctions on Iran in 

2007, only two months after the UN Security Council passed resolution 1737 

(2012) (Macaluso.2014). 

In particular, Council Decisions 2012/35/CFSP and 2012/635/CFSP imposed a 

total oil embargo on Iran, including the provision of equipment and services for the 

petrochemical industry, freezing of the assets of the Central Bank of Iran and 

several investments, and a ban on the importation of several raw materials, naval 

equipment and shipbuilding technology. Moreover, Council Decision 

2012/152/CFSP (amending Decision 2010/413/CFSP) prohibited the Society for 

Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunication (SWIFT) from continuing to 

provide specialized financial messaging services, essentially preventing any 

international transaction involving Iranian banks (Macaluso.2014). 

Sanctions have been part of the European agenda in dealing with Iranian nuclear 

policies since 2006, when Europe framed a dual-track approach, combining the 

supposedly mutually reinforcing pressure and dialogue (Bassiri Tabrizi. 2012). 

Since the referral of the Iranian nuclear dossier to the United Nations Security 

Council (UNSC), in March 2006, the EU and the United States have pursued a 

dual-track strategy combining diplomacy and economic pressure. While sharing 

American concerns about Iran’s nuclear policies, EU member states were reluctant 

about isolating the country economically and politically, given the comparatively 

stronger economic ties and Iran’s geographic location at Europe’s periphery. Until 

2010, the European Council limited its measures to implementing all UNSC 

resolutions within the European territory, targeting persons and entities linked to 

Iran’s nuclear program, and subjecting them to travel restrictions and asset freezes. 

But from 2010 onwards, the EU joined the US in increasing pressure on Iran 

through “comprehensive” unilateral restrictive measures that went far beyond the 

scope of the UNSC resolutions. In June 2010, the EU introduced its first set of 

unilateral measures against Iran, for the first time targeting activities not directly 

related to the Iranian nuclear program. Over time, EU sanctions have become 

nearly as extensive as those of the US (Bassiri Tabrizi.2014). 

Between January and October 2012, Brussels ratcheted up sanctions against Iran, 

adopting measures targeting Iran’s energy and financial system, hitting the 

country’s financial capacity by curtailing the revenues coming from the energy 

sector, and isolating its financial system with the aim of “strongly increasing 

pressure on the Iranian government”.  The Foreign Affairs Council imposed a full 

import embargo on Iranian crude oil and petrochemicals; froze the assets of the 

Iranian Central Bank within the EU; banned companies in Europe from providing 

insurance for shipments of oil or petrochemicals from Iran; cut off all Iranian 

banks blacklisted by the EU from the Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial 

Telecommunications (SWIFT); banned all transactions between European and 

Iranian banks, unless authorized in advance; and barred imports of Iranian natural 

gas and the trade of diamonds and precious metals with Iran (Bassiri 

Tabrizi.2014). 

 Until 2010, European countries were Iran’s major trading partners. In particular, 

prior to the entry into force of the oil embargo in 2012, EU purchases of Iranian oil 

amounted to nearly 600,000 barrels per day – roughly 90 percent of total goods the 
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EU imported from the Islamic Republic. Greece, Spain, and Italy respectively 

imported more than 10 percent of their total oil consumption from Iran. EU exports 

of machinery, transport equipment, manufactured goods, and chemicals accounted 

for about a third of Iran’s total imports. 

Since 2010, a majority of Western firms have divested from Tehran and European 

trade with Iran in non-oil-related sectors has also been drastically reduced. Against 

this backdrop, the JPA raised the hopes of European businesses that Iran’s market 

could soon be accessible again (Bassiri Tabrizi.2014). 

In addition to implementing UN sanctions, during the past decade the EU imposed 

a wide range of autonomous economic and financial sanctions on Iran, including: 

 restrictions on trade in several goods: prohibition to export to Iran arms, 

dual-use goods and goods which could be used in enrichment-related activities; 

prohibition to import crude oil, natural gas, petrochemical and petroleum products; 

prohibition to sell or supply key equipment used in the energy sector, gold, other 

precious metals and diamonds, certain naval equipment, certain software, etc. 

 restrictions in the financial sector: freezing the assets of the Central Bank 

of Iran and major Iranian commercial banks, laying down notification and 

authorization mechanisms for transfers of funds above certain amounts to Iranian 

financial institutions 

 measures in the transport sector: preventing access to EU airports of 

Iranian cargo flights, prohibition of maintenance and service of Iranian cargo 

aircraft or vessels carrying prohibited materials or goods 

 travel restrictions and asset freeze imposed against other listed persons 

and entities. 

 

It should be notified that since 2011, the EU has also adopted restrictive measures 

related to violations of human rights, including: 

 asset freeze and visa bans for individuals and entities responsible for grave 

human rights violations 

 ban on exports to Iran of equipment which might be used for internal 

repression and of equipment for monitoring telecommunications. 

 

These measures have been extended ever since on an annual basis. On 8 April 

2019, the Council extended the measures until 13 April 2020. Council extends by 

one year sanctions responding to serious human rights violation. 

Since January 2014, some of mentioned sanctions have been suspended. This was 

done as part of the implementation of the interim agreement known as the Joint 

Plan of Action, agreed by Iran and the E3/EU+3 in November 2013. After the 

agreement on the JCPOA, this suspension was further extended by the Council 

until 28 January 2016, to allow for the necessary time to make arrangements and 

preparations for the implementation of the JCPOA. 

On 16 January 2016 (Implementation Day of the agreement), the Council lifted all 

nuclear-related economic and financial EU sanctions against Iran. However, some 

restrictions remain in force. 

3.3. National sanctions  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/04/08/iran-council-extends-by-one-year-sanctions-responding-to-serious-human-rights-violation/
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2019/04/08/iran-council-extends-by-one-year-sanctions-responding-to-serious-human-rights-violation/
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Many States are introducing their own domestic laws, in many instances based on 

UN resolutions:  

3.3.1. Norway  

On 14 January 2011, the Norway adopted a round of more extensive sanctions 

against Iran into line with EU Regulation 961/2010 which include stricter 

restrictions on trade and also prohibits export of key equipment and tools as well 

as technology and services that are related to the oil and gas industry 

(Shamgholi.2012: 19). 

They are also restrictions on financial transactions. Moreover, there will be a 

significantly longer list of individuals, entities and organizations whose assets are 

frozen. Failure to abide by the regulations can lead to financial penalties or even 

jail sentences (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Norway.2010). 

3.3.2. United Kingdom 

On 11 December 2010, the UK implemented “The Iran Regulations 2010” in line 

with EU Regulation 961/2010 including provisions to prevent the circumvention of 

restrictions and more importantly imposes penalties for any breach which include 

fine or in certain cases imprisonment. ( Linderman.2011) 

3.3.3. Canada  

In close consultation with like-minded partners, including the US and the EU, and 

building upon UN Resolution 1929, the Government of Canada has implemented 

further sanctions against Iran through the Special Economic Measures Act 

(SEMA). Sanctions prohibit dealing in the property of designated persons and also 

ban exporting or otherwise providing to Iran arms and related material not already 

banned, items used in refining oil and gas and items that could contribute to Iran’s 

proliferation activities .Moreover, making any new investment in the Iranian oil 

and gas sector is forbidden. In addition, establishing correspondent banking 

relationships with Iranian financial institutions, or purchasing any debt from the 

government of Iran and providing a vessel owned or controlled by, or operating on 

behalf of the Islamic Republic of Iran Shipping Lines (IRISL) with services for the 

vessel’s operation or maintenance is prohibited (Shamgholi.2012:20). 

3.3.4. Australia  

On 4 August 2010, the Foreign Minister of Australia published a list of 150 

entities, being subject of sanctions under the Iran Regulations. Australian 

companies must have the Foreign Minister’s approval for dealing with any of these 

listed entities (Shamgholi.2012:21). The sanctioned entities include companies 

allegedly associated with IRISL, financial companies and entities, which are 

involved in oil and gas operations (Fenwick.2011). 

3.3.5. South Korea  

South Korea has introduced sanctions trying to balance its close relationship with 

the US while trying to minimize damages to its extensive trading links to Iran 

(Shamgholi.2012:21).   
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South Korea listed 126 Iranian entities and individuals for economic sanctions 

including a major banking operation. The Foreign Ministry declared that it would 

not curtail oil imports from Iran, but new investment, technical services, financial 

services and building contracts for Iran’s petroleum and gas industries is prohibited 

(Sang-Hun.2010). 

3.3.6. Japan 

On 3 September 2010, the Japanese government announced extended sanctions 

against Iran which go beyond UN sanctions. The additional sanctions include freeze 

on the assets of entities and individuals linked to nuclear development and tighter 

supervision of financial transactions. A total of 88 institutions and 24 individuals are 

targeted as subject to the asset freeze. Moreover, there are additional restrictions on 

Japanese investments in oil and gas development projects in Iran (Shamgholi.2012:21) .  

3.3.7. Russia  

Russia has adopted UN but has objected to extra unilateral measures imposed by 

the US and EU since then (Shamgholi.2012:22) Russia believes that further 

sanctions by EU would mean the suppression of the Iranian economy and creation 

of social problems for the population and the measures undermine international 

efforts to rein in the Islamic Republic's nuclear program (Novosti.2011). 
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Fourth chapter 

USA Sanctions on Iran 

4.1. Unilateralism in USA foreign policy 

The United States, according to Nico Krisch, has historically been ambivalent 

about international law. This pattern has persisted to this day. Surveying the post 

Cold War making of international law, Krisch finds  United States that continues 

to lead in fostering treaty negotiations; but he also finds an increased tendency on 

its part to opt out of the resulting treaties, usually by refusing to ratify them. The 

International Criminal Court (ICC) (Malone.2003), the Comprehensive Nuclear 

Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), the amended Convention on the Law of the Sea, the 

Kyoto Protocol, and the Convention on Biological Diversity are cases in point. 

Krisch’s analysis hones in on two themes, one explicit and one implicit. The first is 

a tendency by the United States, especially since 1990, to “establish strong legal 

rules for other states” while seeking for itself the right to be “exempt from or ever 

above” these rules. The second and implicit theme is that this tendency has become 

more marked as the United States has grown more powerful (Malone.2003). 

More than any country in the world, the United States is increasingly employing 

unilateral economic sanctions against other countries (Haass, 1997: 74). Most of 

the countries targeted by U.S. unilateral sanctions are developing countries and the 

reason being mainly due to contrasting political issues. It is widely believed that an 

increase witnessed in the use of unilateral sanctions by the US is underpinned by 

its quest to influence political behavior in the target States (Nyun, 2008: 468). 

The United States is resorting increasingly to unilateral economic sanctions against 

a broad range of countries for a wide variety of reasons. A new wrinkle in 1996, 

apart from the dramatic increase from previous years, was the use of secondary 

boycott measures, which extended the reach of US law to overseas companies 

doing business in the targeted country, angering allies and provoking threats of 

retaliation. 

From 1993-96, 61 U.S. laws and executive actions were enacted authorizing 

unilateral economic sanctions for foreign-policy purposes. Thirty-five countries 

were specifically targeted. The sanctioned countries represent 2.3 billion potential 

consumers of U.S. goods and services (42 percent of the world's population), and 

$790 billion worth of export markets (19 percent of the world's total)3 (National 

Association of Manufacturers.1997). 

Masters illustrates the U.S. Sanctions Program during 1950-2019, which covers 

many countries (Masters.2019). 

 

                                                           
3 Countries Subject to New U.S. Unilateral Economic Sanctions 1993-96 

Afghanistan, Angola, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Burma (Myanmar), Brazil, Burundi, Canada, 

China, Colombia, Croatia, Cuba, Gambia, Guatemala, Haiti, Iran, Iraq, Italy, Libya, 

Maldives, Mauritania, Mexico, Nicaragua, Nigeria, North Korea, Pakistan, Qatar, Russia, 

Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Syria, Taiwan, United Arab Emirates, Yugoslavia and 

Zaire. (National Association of Manufacturers.1997) 
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Figure No 2 : U.S. Sanctions Programs in the World (1950-2019) (Masters.2019) 

 

4.2. U.S. Unilateral sanctions against Iran 

4.2.1. Brief review  

The first American sanctions against Iran followed the capture of American 

diplomats in Tehran in 1979. President Jimmy Carter issued an executive order 

seizing Iranian property in the U.S. and declaring, “the situation in Iran constitutes 

an unusual and extraordinary threat to the national security, foreign policy and 

economy of the United States.” President Ronald Reagan added Iran to the State 

Sponsors of Terrorism list after a claimed attack by Hizbollah in 1983 killed 241 

U.S. Marines in Beirut. Designation as a state sponsor of terror results in 

immediate bans on U.S. financial assistance and restrictions on sales of dual use 

items, among other provisions. 

 As part of the Algiers Accords of January 1981, which secured the release of the 

American hostages, the United States agreed to unfreeze Iranian assets (Belfer 

Center for Science and International Affairs .2015:1). 

Following increasing concern about Iran’s pursuit of weapons of mass destruction 

and claimed support for terrorism, President Bill Clinton in 1995 issued two 

executive orders that banned all American trade with and investment in Iran. The 

following year, he signed the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act, which imposed 

sanctions on any firm that invested in Iran’s energy sector above a certain 

monetary threshold (in 2006, the sanctions against Libya were lifted). The Iran 

Sanctions Act was a “secondary” sanction, meaning companies not based in the 

U.S. were also subject to sanctions by virtue of a threat: if companies chose to do 

business with Iran’s energy sector, they could not also do business with the United 

States. European countries, however, viewed these sanctions as “extraterritorial,” 

and the European Union threatened to challenge the sanctions in the World Trade 

Organization. The U.S. relented and agreed to waive the energy sanctions in 
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exchange for European commitments to cooperate more robustly in countering 

Iran’s development of weapons of mass destruction (Belfer Center for Science and 

International Affairs .2015:1). 

In the wake of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, executive orders and legislation signed by 

President George W. Bush provided additional authorities to target sponsors of 

terrorism and money laundering. But a coordinated international sanctions effort 

would wait until nuclear negotiations between Europe and Iran collapsed. 

In the past decades, the United States stated three pretexts of developing nuclear 

weapons, supporting terrorism and continuing human rights violations; a wide 

range of sanctions imposed on Iran and has tried to increase the pressure of 

sanctions. 

Table No 4: The list of some exerted sanctions against Iran (Feghe Majidi.2016). 

 

The process of US Unilateral sanctions, shown in figure No 4, is only a context of 

violations of Customary Law and Jus Cogens. Through these sanctions the rights 

of Sovereignty, to Development and to Self Determination have been breached. 

4.2.2. Topic sanctions in details 

4.2.2.1. U.S.-Iran hostage crisis 

The sanctions imposed on Iran were in place in various forms for over 40 years. 

The sanctions were strengthened in more recent years in response to Iran’s nuclear 

program and extended to include financial restrictions and a ban on Iran’s oil 

exports. These targeted measures have the potential of inflicting severe economic 

pain. 
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U.S. sanctions on Iran were first imposed during the U.S.-Iran hostage crisis of 

1979-1981, in the form of executive orders issued by President Jimmy Carter 

blocking nearly all Iranian assets held in the United States. These included E.O. 

12170 of November 14, 1979, blocking all Iranian government property in the 

United States, and the Executive Order (E.O) 12205 (April 7, 1980) and E.O. 

12211 (April 17, 1980) banning virtually all U.S. trade with Iran4.(Katzman.2019) 

4.2.2.2. Sanctions for claimed Iran’s support for terrorism and regional 

activities  

Most of the hostage crisis-related sanctions were lifted upon resolution of the crisis 

in 1981. The United States began imposing sanctions against Iran again in the mid-

1980s for the claimed support for regional groups committing acts of terrorism. 

The Secretary of State designated Iran a “state sponsor of terrorism” on January 

23, 1984, following the October 23, 1983, bombing of the U.S. Marine barracks in 

Lebanon by elements that later established Lebanese Hezbollah. This designation 

triggers substantial sanctions on any nation so designated.  

- Sanctions triggered by terrorism list designation  

The U.S. naming of Iran as a “state sponsor of terrorism”—commonly referred to 

as Iran’s inclusion on the U.S. “terrorism list”—triggers several sanctions. The 

designation is made under the authority of Section 6(j) of the Export 

Administration Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-72, as amended), sanctioning countries 

determined to have provided repeated support for acts of international terrorism. 

The sanctions triggered by Iran’s state sponsor of terrorism designation are as 

follows:  

                                                           
4 Other Iranian Assets Frozen  
Iranian assets in the United States are blocked under several provisions, including 

Executive Order 13599 of February 2010. The United States did not unblock any of these 

assets as a consequence of the JCPOA.  

 About $1.9 billion in blocked Iranian assets are bonds belonging to Iran’s Central 
Bank, frozen in a Citibank account in New York belonging to Clear stream, a 

Luxembourg-based securities firm, in 2008. The funds were blocked on the grounds that 

Clear stream had improperly allowed those funds to access the U.S. financial system. 

Another $1.67 billion in principal and interest payments on that account were moved to 

Luxembourg and are not blocked.  

 About $50 million of Iran’s assets frozen in the United States consists of Iranian 

diplomatic property and accounts, including the former Iranian embassy in Washington, 

DC, and 10 other properties in several states, and related accounts.  

 Among other frozen Iranian assets are real estate holdings of the Assa Company, a UK-

chartered entity, which allegedly was maintaining the interests of Iran’s Bank Melli in a 

36-story office building in New York City and several other properties around the United 

States (in Texas, California, Virginia, Maryland, and other parts of New York City). An 

Iranian foundation, the Alavi Foundation, allegedly is an investor in the properties. The 

U.S. Attorney for the Southern District of New York blocked these properties in 2009. 

The Department of the Treasury report avoids valuing real estate holdings, but public 

sources assess these blocked real estate assets at nearly $1 billion. In June 2017, litigation 

won the U.S. government control over the New York City office building. 

(Katzman.2019) 
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* Restrictions on sales of U.S. dual use items. The restriction—a presumption of 

denial of any license applications to sell dual use items to Iran—is required by the 

Export Administration Act, as continued by executive orders under the authority of 

the International Emergency Economic Powers Act, IEEPA. The restrictions are 

enforced through Export Administration Regulations (EARs) administered by the 

Bureau of Industry and Security (BIS) of the Commerce Department.  

* Ban on direct U.S. financial assistance and arms sales to Iran. Section 620A of 

the Foreign Assistance Act, FAA (P.L. 87-95) and Section 40 of the Arms Export 

Control Act (P.L. 95-92, as amended), respectively, bar any U.S. foreign assistance 

to terrorism list countries. Included in the definition of foreign assistance are U.S. 

government loans, credits, credit insurance, and Ex-Im Bank loan guarantees. 

Successive foreign aid appropriations laws since the late 1980s have banned direct 

assistance to Iran, and with no waiver provisions. The FY2012 foreign operations 

appropriation (Section 7041(c)(2) of P.L. 112-74) banned the Ex-Im Bank from 

using funds appropriated in that Act to finance any entity sanctioned under the Iran 

Sanctions Act. The foreign aid provisions of the FY2019 Consolidated 

Appropriation (Section 7041) made that provision effective for FY2019.  

* Requirement to oppose multilateral lending. U.S. officials are required to vote 

against multilateral lending to any terrorism list country by Section 1621 of the 

International Financial Institutions Act (P.L. 95-118, as amended [added by 

Section 327 of the Anti-Terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (P.L. 

104-132)]).  

* Withholding of U.S. foreign assistance to countries that assist or sell arms to 

terrorism list countries. Under Sections 620G and 620H of the Foreign Assistance 

Act, as added by the Anti-Terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act (Sections 

325 and 326 of P.L. 104-132), the President is required to withhold foreign aid 

from any country that aids or sells arms to a terrorism list country. Section 321 of 

that act makes it a crime for a U.S. person to conduct financial transactions with 

terrorism list governments.  

* Withholding of U.S. Aid to Organizations That Assist Iran. Section 307 of the 

FAA (added in 1985) names Iran as unable to benefit from U.S. contributions to 

international organizations, and require proportionate cuts if these institutions 

work in Iran. For example, if an international organization spends 3% of its budget 

for programs in Iran, then the United States is required to withhold 3% of its 

contribution to that international organization (Katzman.2019). 

4.2.2.3. Ban on U.S. trade and investment with Iran  

In 1995, the Clinton Administration expanded U.S. sanctions against Iran by 

issuing Executive Order 12959 (May 6, 1995) banning U.S. trade with and 

investment in Iran. The order was issued under the authority primarily of the 

International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA, 50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.)5 

which gives the President wide powers to regulate commerce with a foreign 

                                                           
5 The executive order was issued not only under the authority of IEEPA but also the National Emergencies 

Act (50 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.; §505 of the International Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1985 

(22 U.S.C. 2349aa-9) and §301 of Title 3, United States Code. 
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country when a “state of emergency” is declared in relations with that country. 

Executive Order 12959 superseded Executive Order 12957 (March 15, 1995) 

barring U.S. investment in Iran’s energy sector, which accompanied President 

Clinton’s declaration of a “state of emergency” with respect to Iran. Subsequently, 

Executive Order 13059 (August 19, 1997) added a prohibition on U.S. companies’ 

knowingly exporting goods to a third country for incorporation into products 

destined for Iran. Each March since 1995, the U.S. Administration has renewed the 

“state of emergency” with respect to Iran. IEEPA gives the President the authority 

to alter regulations to license transactions with Iran—regulations enumerated in 

Section 560 of the Code of Federal Regulations (Iranian Transactions Regulations, 

ITRs).  

Section 103 of the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Accountability, and Divestment 

Act of 2010 (CISADA, P.L. 111-195) codified the trade ban and reinstated the full 

ban on imports that had earlier been relaxed by April 2000 regulations. That 

relaxation allowed importation into the United States of Iranian nuts, fruit products 

(such as pomegranate juice), carpets, and caviar. U.S. imports from Iran after that 

time were negligible. 

Section 101 of the Iran Freedom Support Act (P.L. 109-293) separately codified 

the ban on U.S. investment in Iran, but gives the President the authority to 

terminate this sanction with presidential notification to Congress of such decision 

15 days in advance (or three days in advance if there are “exigent circumstances”). 

The following provisions apply to the U.S. trade ban on Iran as specified in 

regulations (Iran Transaction Regulations, ITRs) written pursuant to the executive 

orders and laws enumerated in regulations administered by the Office of Foreign 

Assets Control (OFAC) of the Department of the Treasury.  

* Oil Transactions. All U.S. transactions with Iran in energy products are banned. 

The 1995 trade ban (E.O. 12959) expanded a 1987 ban on imports from Iran that 

was imposed by Executive Order 12613 of October 29, 1987. The earlier import 

ban, authorized by Section 505 of the International Security and Development 

Cooperation Act of 1985 (22 U.S.C. 2349aa-9), barred the importation of Iranian 

oil into the United States but did not ban the trading of Iranian oil overseas. The 

1995 ban prohibits that activity explicitly, but provides for U.S. companies to 

apply for licenses to conduct “swaps” of Caspian Sea oil with Iran. These swaps 

have been prohibited in practice; a Mobil Corporation application to do so was 

denied in April 1999, and no applications have been submitted since. The ITRs do 

not ban the importation, from foreign refiners, of gasoline or other energy 

products in which Iranian oil is mixed with oil from other producers. The product 

of a refinery in any country is considered to be a product of the country where that 

refinery is located, even if some Iran-origin crude oil is present.  

*Transshipment and Brokering. The ITRs prohibit U.S. transshipment of 

prohibited goods across Iran, and ban any activities by U.S. persons to broker 

commercial transactions involving Iran.  

* Iranian Luxury Goods. Pursuant to the JCPOA, Iranian luxury goods, such as 

carpets and caviar, could be imported into the United States after January 2016. 

This prohibition went back into effect on August 6, 2018 (90-day wind-down).  
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*Shipping Insurance. Obtaining shipping insurance is crucial to Iran’s expansion 

of its oil and other exports. A pool of 13 major insurance organizations, called the 

International Group of P & I Clubs, dominates the shipping insurance industry and 

is based in New York.   The U.S. presence of this pool renders it subject to the 

U.S. trade ban, which complicated Iran’s ability to obtain reinsurance for Iran’s 

shipping after Implementation Day. On January 16, 2017, the Obama 

Administration issued waivers of Sections 212 and 213 of the ITRSHRA to allow  

numerous such insurers to give Iranian ships insurance. 

 However, this waiver ended on August 6, 2018 (90-day wind-down).  

 *Civilian Airline Sales. The ITRs have always permitted the licensing of goods 

related to the safe operation of civilian aircraft for sale to Iran (§560.528 of Title 

31, C.F.R.), and spare parts sales have been licensed periodically. However, from 

June 2011 until Implementation Day, Iran’s largest state-owned airline, Iran Air, 

was sanctioned under Executive Order 13382, rendering licensing of parts or 

repairs for that airline impermissible. Several other Iranian airlines were 

sanctioned under that Order and Executive Order 13224. In accordance with the 

JCPOA, the United States relaxed restrictions on to allow for the sale to Iran of 

finished commercial aircraft, including to Iran Air, which was “delisted” from 

sanctions.(Reuters.2014). 

 A March 2016 general license allowed for U.S. aircraft and parts suppliers to 

negotiate sales with Iranian airlines that are not sanctioned, and Boeing and Airbus 

subsequently concluded major sales to Iran Air. In keeping with the May 8, 2018, 

U.S. withdrawal from the JCPOA, preexisting licensing restrictions went back into 

effect on August 6, 2018, and the Boeing and Airbus licenses to sell aircraft to Iran 

were revoked. Sales of some aircraft spare parts (“dual use items”) to Iran also 

require a waiver of the relevant provision of the Iran-Iraq Arms Non-Proliferation 

Act, discussed below.  

* Personal Communications, Remittances, and Publishing. The ITRs permit 

personal communications (phone calls, emails) between the United States and Iran, 

personal remittances to Iran, and Americans to engage in publishing activities with 

entities in Iran (and Cuba and Sudan).  

* Information Technology Equipment.  The COMPREHENSIVE IRAN SANCTIONS, 

ACCOUNTABILITY, AND DIVESTMENT ACT OF 2010 (CISADA) exempts from 

the U.S. ban on exports to Iran information technology to support personal 

communications among the Iranian people and goods for supporting democracy in 

Iran. In May 2013, OFAC issued a general license for the exportation to Iran of 

goods (such as cell phones) and services, on a fee basis, that enhance the ability of 

the Iranian people to access communication technology.  

*Food and Medical Exports. Since April 1999, sales to Iran by U.S. firms of food 

and medical products have been permitted, subject to OFAC stipulations. In 

October 2012, OFAC permitted the sale to Iran of specified medical products, such 

as scalpels, prosthetics, canes, burn dressings, and other products, that could be 

sold to Iran under “general license” (no specific license application required). This 

list of general license items list was expanded in 2013 and 2016 

(www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/OFAC-Enforcement) to include 

more sophisticated medical diagnostic machines and other medical equipment. 

http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/OFAC-Enforcement
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Licenses for exports of medical products not on the general license list are 

routinely expedited for sale to Iran, according to OFAC. The regulations have a 

specific definition of “food” that can be licensed for sale to Iran, and that definition 

excludes alcohol, cigarettes, gum, or fertilizer (www.treasury.gov/resource-

center/sanctions). 

The definition addresses information in a 2010 article that OFAC had approved 

exports to Iran of condiments such as food additives and body-building 

supplements that have uses other than purely nutritive (Becker.2010). 

* Humanitarian and Related Services. Donations by U.S. residents directly to 

Iranians (such as packages of food, toys, clothes, etc.) are not prohibited, but 

donations through relief organizations broadly require those organizations’ 

obtaining a specific OFAC license. On September 10, 2013, the Department of the 

Treasury eliminated licensing requirements for relief organizations to (1) provide 

to Iran services for health projects, disaster relief, wildlife conservation; (2) to 

conduct human rights projects there; or (3) undertake activities related to sports 

matches and events. The amendment also allowed importation from Iran of 

services related to sporting activities, including sponsorship of players, coaching, 

referees, and training. In some cases, such as the earthquake in Bam in 2003 and 

the earthquake in northwestern Iran in August 2012, OFAC has issued blanket 

temporary general licensing for relief organizations to work in Iran 

(Katzman.2019). 

* Payment Methods, Trade Financing, and Financing Guarantees. U.S. importers 

are allowed to pay Iranian exporters, including with U.S. dollars. However, U.S. 

funds cannot go directly to Iranian banks, but must instead pass through third-

country banks. In accordance with the ITRs’ provisions that transactions that are 

incidental to an approved transaction are allowed, financing for approved 

transactions are normally approved, presumably in the form of a letter of credit 

from a non-Iranian bank. Title IX of the Trade Sanctions Reform and Export 

Enhancement Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-387) bans the use of official credit guarantees 

(such as the Ex-Im Bank) for food and medical sales to Iran and other countries on 

the U.S. terrorism list, except Cuba, although allowing for a presidential waiver to 

permit such credit guarantees. The Ex-Im Bank is prohibited from guaranteeing 

any loans to Iran because of Iran’s continued inclusion on the terrorism list, and 

the JCPOA did not commit the United States to provide credit guarantees for Iran 

(Katzman.2019). 

4.2.2.4. Sanctions on Iran’s energy sector  

In 1996, Congress and the executive branch began a long process of pressuring 

Iran’s vital energy sector in order to deny Iran the financial resources to support 

terrorist organizations and other armed factions or to further its nuclear and WMD 

programs. Iran’s oil sector is as old as the petroleum industry itself (early 20th 

century), and Iran’s onshore oil fields are in need of substantial investment. Iran 

has 136.3 billion barrels of proven oil reserves, the third largest after Saudi Arabia 

and Canada. Iran has large natural gas resources (940 trillion cubic feet), exceeded 

only by Russia. However, Iran’s gas export sector is still emerging—most of Iran’s 

gas is injected into its oil fields to boost their production. The energy sector still 

generates about 20% of Iran’s GDP and as much as 30% of government revenue.  
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- The Iran Sanctions Act (and Triggers added by other Laws)  

The Iran Sanctions Act (ISA) has been a pivotal component of U.S. sanctions 

against Iran’s energy sector. Since its enactment in 1996, ISA’s provisions have 

been expanded and extended to other Iranian industries. ISA sought to thwart 

Iran’s 1995 opening of the sector to foreign investment in late 1995 through a 

“buy-back” program in which foreign firms gradually recoup their investments as 

oil and gas is produced. It was first enacted as the Iran and Libya Sanctions Act 

(ILSA, P.L. 104-172, signed on August 5, 1996) but was later retitled the Iran 

Sanctions Act after it terminated with respect to Libya in 2006. ISA was the first 

major “extra-territorial sanction” on Iran—a sanction that authorizes U.S. penalties 

against third country firms. 

-Key Sanctions “Triggers” Under ISA  

ISA consists of a number of “triggers”—transactions with Iran that would be 

considered violations of ISA and could cause a firm or entity to be sanctioned 

under ISA’s provisions. The triggers, as added by amendments over time, are 

detailed below:  

 Trigger 1 (Original Trigger): “Investment” To Develop Iran’s Oil and 

Gas Fields  

The core trigger of ISA when first enacted was a requirement that the President 

sanction companies (entities, persons) that make an “investment”6 of more than 

$20 million7 in one year in Iran’s energy sector.8  

 Trigger 2: Sales of WMD and Related Technologies, Advanced 

Conventional Weaponry, and Participation in Uranium Mining Ventures  

The Iran Freedom Support Act (P.L. 109-293, signed September 30, 2006) added 

Section 5(b)(1) of ISA, subjecting to ISA sanctions firms or persons determined to 

have sold to Iran (1) “chemical, biological, or nuclear weapons or related 

technologies” or (2) “destabilizing numbers and types” of advanced conventional 

weapons. Sanctions can be applied if the exporter knew (or had cause to know) 

that the end-user of the item was Iran. The definitions do not specifically include 

                                                           
6 As amended by CISADA (P.L. 111-195), these definitions include pipelines to 

or through Iran, as well as contracts to lead the construction, upgrading, or 

expansions of energy projects. CISADA also changes the definition of investment 

to eliminate the exemption from sanctions for sales of energy-related equipment 

to Iran, if such sales are structured as investments or ongoing profit-earning 

ventures 
7 Under §4(d) of the original act, for Iran, the threshold dropped to $20 million, 

from $40 million, one year after enactment, when U.S. allies did not join a 

multilateral sanctions regime against Iran. P.L. 111-195 explicitly sets the 

threshold investment level at $20 million. For Libya, the threshold was $40 

million, and transactions subject to sanctions included export to Libya of 

technology banned by Pan Am 103-related Security Council Resolutions 748 

(March 31, 1992) and 883 (November 11, 1993).  
8 The original ISA definition of energy sector included oil and natural gas, and 

CISADA added to that definition liquefied natural gas (LNG), oil or LNG tankers, 

and products to make or transport pipelines that transport oil or LNG. 
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ballistic or cruise missiles, but those weapons could be considered “related 

technologies” or, potentially, a “destabilizing number and type” of advanced 

conventional weapon.  

The Iran Threat Reduction and Syria Human Rights Act (ITRSHRA, P.L. 112-158, 

signed August 10, 2012) created Section 5(b)(2) of ISA subjecting to sanctions 

entities determined by the Administration to participate in a joint venture with Iran 

relating to the mining, production, or transportation of uranium.  

 Trigger 3: Sales of Gasoline to Iran  

Section 102(a) of the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Accountability, and 

Divestment Act of 2010 (CISADA, P.L. 111-195, signed July 1, 2010) amended 

Section 5 of ISA to exploit Iran’s dependency on imported gasoline (40% 

dependency at that time). It followed legislation such as P.L. 111-85 that 

prohibited the use of U.S. funds to fill the Strategic Petroleum Reserve with 

products from firms that sell gasoline to Iran; and P.L. 111-117 that denied Ex-Im 

Bank credits to any firm that sold gasoline or related equipment to Iran. The 

section subjects the following to sanctions:  

*Sales to Iran of over $1 million worth (or $5 million in a one year period) of 

gasoline and related aviation and other fuels. (Fuel oil, a petroleum by-product, is 

not included in the definition of refined petroleum.)  

* Sales to Iran of equipment or services (same dollar threshold as above) which 

would help Iran make or import gasoline. Examples include equipment and 

services for Iran’s oil refineries or port operations.  

 Trigger 4: Provision of Equipment or Services for Oil, Gas, and 

Petrochemicals Production  

Section 201 of the Iran Threat Reduction and Syria Human Rights Act of 2012 

(ITRSHA, P.L. 112-158, signed August 10, 2012) codified an Executive Order, 

13590 (November 21, 2011), by adding Section 5(a)(5 and 6) to ISA sanctioning 

firms that  

* provide to Iran $1 million or more (or $5 million in a one year period) worth of 

goods or services that Iran could use to maintain or enhance its oil and gas sector. 

This subjects to sanctions, for example, transactions with Iran by global oil 

services firms and the sale to Iran of energy industry equipment such as drills, 

pumps, vacuums, oilrigs, and like equipment.  

* provide to Iran $250,000 (or $1 million in a one year period) worth of goods or 

services that Iran could use to maintain or expand its production of petrochemical 

products.9 

 Trigger 5: Transporting Iranian Crude Oil  

                                                           
9 A definition of chemicals and products considered “petrochemical products” is 

found in a Policy Guidance statement. See Federal Register, November 13, 2012, 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-11-13/pdf/2012-27642.pdf. 



61 

 

Section 201 of the ITRSHRA amends ISA by sanctioning entities the 

Administration determines  

* owned a vessel that was used to transport Iranian crude oil. The section also 

authorizes but does not require the President, subject to regulations, to prohibit a 

ship from putting to port in the United States for two years, if it is owned by a 

person sanctioned under this provision (adds Section 5[a][7] to ISA). This sanction 

does not apply in cases of transporting oil to countries that have received 

exemptions under P.L. 112-81.  

* participated in a joint oil and gas development venture with Iran, outside Iran, if 

that venture was established after January 1, 2002. The effective date exempts 

energy ventures in the Caspian Sea, such as the Shah Deniz oil field there (adds 

Section 5[a][4] to ISA).  

Table No 5: Iran Crude Oil Sales (Katzman.2020). 

(average daily volumes, in barrels per day)  

Country/Bloc  2011  JPA period 

average (2014-

2016)  

At U.S. 

JCPOA Exit 

(May ‘18)  

At SRE 

Determination 

(Oct. ‘18)  

Nov 2019 

(post-SRE 

termination)  

European 

Union 

(particularly 

Italy, Spain, 

Greece)  

600,000  negligible  520,000 +  100,000  0  

China  550,000  410,000  700,000  838,000  167,000  

Japan  325,000  190,000  133,000  0  0  

India  320,000  190,000  620,000  354,000  0  

South Korea  230,000  130,000  100,000  0  0  

Turkey  200,000  120,000  200,000  161,000  0  

South Africa  80,000  negligible  negligible  0  0  

Other Asia 

(Malaysia, Sri 

Lanka, 

Indonesia)  

90,000  negligible  negligible  0   

Taiwan  35,000  10,000  67,000  0  0  

Singapore  20,000  negligible  negligible  33,000  0  

Syria  0  negligible  33,000  96.000  67,000  

Other/Unknow

n (Iraq and 

UAE swaps, 

other)  

55,000  negligible  100,000  21,000  0  

Total (mbd)  2.5  1.06  2.45  1.60  0.234  
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4.2.2.5. Impounding Iran-Owned Assets (2012) 

Executive Order 13599, issued February 5, 2012, directs the blocking of U.S.-

based assets of entities determined to be “owned or controlled by the Iranian 

government.” The order was issued to implement Section 1245 of the FY2012 

National Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 112-81) that imposed secondary U.S. 

sanctions on Iran’s Central Bank. The Order requires that any U.S.-based assets of 

the Central Bank of Iran, or of any Iranian government-controlled entity, be 

blocked by U.S. banks. The order goes beyond the regulations issued pursuant to 

the 1995 imposition of the U.S. trade ban with Iran, in which U.S. banks are 

required to refuse such transactions but to return funds to Iran. Even before the 

issuance of the Order, and in order to implement the ban on U.S. trade with Iran 

successive Administrations had designated many entities as “owned or controlled 

by the Government of Iran.”  

Numerous designations have been made under Executive Order 13599, including 

the June 4, 2013, naming of 38 entities (mostly oil, petrochemical, and investment 

companies) that are components of an Iranian entity called the “Execution of Imam 

Khomeini’s Order” (EIKO). (Global.factiva.2013) 

- Use of Iranian Assets to Compensate U.S. Victims of Terrorism  

There are a total of about $46 billion in court awards that have been made to 

victims of claimed Iranian terrorism. These include the families of the 241 U.S. 

soldiers killed in the October 23, 1983, bombing of the U.S. Marine barracks in 

Beirut. U.S. funds equivalent to the $400 million balance in the DOD account  

have been used to pay a small portion of these judgments. The Algiers Accords 

apparently precluded compensation for the 52 U.S. diplomats held hostage by Iran 

from November 1979 until January 1981. The FY2016 Consolidated 

Appropriation (Section 404 of P.L. 114-113) set up a mechanism for paying 

damages to the U.S. embassy hostages and other victims of state-sponsored 

terrorism using settlement payments paid by various banks for concealing Iran-

related transactions, and proceeds from other Iranian frozen assets.  

In April 2016, the U.S. Supreme Court determined the Central Bank assets could 

be used to pay the terrorism judgments, and the proceeds from the sale of the 

frozen real estate assets mentioned above will likely be distributed to victims of 

claimed Iranian terrorism as well (U.S. Court Reverses.2016). 

On the other hand, in March 2018, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that U.S. victims 

of an Iran-sponsored terrorist attack could not seize a collection of Persian 

antiquities on loan to a University of Chicago museum to satisfy a court judgment 

against Iran. 

Other past financial disputes include the mistaken U.S. shoot-down on July 3, 

1988, of an Iranian Airbus passenger jet (Iran Air flight 655), for which the United 

States paid Iran $61.8 million in compensation ($300,000 per wage-earning victim, 

$150,000 per non-wage earner) for the 248 Iranians killed. The United States did 

not compensate Iran for the airplane itself, although officials involved in the 

negotiations told CRS in November 2012 that the United States later arranged to 

provide a substitute used aircraft to Iran.  
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4.2.2.6. Application of CAATSA to the Revolutionary Guard 

Section 105 of the Countering America’s Adversaries through Sanctions Act 

(CAATSA, P.L. 115-44, signed on August 2, 2017), mandates the imposition of 

E.O. 13324 penalties on the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) and its 

officials, agents, and affiliates by October 30, 2017 (90 days after enactment). The 

IRGC was claimed and named as a terrorism-supporting entity under E.O 13224 

within that deadline. The Treasury Department made the designation of the IRGC 

as a terrorism-supporting entity under that E.O. on October 13, 2017. 

- Sanctioned organizations  

The following organizations have been designated as FTOs (Foreign Terrorist 

Organization (FTO)) for acts of terrorism on behalf of Iran or are organizations 

assessed as funded and supported by Iran:  

* Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC). Designated April 8, 2019. The State 

Department issued guidelines for implementing the IRGC FTO designation, 

indicating that it would not seek to penalize routine diplomatic dealings with the 

IRGC by U.S. partner countries or nongovernmental entities.  

*Lebanese Hezbollah  

* Kata’ib Hezbollah. Iran-backed Iraqi Shi’a militia.  

* Hamas. Sunni, Islamist Palestinian organization that essentially controls the 

Gaza Strip.  

* Palestine Islamic Jihad. Small Sunni Islamist Palestinian militant group  

* Al Aqsa Martyr’s Brigade. Secular Palestinian militant group.  

* Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine-General Command (PFLP-GC). 

Leftwing secular Palestinian group based mainly in Syria.  

* Al Ashtar Brigades. Bahrain militant opposition group  

 

4.2.2.7. Other Sanctions on Iran’s “Malign” Regional Activities  

Some sanctions have been imposed to try to curtail claimed Iran’s destabilizing 

influence in the region.  

* Executive Order 13438 on Threats to Iraq’s Stability. Issued on July 7, 2007, the 

order blocks U.S.-based property of persons who are determined by the 

Administration to “have committed, or pose a significant risk of committing” acts 

of violence that threaten the peace and stability of Iraq, or undermine efforts to 

promote economic reconstruction or political reform in Iraq. The Order extends to 

persons designated as materially assisting such designees. The Order was clearly 

directed at Iran for its provision of arms or funds to Shiite militias there. Persons 

sanctioned under the Order include IRGC-Qods Force officers, Iraqi Shiite militia-

linked figures, and other entities. Some of these sanctioned entities worked to 

defeat the Islamic State in Iraq and are in prominent roles in Iraq’s parliament and 

political structure.  

* Executive Order 13572 on Repression of the Syrian People. Issued on April 29, 

2011, the order blocks the U.S.-based property of persons determined to be 

responsible for human rights abuses and repression of the Syrian people. The  
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IRGC-Qods Force (IRGC-QF), IRGC-QF commanders, and others are sanctioned 

under this order.  

* The Hizballah International Financing Prevention Act (P.L. 114-102) and 

Hizballah International Financing Prevention Amendments Act of 2018 (S. 1595, 

P.L. 115-272). The latter Act was signed by President Trump on October 23, 

2018the 25th anniversary of the Marine barracks bombing in Beirut. The original 

law, modeled on the 2010 Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Accountability, and 

Divestment Act (“CISADA,” see below), excludes from the U.S. financial system 

any bank that conducts transactions with Hezbollah or its affiliates or partners. The 

more recent law expands the authority of the original law by authorizing the 

blocking of U.S.-based property of and U.S. transactions with any “agency or 

instrumentality of a foreign state” that conducts joint operations with or provides 

financing or arms to Lebanese Hezbollah. These latter provisions clearly refer to 

Iran, but are largely redundant with other sanctions on Iran.  

4.2.2.8. Iran Threat Reduction and Syria Human Rights Act (ITRSHRA): ISA 

Sanctions for insuring Iranian oil entities, purchasing Iranian bonds, or 

engaging in transactions with the IRGC  

Separate provisions of the ITRSHR Act—which do not amend ISA—require the 

application of ISA sanctions (the same 5 out of 12 sanctions as required in ISA 

itself) on any entity that  

- provides insurance or reinsurance for the National Iranian Oil Company (NIOC) 

or the National Iranian Tanker Company (NITC) (Section 212).  

- purchases or facilitates the issuance of sovereign debt of the government of Iran, 

including Iranian government bonds (Section 213). This sanction went back into 

effect on August 6, 2018 (90-day wind-down period).  

- assists or engages in a significant transaction with the IRGC or any of its 

sanctioned entities or affiliates. (Section 302) (Katzman.2019). 

4.3. Interpretations of ISA and Related Laws  

The sections below provide information on how some key ISA provisions have 

been interpreted and implemented.  

-Application to Energy Pipelines  

ISA’s definition of “investment” that is subject to sanctions has been consistently 

interpreted by successive Administrations to include construction of energy 

pipelines to or through Iran. Such pipelines are deemed to help Iran develop its 

petroleum (oil and natural gas) sector. This interpretation was reinforced by 

amendments to ISA in CISADA, which specifically included in the definition of 

petroleum resources “products used to construct or maintain pipelines used to 

transport oil or liquefied natural gas.” In March 2012, then-Secretary of State 

Clinton made clear that the Obama Administration interprets the provision to be 

applicable from the beginning of pipeline construction. (tough us warning on Iran 

gas pipeline.2012) 

-Application to Crude Oil Purchases  
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The original version of ISA did not provide for sanctioning purchases of crude oil 

from Iran. However, subsequent laws and executive orders took that step.  

-Application to Purchases from Iran of Natural Gas  

The Iran Freedom and Counter proliferation Act (IFCA, discussed below) 

authorized sanctions on transactions with Iran’s energy sector, but specifically 

excluded from sanctions purchases of natural gas from Iran. However, 

construction of gas pipelines involving Iran is subject to sanctions.  

-Exception for Shah Deniz and other Gas Export Projects  

The effective dates of U.S. sanctions laws and Orders exclude long-standing joint 

natural gas projects that involve some Iranian firms—particularly the Shah Deniz 

natural gas field and related pipelines in the Caspian Sea. These projects involve a 

consortium in which Iran’s Naftiran Intertrade Company (NICO) holds a passive 

10% share, and includes BP, Azerbaijan’s natural gas firm SOCAR, Russia’s 

Lukoil, and other firms. NICO was sanctioned under ISA and other provisions 

(until JCPOA Implementation Day), but an OFAC factsheet of November 28, 

2012, stated that the Shah Deniz consortium, as a whole, is not determined to be “a 

person owned or controlled by” the government of Iran and transactions with the 

consortium are permissible.  

-Application to Iranian Liquefied Natural Gas Development  

The original version of ISA did not apply to the development by Iran of a liquefied 

natural gas (LNG) export capability. Iran has no LNG export terminals, in part 

because the technology for such terminals is patented by U.S. firms and 

unavailable for sale to Iran. CISADA specifically included LNG in the ISA 

definition of petroleum resources and therefore made subject to sanctions LNG 

investment in Iran or supply of LNG tankers or pipelines to Iran.  

-Application to Private Financing but Not Official Credit Guarantee Agencies  

The definitions of investment and other activity that can be sanctioned under ISA 

include financing for investment in Iran’s energy sector, or for sales of gasoline 

and refinery-related equipment and services. Therefore, banks and other financial 

institutions that assist energy investment, refining, and gasoline procurement 

activities could be sanctioned under ISA.  

However, the definitions of financial institutions are interpreted not to apply to 

official credit guarantee agencies—such as France’s COFACE and Germany’s 

Hermes. These credit guarantee agencies are arms of their parent governments, and 

ISA does not provide for sanctioning governments or their agencies.  

4.2.2.10. Sanctions on Weapons of Mass Destruction, Missiles, and 

Conventional Arms Transfers  

Several laws and executive orders seek to bar Iran from obtaining U.S. or other 

technology that can be used for weapons of mass destruction (WMD) programs. 

Sanctions on Iran’s exportation of arms are discussed in the sections above on 

sanctions for Iran’s support for terrorist groups. 

- Iran-Iraq Arms Nonproliferation Act and Iraq Sanctions Act  
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The Iran-Iraq Arms Nonproliferation Act (Title XIV of the FY1993 National 

Defense Authorization Act, P.L. 102-484, signed in October 1992) imposes a 

number of sanctions on foreign entities that supply Iran with WMD technology or 

“destabilizing numbers and types of advanced conventional weapons.”10 

Advanced conventional weapons are defined as follows:  

 (1) Such long-range precision-guided munitions, fuel air explosives, cruise 

missiles, low observability aircraft, other radar evading aircraft, advanced military 

aircraft, military satellites, electromagnetic weapons, and laser weapons as the 

President determines destabilize the military balance or enhance the offensive 

capabilities in destabilizing ways;  

(2) Such advanced command, control, and communications systems, electronic 

warfare systems, or intelligence collections systems as the President determines 

destabilize the military balance or enhance offensive capabilities in destabilizing 

ways; and  

(3) Such other items or systems as the President may, by regulation, determine 

necessary for the purposes of this title.  

The definition is generally understood to include technology used to develop 

ballistic missiles.  

- Sanctions to be Imposed: Sanctions imposed on violating entities include  

*A ban, for two years, on U.S. government procurement from the entity;  

* A ban, for two years, on licensing U.S. exports to that entity. 

If the violator is determined to be a foreign country, sanctions to be imposed are  

* A one-year ban on U.S. assistance to that country;  

* A one-year requirement that the United States vote against international lending 

to it;  

* A one-year suspension of U.S. coproduction agreements with the country;  

* A one-year suspension of technical exchanges with the country in military or 

dual use technology;  

* A one-year ban on sales of U.S. arms to the country;  

* An authorization to deny the country most-favored-nation trade status; and to 

ban U.S. trade with the country.  

Section 1603 of the act amended an earlier law, the Iraq Sanctions Act of 1990 

(Section 586G(a) of P.L. 101-513), to provide for a “presumption of denial” for all 

dual use exports to Iran (including computer software).  

- Banning Aid to Countries that Aid or Arm Terrorism List States: Anti-

Terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996  

Another law reinforces the authority of the President to sanction governments that 

provide aid or sell arms to Iran (and other terrorism list countries). Under Sections 

620G and 620H of the Foreign Assistance Act, as added by the Anti-Terrorism and 

Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (Sections 325 and 326 of P.L. 104-132), the 

                                                           
10 The act originally only applied to advanced conventional weapons. The extension to WMD, 

defined as chemical, biological, or nuclear weapons-related technology was added by the FY1996 

National Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 104-106). 
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President is required to withhold foreign aid from any country that provides to a 

terrorism list country financial assistance or arms. Waiver authority is provided. 

Section 321 of that act also makes it a criminal offense for U.S. persons to conduct 

financial transactions with terrorism list governments. No foreign assistance cuts 

or other penalties under this law have been announced. .  

- Iran-North Korea-Syria Nonproliferation Act  

The Iran Nonproliferation Act (P.L. 106-178, signed in March 2000) is now called 

the Iran-North Korea-Syria Nonproliferation Act (INKSNA) after amendments 

applying its provisions to North Korea and to Syria. It authorizes sanctions—for 

two years unless renewed—on foreign persons (individuals or corporations, not 

governments) that are determined in a report by the Administration to have 

assisted Iran’s WMD programs. Sanctions imposed include (1) a prohibition on 

U.S. exportation of arms and dual use items to the sanctioned entity; and (2) a ban 

on U.S. government procurement and of imports to the United States from the 

sanctioned entity under Executive Order 12938 (of November 14, 1994). INKSNA 

also banned U.S. extraordinary payments to the Russian Aviation and Space 

Agency in connection with the international space station unless the President 

certified that the agency had not transferred any WMD or missile technology to 

Iran within the year prior.  

- Executive Order 13382 on Proliferation-Supporting Entities  

Executive Order 13382 (June 28, 2005) allows the President to block the assets of 

proliferators of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and their supporters under 

the authority granted by the International Emergency Economic Powers Act 

(IEEPA; 50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the National Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1601 et 

seq.), and Section 301 of Title 3, United States Code  (Executive Order 

13382.2005). 

- Arms Transfer and Missile Sanctions: The Countering America’s 

Adversaries through Sanctions Act (CAATSA, P.L. 115-44)  

The CAATSA law, signed on August 2, 2017, mandates sanctions on arms sales to 

Iran and on entities that “materially contribute” to Iran’s ballistic missile program.  

*Section 104 references implementation of E.O. 13382, which sanctions entities 

determined by the Administration to be assisting Iran’s ballistic missile program. 

The section mandates that the Administration impose the same sanctions as in E.O. 

13382 on any activity that materially contributes to Iran’s ballistic missile program 

or any system capable of delivering WMD. The section also requires an 

Administration report every 180 days on persons (beginning on January 29, 2018) 

contributing to Iran’s ballistic missile program in the preceding 180 days.  

* Section 107 mandates imposition of sanctions (the same sanctions as those 

contained in E.O. 13382) on any person that the President determines has sold or 

transferred to or from Iran, or for the use in or benefit of Iran: the weapons systems 

specified as banned for transfer to or from Iran in U.N. Security Council 

Resolution 2231. These include most major combat systems such as tanks, 

armored vehicles, warships, missiles, combat aircraft, and attack helicopters. The 

provision goes somewhat beyond prior law that mandates sanctions mainly on 
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sales to Iran of “destabilizing numbers and types of advanced conventional 

weapons.” The imposition of sanctions is not required if the President certifies that 

a weapons transfer is in the national security of the United States; that Iran no 

longer poses a significant threat to the United States or U.S. allies; and that the 

Iranian government no longer satisfies the requirements for designation as a state 

sponsor of terrorism.  

4.2.2.11. Sanctions on “Countries of Diversion Concern”  

Title III of CISADA established authorities to sanction countries that allow U.S. 

technology that Iran could use in its nuclear and WMD programs to be reexported 

or diverted to Iran. Section 303 of CISADA authorizes the President to designate a 

country as a “Destination of Diversion Concern” if that country allows substantial 

diversion of goods, services, or technologies characterized in Section 302 of that 

law to Iranian end-users or Iranian intermediaries. The technologies specified 

include any goods that could contribute to Iran’s nuclear or WMD programs, as 

well as goods listed on various U.S. controlled-technology lists such as the 

Commerce Control List or Munitions List. For any country designated as a country 

of diversion concern, there would be prohibition of denial for licenses of U.S. 

exports to that country of the goods that were being reexported or diverted to Iran.  

4.2.2.12. Targeted Financial Measures  

During 2006-2016, the Department of the Treasury conducted a campaign to 

persuade foreign banks to cease dealing with Iran by briefing them on Iran’s use of 

the international financial system to fund terrorist groups and acquire weapons-

related technology. According to a GAO report of February 2013, the Department 

of the Treasury made overtures to 145 banks in 60 countries, including several 

visits to banks and officials in the UAE, and convinced at least 80 foreign banks to 

cease handling financial transactions with Iranian banks. Upon implementation of 

the JCPOA, the Treasury Department largely dropped this initiative, and instead 

largely sought to encourage foreign banks to conduct normal transactions with 

Iran. 

4.2.2.13. Ban on Iranian Access to the U.S. Financial System/Use of Dollars  

There is no blanket ban on foreign banks or persons paying Iran for goods using 

U.S. dollars. However, U.S. regulations (ITRs, C.F.R. Section 560.516) ban Iran 

from direct access to the U.S. financial system. The regulations allow U.S. banks 

to send funds (including U.S. dollars) to Iran for allowed (licensed) transactions, 

but U.S. dollars cannot be directly transferred to an Iranian bank, but must instead 

be channeled through an intermediary financial institution. Section 560.510 

specifically allows for U.S. payments to Iran to settle or pay judgments to Iran, 

such as those reached in connection with the U.S.-Iran Claims Tribunal, discussed 

above. However, the prohibition on dealing directly with Iranian banks still 

applies.  

On November 6, 2008, the Department of the Treasury broadened restrictions on 

Iran’s access to the U.S. financial system by barring U.S. banks from handling any 

transactions with foreign banks that are handling transactions on behalf of an 

Iranian bank (“U-turn transactions”). 
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This means a foreign bank or person that pays Iran for goods in U.S. dollars cannot 

access the U.S. financial system (through a U.S. correspondent account, which 

most foreign banks have) to acquire dollars for any transaction involving Iran. This 

ban remained in effect under the JCPOA implementation, and Iran argued that 

these U.S. restrictions deter European and other banks from reentering the Iran 

market, as discussed later in this report.  

However, the Administration did not take that step, but instead it encouraged 

foreign banks to reenter the Iran market. The Trump Administration has not, at any 

time, expressed support for allowing Iran greater access to dollars, and the re-

imposition of U.S. sanctions has further reduced the willingness and ability of 

foreign firms to use dollars in transactions with Iran.  

4.2.2.14. Punishments/Fines implemented against non-American banks.  

The Department of the Treasury and other U.S. authorities have announced 

financial settlements with various banks that violated U.S. regulations in 

transactions related to Iran (and other countries such as Sudan, Syria, and Cuba). 

The value, number, and duration of illicit transactions conducted, and the strength 

of the evidence collected by U.S. regulators reportedly determined the amounts, at 

least in part. 

- CISADA: Sanctioning Foreign Banks That Conduct Transactions with 

Sanctioned Iranian Entities  

The Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Accountability, and Divestment Act 

(CISADA) was a key piece of legislation intended to limit Iran’s access to the 

international financial system and to reduce the ability of Iran’s import-export 

community (referred to in Iran as the “bazaar merchants” or “bazaaris”) from 

obtaining “letters of credit” (trade financing) to buy or sell goods. The Department 

of the Treasury determines what is a “significant” financial transaction. 

CISADA’s key provision—Section 104—requires the Secretary of the Treasury to 

forbid U.S. banks from opening new “correspondent accounts” or “payable-

through accounts” (or force the cancellation of existing such accounts) for:  

*any foreign bank that transactions business with an entity that is sanctioned by 

Executive Order 13224 or 13382 (terrorism and proliferation activities, 

respectively).  

* any foreign bank determined to have facilitated Iran’s efforts to acquire WMD or 

delivery systems or provide support to groups named as Foreign Terrorist 

Organizations (FTOs) by the United States.  

* any foreign bank that facilitates “the activities of” an entity designated under by 

U.N. Security Council resolutions that sanction Iran.  

* any foreign bank that transacts business with the IRGC or any of its affiliates 

designated under any U.S. Iran-related executive order.  

 

In addition, Section 1244(d) of the Iran Freedom and Counter-proliferation Act, 

IFCA, applies the CISADA sanctions to any foreign bank that does business with 

Iran’s energy, shipping, and shipbuilding sectors, including with NIOC, NITC, and 

IRISL. The provision was not an amendment to CISAD 
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Table No 6 . Major Settlements/Fines paid by banks for violations.2004-2019 

(Katzman.2020). 

Major Banks or 

Financial Institutions   

Date Amount Paid Violation 

UBS (Switzerland)  2004  $100 million  Unauthorized 

movement of U.S. 

dollars to Iran and 

others  

ABN Amro 

(Netherlands)  

December 2005  $80 million  Failing to fully report 

financial transactions 

involving Bank Melli  

Credit Suisse 

(Switzerland)  

December 2009  $536 million  Illicitly processing 

Iranian transactions 

with U.S. banks  

ING (Netherlands)  June 2012  $619 million  Concealing movement 

of billions of dollars 

through the U.S. 

financial system for 

Iranian and Cuban 

clients.  

Standard Chartered 

(UK)  

August 2012  $340 million  Settlement paid to New 

York State for 

processing transactions 

on behalf of Iran  

Clearstream 

(Luxembourg)  

January 2014  $152 million  Helping Iran evade U.S. 

banking restrictions  

Bank of Moscow 

(Russia)  

January 2014  $9.5 million  Illicitly allowing Bank 

Melli to access the U.S. 

financial system  

BNP Paribas  June 2014  $9 billion  Amount forfeited for 

helping Iran (and Sudan 

and Cuba) violate U.S. 

sanction.  

Standard Chartered 

(UK)  

April 2019  $639 million  Dubai branch of 

Standard Chartered 

processed Iran-related 

transactions to or 

through Standard 

Chartered branch in 

New York.  

Unicredit AG 

(Germany, Austria, 

Italy)  

April 2019  $1.3 billion  For illicitly processing 

transactions through the 

U.S. financial system on 

behalf of Islamic 

Republic of Iran 

Shipping Lines (IRISL)  

Halkbank  October 2019  N/A  Justice Department filed 

charges against 
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Halkbank for allegedly 

helping Iran evade U.S. 

sanctions  

 

4.2.2.15. Iran Designated a Money-Laundering Jurisdiction/FATF  

On November 21, 2011, the Obama Administration identified Iran as a 

“jurisdiction of primary money laundering concern” under Section 311 of the USA 

Patriot Act (31 U.S.C. 5318A), based on a determination that Iran’s financial 

system, including the Central Bank, constitutes a threat to governments or financial 

institutions that do business with Iran’s banks. The designation imposed additional 

requirements on U.S. banks to ensure against improper Iranian access to the U.S. 

financial system. On October 25, 2019, the Treasury Department’s Financial 

Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN) issued a final rule barring the U.S. 

financial system from any transactions with Iranian banks or foreign banks acting 

on behalf of Iranian banks. 

In October 2018, the Treasury Department Financial Crimes Enforcement Network 

(FINCEN) issued a warning to U.S. banks to guard against likely Iranian efforts to 

evade U.S. financial sanctions. Earlier, in January 1, 2013, OFAC issued an 

Advisory to highlight Iran’s use of hawalas (traditional informal banking and 

money exchanges) in the Middle East and South Asia region to circumvent U.S. 

financial sanctions. Because the involvement of an Iranian client is often opaque, 

banks have sometimes inadvertently processed hawala transactions involving 

Iranians.  

- FATF  

Iran is under scrutiny of the Financial Action Task Force (FATF)—a multilateral 

standard-setting body for anti-money laundering and combating the financing of 

terrorism (AML/CFT). In 2016, the FATF characterized Iran as a “high-risk and 

non-cooperative jurisdiction” with respect to AMF/CFT issues.39 On June 24, 

2016, the FATF welcomed an “Action Plan” filed by Iran to address its strategic 

AML/CFT deficiencies and suspended “countermeasures”—mostly voluntary 

recommendations of increased due diligence with respect to Iran transactions—

pending an assessment of Iran’s implementation of its Action Plan. The FATF 

continued the suspension of countermeasures in 2017 and February 2018.  

On October 19, 2018, the FATF stated that Iran had not completed legislation to 

adopt international standards. On February 22, 2019, the FATF stated that 

countermeasures remained suspended but that “If by June 2019, Iran does not 

enact the remaining legislation in line with FATF Standards, then the FATF will 

require increased supervisory examination for branches and subsidiaries of 

financial institutions based in Iran.” In June 2019, the FATF stated that Iran still 

had not adequately criminalized terrorist financing, including by removing the 

exemption for designated groups “attempting to end foreign occupation, 

colonialism and racism;” identified and frozen terrorist assets in line with the 

relevant United Nations Security Council resolutions; or ensured an adequate and 

enforceable customer due diligence regime. The FATF continued the suspension of 

countermeasures, but called on members to require increased supervisory 
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examination for branches and subsidiaries of financial institutions based in Iran, in 

line with the February 2019 Public Statement (FATF Statement. June 2019).  

In October 2019, the FATF called for enhanced member scrutiny of Iran-related 

transactions and said that Iran would fully impose countermeasures if, by February 

2020, Iran does not enact the Palermo and Terrorist Financing Conventions (FATF 

Statement. Oct.2019).  

- Use of the SWIFT System  

Section 220 of the ITRSHRA required reports on electronic payments systems, 

such as the Brussels-based SWIFT (Society of Worldwide Interbank Financial 

Telecommunications), that do business with Iran. That law also authorizes—but 

neither it nor any other U.S. law or executive order mandates—sanctions against 

SWIFT or against electronic payments systems. Still, many transactions with Iran 

are subject to U.S. sanctions, no matter the payment mechanism.  

4.2.2.16. Sanctions on Iran’s Non-Oil Industries and Sectors  

Successive Administrations and Congresses have expanded sanctions on several 

significant non-oil industries and sectors of Iran’s economy. The targeted sectors 

include Iran’s automotive production sector, which is Iran’s second-largest 

industry (after energy), its mineral exports, which account for about 10% of Iran’s 

export earnings, and various light manufacturing sectors.  

4.2.2.17. The Iran Freedom and Counter proliferation Act began a trend in U.S. 

Iran sanctions policy in which several economic sectors were sanctioned 

simultaneously. The National Defense Authorization Act for FY2013 (H.R. 4310, 

P.L. 112-239, January 2, 2013)—Subtitle D, the Iran Freedom and Counter-

Proliferation Act (IFCA), sanctions several different sectors of Iran’s economy. Its 

provisions on Iran’s human rights practices are discussed in the section on 

“Measures to Sanction Human Rights Abuses/Promote Civil Society.”  

*Section 1244 of IFCA mandates the blocking of U.S.-based property of any entity 

(Iranian or non-Iranian) that provides goods, services, or other support to any 

Iranian entity designated by the Treasury Department as a “specially designated 

national” (SDN). The tables at the end of this report show that hundreds of Iranian 

entities are designated as SDNs under various executive orders. The Iranian 

entities designated for civilian economic activity were “delisted” to implement the 

JCPOA, but were relisted on November 5, 2018.  

* Section 1247 of IFCA prohibits from operating in the United States any bank 

that knowingly facilitates a financial transaction on behalf of an Iranian SDN. The 

section also specifically sanctions foreign banks that facilitate payment to Iran for 

natural gas unless the funds owed to Iran for the gas are placed in a local account. 

The section provides for a waiver for a period of 180 days.  

Several sections of IFCA impose ISA sanctions on entities determined to have 

engaged in specified transactions below.  

Energy, Shipbuilding, and Shipping Sector, and Iranian Port Operations. Section 

1244 (1) blocks the U.S.-based assets; and (2) mandates the imposition of 5 out of 

12 ISA sanctions on entities that provide financial, material, technological, or other 
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support, or provide goods or services to Iran’s energy, shipbuilding, and shipping 

sectors, or port operations in Iran. The sanctions do not apply when such 

transactions involved purchases of Iranian oil by countries that have exemptions 

under P.L. 112-81, or to the purchase of natural gas from Iran. This section went 

back into effect as of November 5, 2018). The blocking of U.S.-based assets is 

implemented by E.O. 13846 of August 6, 2018.  

*Dealings in Precious Metals or Materials for Iran’s Missile, Nuclear, or Military 

Programs. Section 1245 imposes 5 out of the 12 sanctions on the ISA menu on 

entities that provide precious metals to Iran (including gold) or semi-finished 

metals or software for integrating industrial processes. The section affected foreign 

firms that transferred these items or other precious metals to Iran in exchange for 

oil or any other product. Section 1245 also applies those sanctions to the supply to 

Iran of any material determined to be used in connection with Iran’s nuclear, 

missile, or military programs. The section also mandates the exclusion from the 

U.S. financial system of any foreign bank that facilitates any of the stipulated 

transactions. There is no exception to this sanction for countries exempted under 

P.L. 112-81. This section went back into effect on August 7, 2018.  

* Insurance for Related Activities. Section 1246 imposes 5 out of 12 sanctions on 

the ISA menu on entities that provide underwriting services, insurance, or 

reinsurance for any transactions sanctioned under any executive order on Iran, 

ISA, CISADA, the Iran Threat Reduction Act, INKSNA, other IFCA provisions, 

or any other Iran sanction, as well as to any Iranian SDN. (There is no exception 

for countries exempted under P.L. 112-81.) This provision goes back into effect 

after a 180-day wind-down period (by November 4, 2018).  

* Exception for Afghanistan Reconstruction. Section 1244(f) of IFCA provides a 

sanction exemption for transactions that provide reconstruction assistance for or 

further the economic development of Afghanistan.  

4.2.2.18. Executive Order 13645/13846: Iran’s Automotive Sector, Rial 

Trading, and Precious Stones (The White House. 2018) 

Executive Order 13645 of June 3, 2013, as superseded by 13846 of August 6, 

2018:  

* Imposes ISA sanctions on firms that supply goods or services to Iran’s 

automotive (cars, trucks, buses, motorcycles, and related parts) sector, and blocks 

foreign banks from the U.S. market if they finance transactions with Iran’s 

automotive sector.  

* Blocks U.S.-based property and prohibits U.S. bank accounts for foreign banks 

that conduct transactions in Iran’s currency, the rial, or hold rial accounts. This 

provision mostly affected banks in countries bordering or near Iran. The order 

applies also to “a derivative, swap, future, forward, or other similar contract whose 

value is based on the exchange rate of the Iranian rial.” If Iran implements plans to 

develop a digital currency, or cryptocurrency, backed by or tied to rials, it would 

appear that the order also applies to that digital currency.  

* Expand the application of Executive Order 13622 (above) to helping Iran acquire 

precious stones or jewels (see above).  
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* Block U.S.-based property of a person that conducts transactions with an Iranian 

entity listed as a Specially Designated National (SDN) or Blocked Person. SDNs 

were “relisted” on November 5, 2018.  

4.2.2.19. Executive Order 13871 on Iran’s Minerals and Metals Sectors 

(May 8, 2019)  

On May 8, 2019, President Trump issued Executive Order 13871 sanctioning 

transactions involving Iran’s minerals and industrial commodities. The 

announcement stated that Iran earns 10% of its total export revenues from sales of 

the minerals and metals sanctioned under the order ( 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/...2019). 

The order does the following:  

* blocks U.S.-based property of any entity that conducts a significant transaction 

for the “sale, supply, or transfer to Iran” of goods or services, or the transport or 

marketing, of the iron, steel, aluminum, and copper sectors of Iran;  

* authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury to bar from the U.S. financial system 

any foreign bank that conducts or facilitates a financial transaction for steel, steel 

products, copper, or copper products from Iran;  bars the entry into the United 

States of any person sanctioned under the order.  

4.2.2.20. Executive Order 13902 on the Construction, Mining, 

Manufacturing, and Textiles Sector (January 10. 2020) 

(https://www.whitecase.com/publications/alert.2020) 

On January 10, 2020, as a stated response to the Iranian missile strikes on an Iraqi 

air base used by U.S. forces several days earlier (Iran’s response to the U.S. killing 

of IRGC-QF commander Qasem Soleimani), President Trump issued an Executive 

Order 13902 expanding the Iranian economic sectors subject to specific U.S. 

sanctions. The Order:  

* blocks U.S. based property of persons determined by the Administration to 

“operate in” or to have knowingly engaged in a “significant transaction” with the 

construction, mining, manufacturing, or textiles sectors of Iran’s economy, “or any 

other sector of the Iranian economy as may be determined by the Secretary of the 

Treasury, in consultation with the Secretary of State.”  

* blocks U.S. property of persons determined to have assisted (financed, supplied 

technology) persons sanctioned under the Order.  

* bars from the U.S. financial system any foreign bank that conducts transactions 

with these Iranian economic sectors or with persons that supplied goods or services 

to those sectors.  

* persons sanctioned under the Order are banned from travel to the United States.  

The Order appears to build on E.O. 13871 in sanctioned specific non-oil sectors of 

Iran’s economy. Sanctioning the textile sector would appear to affect Iran’s vibrant 

carpet industry. However, the sectors sanctioned in the 2020 Order generally serve 

markets in Iran’s immediate neighborhood and transactions in the goods 
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manufactured are likely not conducted in hard currency. The likely effect on Iran’s 

economy from this Order are likely to be minimal.  

The Order also followed an October 31, 2019, determination by the State and 

Treasury Departments that the construction sector of Iran is controlled by the 

IRGC and that, therefore, the supply of raw or semi-finished metals, graphite, coal, 

and industrial software to Iran are sanction able under Section 1245 of IFCA. The 

two agencies also determined that the sale to Iran of the following are sanction 

able as useful to Iran’s nuclear, missile, and military programs: stainless steel 304L 

tubes; MN40 manganese brazing foil; and stainless steel CrNi60WTI ESR + VAR 

(chromium, nickel, 60% tungsten, titanium, electro-slag remelting, and vacuum 

remelting) (Dept. of State.IFCA.Oct.31.2019).  

4.2.2.21. Executive Order 13608 on sanctions evasion. (The White 

House.2012)  

Executive Order 13608 of May 1, 2012, gives the Department of the Treasury the 

ability to identify and sanction (cutting them off from the U.S. market) foreign 

persons who help Iran (or Syria) evade U.S. and multilateral sanctions.  Several 

persons and entities have been designated for sanctions, as shown in the tables at 

the end. 

4.2.2.22. Sanctions on cyber and criminal activities  

The Trump Administration appears to be making increasing use of executive 

orders issued during the Obama Administration to sanction Iranian entities 

determined to be engaged in malicious cyberactivities or in transnational crime. 

Iranian entities have attacked, or attempted to attack, using cyberactivity, 

infrastructure in the United States, Saudi Arabia, and elsewhere. Iran’s ability to 

conduct cyberattacks appears to be growing. Separately, the Justice Department 

has prosecuted Iranian entities for such activity. The section below discusses 

Executive Order 13694 on malicious cyberactivities and Executive Order 13581 on 

transnational crime.  

4.2.2.23. Executive Order 13694 (The White House.2015) 

Executive Order 13694 (April 1, 2015) blocks U.S.-based property of foreign 

entities determined to have engaged in cyber-enabled activities that (1) harm or 

compromise the provision of services by computers or computer networks 

supporting in the critical infrastructure sector; (2) compromise critical 

infrastructure; (3) disrupt computers or computer networks; or (4) cause 

misappropriation of funds, trade secrets, personal identifiers, or financial 

information for financial advantage or gain.  

4.2.2.24. Executive Order 13581  

Executive Order 13581 (July 25, 2011) blocks the U.S.-based property of entities 

determined (1) to be a foreign person that constitutes a significant transnational 

criminal organization; (2) to have materially assisted any person sanctioned under 

this order; or (3) to be owned or controlled by or to have acted on behalf of a 

person sanctioned under the order.  

4.2.2.25. Sanctions supporting democracy/human rights  
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A trend in U.S. policy and legislation since the June 12, 2009, election-related 

uprising in Iran has been to support the ability of the domestic opposition in Iran to 

communicate and to sanction Iranian officials that commit human rights abuses or 

corruption. Sanctions on the IRGC represent one facet of that trend because the 

IRGC is a key suppressive instrument. Individuals and entities designated under 

the executive orders and provisions discussed below are listed in the tables at the 

end of this report. For those provisions that ban visas to enter the United States, the 

State Department interprets the provisions to apply to all members of the 

designated entity (Dept. of the Treasury. June 9.2011). 

4.2.2.26. Expanding internet and communications freedoms  

4.2.2.27. Some laws and Administration action focus on expanding Internet 

freedom in Iran or preventing the Iranian government from using the Internet to 

identify opponents. Subtitle D of the FY2010 Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 

111-84), called the “VOICE” (Victims of Iranian Censorship) Act, contained 

several Countering censorship of the internet: CISADA, E.O. 13606, and E.O. 

13628 provisions to increase U.S. broadcasting to Iran and to identify (in a report 

to be submitted 180 days after enactment) companies that are selling Iran 

technology equipment that it can use to suppress or monitor the internet usage of 

Iranians. The act authorized funds to document Iranian human rights abuses since 

the June 2009 Iranian presidential election. Section 1241 required an 

Administration report by January 31, 2010, on U.S. enforcement of sanctions 

against Iran and the effect of those sanctions on Iran.  

* Section 106 of CISADA prohibits U.S. government contracts with foreign 

companies that sell technology that Iran could use to monitor or control Iranian 

usage of the internet. The provisions were directed, in part, against Nokia (Finland) 

and Siemens (Germany) for reportedly selling internet monitoring and censorship 

technology to Iran in 2008 (Rhoads.2009).  

The provision was derived from the Reduce Iranian Cyber-Suppression Act (111th 

Congress, S. 1475 and H.R. 3284).  

* On April 23, 2012, President Obama issued an executive order (13606) 

sanctioning persons who commit “Grave Human Rights Abuses by the 

Governments of Iran and Syria via Information Technology (GHRAVITY).” The 

order blocks the U.S.-based property and essentially bars U.S. entry and bans any 

U.S. trade with persons and entities listed in an Annex and persons or entities 

subsequently determined to be (1) operating any technology that allows the Iranian 

(or Syrian) government to disrupt, monitor, or track computer usage by citizens of 

those countries or assisting the two governments in such disruptions or monitoring; 

or (2) selling to Iran (or Syria) any technology that enables those governments to 

carry out such actions.  

* Section 403 of the ITRSHRA sanctions (visa ban, U.S.-based property blocked) 

persons/firms determined to have engaged in censorship in Iran, limited access to 

media, or—for example, a foreign satellite service provider—supported Iranian 

government jamming or frequency manipulation. On October 9, 2012, the 

President issued Executive Order 13628 implementing Section 403 by blocking the 

property of persons/firms determined to have committed the censorship, limited 

free expression, or assisted in jamming communications. The order also specifies 
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the sanctions authorities of the Department of State and of the Treasury (Fact 

Sheet.2012). 

4.2.2.28. Measures to sanction human rights abuses/promote civil 

society  

Some Iran-specific legislation and administrative action has sought to sanction 

regime officials involved in suppressing the domestic opposition in Iran or in 

human rights abuses more generally. Much of this legislation centers on 

amendments to Section 105 of CISADA.  

* Section 105 of CISADA bans travel and freezes the U.S.-based assets of those 

Iranians determined to be human rights abusers. On September 29, 2010, pursuant 

to Section 105, President Obama issued Executive Order 13553 providing for 

CISADA sanctions against Iranians determined to be responsible for or complicit 

in post-2009 Iran election human rights abuses. Section 105 terminates if the 

President certifies to Congress that Iran has (1) unconditionally released all 

political prisoners detained in the aftermath of the June 2009 uprising; (2) ceased 

its practices of violence, unlawful detention, torture, and abuse of citizens who 

were engaged in peaceful protest; (3) fully investigated abuses of political activists 

that occurred after the uprising; and (4) committed to and is making progress 

toward establishing an independent judiciary and respecting human rights.  

* CAATSA (P.L. 115-44) expanded Section 105 of CISADA by authorizing (but 

not mandating) sanctions on Iranian human rights abuses generally—not limited to 

those connected to the June 2009 uprising. The CAATSA provisions defines as 

sanctionable extrajudicial killings, torture, or other gross violations of 

internationally recognized human rights against Iranians who seek to expose illegal 

activity by officials or to defend or promote human rights and freedoms in Iran. 

The persons to be sanctioned are those named in a report provided 90 days after 

CAATSA enactment (by October 31, 2017) and annually thereafter. Additional 

Iranian human rights abusers were designated under E.O. 13533 by an October 31, 

2017, CAATSA deadline.  

* Sanctions against Iranian Profiteers. Section 1249 of IFCA amends Section 105 

by imposing sanctions on any person determined to have engaged in corruption or 

to have diverted or misappropriated humanitarian goods or funds for such goods 

for the Iranian people. The measure is intended to sanction Iranian profiteers who 

are, for example, using official connections to corner the market for vital 

medicines. This provision, which remains in forces, essentially codifies a similar 

provision of Executive Order 13645.  

* Sanctions against Iranian Government Broadcasters/IRIB. Section 1248 of 

IFCA (Subtitle D of P.L. 112-239) mandates inclusion of the Islamic Republic of 

Iran Broadcasting (IRIB), the state broadcasting umbrella group, as a human rights 

abuser. IRIB was designated as an SDN on February 6, 2013, under E.O. 13628 for 

limiting free expression in Iran. On February 14, 2014, the State Department 

waived IFCA sanctions under Sections 1244, 1246, or 1247, on any entity that 

provides satellite connectivity services to IRIB. The waiver has been renewed each 

year since.  
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* Human Rights and Corruption Provisions of Executive Order 13846 (August 6, 

2018). The Executive Order that reimposed JCPOA U.S. sanctions on Iran 

contained provisions sanctioning Iranian human rights abusers and corrupt officials 

– even though no sanctions imposed for such behaviors were suspended to 

implement the JCPOA. Section 7 of the Order blocks the U.S.-based property of 

persons that (1) engaged after January 2, 2013 in corrupt diversion of goods 

intended for the Iranian people; (2) sold (after August 10, 2012) Iran goods or 

technologies or provided services used by the Iranian government to commit 

serious human rights abuses; (3) engaged in censorship or limited free expression 

in Iran (after June 12, 2009); or (4) provided goods or services to any person 

sanctioned under the Order.  

* Sanctions on Sales of Anti-Riot Equipment. Section 402 of the ITRSHRA 

amended Section 105 by adding provisions that sanction (visa ban, U.S. property 

blocked) any person or company that sells the Iranian government goods or 

technologies that it can use to commit human rights abuses against its people. Such 

goods include firearms, rubber bullets, police batons, chemical or pepper sprays, 

stun grenades, tear gas, water cannons, and like goods. In addition, ISA sanctions 

are to be imposed on any person determined to be selling such equipment to the 

IRGC.  

4.2.2.29. Sanctions on Iran’s leadership and other authorities. 

 The Trump Administration has imposed sanctions on some members of Iran’s 

civilian leadership (The White House.2019). 

 The Administration has named some Iranian officials as SDNs under various 

executive orders, as shown in the table at the end of the report. As noted 

throughout, any Iranian official that is named  an SDN is subject to a freezing of 

their U.S.-based property and there are secondary sanctions (noted throughout) on 

third parties that deal with those entities. Section 103(b)(3) of CISADA also 

provides for the freezing of assets of any “family member or associate acting for 

on behalf of the person” that is named as an SDN. 

- Executive Order 13876  

On June 24, 2019, in the context of heightened U.S.-Iran tensions, President 

Trump issued Executive Order 13876, imposing sanctions on the assets of 

Supreme Leader Ali Khamene’i and his top associates. Still, the degree to which 

Khamene’i’s or his associates’ assets intersect with the global financial or 

commercial community is likely modest, making the effect of the order probably 

limited. The order  

* Blocks the U.S.-based property or assets of the Supreme Leader and his office, 

any Iranian appointed by him to an official position, or any person that materially 

assists the Supreme Leader or his office.  

* Bars from the U.S. financial system any bank determined to have conducted or 

facilitated a financial transaction with a Supreme Leader-related or Supreme 

Leader-appointed official.  

- Implementation: Supreme Leader Khamene’i and his office are sanctioned by the 

Order itself. Subsequently, on July 31, 2019, Iran’s Foreign Minister Mohammad 
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Javad Zarif was designated for sanctions under the Order on the grounds that he is, 

according to the State Department designation statement “a key enabler of 

Ayatollah Khamene’i’s policies throughout the region and the world.... Foreign 

Minister Zarif, a senior regime official and apologist, has for years now been 

complicit in [Iran’s] malign activities.” On November 4, 2019, the 40th 

anniversary of the seizure of the U.S. Embassy in Tehran, the Administration 

designated nine high-level Iranian officials, including aides to Khamene’i, as well 

as the Iran Armed Forces General Staff, under the Order(U.S. Dept. of the 

Treasury.2019). 

The President has  issued a new Executive Order (E.O.) “Imposing Sanctions with 

Respect to Iran.”  This Executive order imposes sanctions on Iran’s Supreme 

Leader’s Office (SLO); and targets persons appointed to certain official or other 

positions by the Supreme Leader and/or his office (U.S. Dept of the Treasury. 

June.24. 2019). 

 In addition, OFAC has updated its SDN List and a great number of Iranian 

authorities  have been added to OFAC's SDN List.11  

 

 
                                                           

11 BADIN, Yadollah (a.k.a. BADIN, Yadullah), Iran; Additional Sanctions Information - 

Subject to Secondary Sanctions; Gender Male (individual) [SDGT] [IRGC] [IFSR] (Linked 
To: ISLAMIC REVOLUTIONARY GUARD CORPS). 

  
GHOLAMSHAHI, Abbas (a.k.a. QOLAMSHAHI, Abbas), Iran; Additional Sanctions 
Information - Subject to Secondary Sanctions; Gender Male (individual) [SDGT] [IRGC] 
[IFSR] (Linked To: ISLAMIC REVOLUTIONARY GUARD CORPS). 

  
HAJIZADEH, Amir Ali, Iran; DOB 1961; Additional Sanctions Information - Subject to 
Secondary Sanctions; Gender Male (individual) [SDGT] [IRGC] [IFSR] (Linked To: 
ISLAMIC REVOLUTIONARY GUARD CORPS). 

  
KHAMENEI, Ali Husseini, Iran; DOB 19 Apr 1939; POB Mashhad, Iran; Additional 
Sanctions Information - Subject to Secondary Sanctions; Ayatollah (individual) [IRAN]. 

  
OZMA'I, Ali (a.k.a. OZMAIE, Ali), Iran; Additional Sanctions Information - Subject to 
Secondary Sanctions; Gender Male (individual) [SDGT] [IRGC] [IFSR] (Linked To: 
ISLAMIC REVOLUTIONARY GUARD CORPS). 

  
PAKPOUR, Mohammad (a.k.a. PAKPUR, Mohammad), Iran; DOB 1961; Additional 
Sanctions Information - Subject to Secondary Sanctions; Gender Male (individual) 
[SDGT] [IRGC] [IFSR] (Linked To: ISLAMIC REVOLUTIONARY GUARD CORPS). 

  
RAVANKAR, Mansur (a.k.a. RAVANKAR, Mansour), Iran; Additional Sanctions 
Information - Subject to Secondary Sanctions; Gender Male (individual) [SDGT] [IRGC] 
[IFSR] (Linked To: ISLAMIC REVOLUTIONARY GUARD CORPS). 

  
TANGSIRI, Ali Reza (a.k.a. TANGSIRI, Alireza), Iran; DOB 1962; Additional Sanctions 
Information - Subject to Secondary Sanctions; Gender Male (individual) [SDGT] [IRGC] 
[IFSR] (Linked To: ISLAMIC REVOLUTIONARY GUARD CORPS). 

  
ZIRAHI, Ramezan, Iran; DOB 1969; Additional Sanctions Information - Subject to 
Secondary Sanctions; Gender Male (individual) [SDGT] [IRGC] [IFSR] (Linked To: 
ISLAMIC REVOLUTIONARY GUARD CORPS). 

  

 

https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/Programs/Documents/13876.pdf
https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/Programs/Documents/13876.pdf
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Fifth chapter 

Illegality of U.S. unilateral sanctions against Iran 

The US policy with regard to economic sanctions against Iran is inconsistent with 

the evolution of trading system in international fora and based on international law, 

its enforcement is illegitimate. (Mafi.2007) 

5.1. Illegality based  on public international law 

As we have previously remarked, based on Public International Law, only the 

Security Council Sanctions could be considered legal. Legitimacy of sanctions 

under international law is applicable only to ‘multilateral sanctions’ which are 

applied as per Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations.  

Therefore, under international law, the Charter of the United Nations addresses 

only collective economic measure (or ‘Multilateral Sanctions’) through Article 41 

which provides for including inter alia “complete or partial interruption of 

economic relations” in order to give effect to the Security Council decision with 

respect to maintaining or restoring international peace and security 

(Mohamad.2013). 

As the circumstances have changed in Iran after the revolution of 1979, the US 

rationale for the use of economic sanctions seemed to become a proof of its 

hostility rather than rationale in forcing the Islamic Republic to comply with 

international norms of behavior. 

When considering extraterritoriality, the primary inquiry is whether its effects are 

acceptable under international law. Gibney’s through and compelling study 

demonstrates that extraterritoriality is anti-democratic in nature. (Gibney, 

1996:308) While it is clear in international law that states have the right to take 

measures in order to regulate activity within their territory, it is still a hotly debated 

issue whether they are entitled to enforce national laws outside their territory. 

Unilateral sanctions are in violation of Article 1 of the United Nations Charter 

concerning the promotion of international cooperation in solving problems of an 

economic, social, cultural or humanitarian character; Article 2 (1) relating to the 

necessity of sovereign equality of states; and Article 2 (4) regarding the protection 

of the territorial integrity and political independence of any state. The forgoing 

arguments tend to support the fact that the so-called doctrine of extraterritoriality 

not only violates the norms and standards of international trade law relating to the 

sovereign equality of states, but also undermines the homogeneous and identical 
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treatment of the states in their mutual relations based on the liberal concepts of 

perfect equality, reciprocity, and friendly relations.(Mafi. 2007) 

To understand the impulses motivating the United States to impose unilateral 

enforcement measures against Iran, it is to be determined whether Iran has violated 

any norm of the international community binding upon it. What would be the 

norm-enforcement justification for the unilateral enforcement measures? 

The International Court of Justice (ICJ-World Court) preliminary ruling against the 

US is positive. It didn’t go far enough because on July 16, 2018, the Islamic 

Republic of Iran petitioned the ICJ for sanctions relief, claiming the Trump regime 

violated terms of their 1955 US-Iran Treaty of Amity, Economic Relations, and 

Consular Rights. 

Below are key relevant parts of the ICJ’s ruling: 

The Court ruled that “it has jurisdiction pursuant to Article XXI, paragraph 2, of 

the 1955 Treaty to deal with the case, to the extent that the dispute between the 

Parties relates to the ‘interpretation or application” of the said Treaty.” 

“The power of the Court to indicate provisional measures under Article 41 of the 

Statute has as its object the preservation of the respective rights of the parties in a 

given case, pending its final decision.” 

The 1955 treaty “prohibits the United States from imposing restrictions or 

prohibitions on the import of any Iranian product or on the export of any product 

to Iran, unless the import or export of the like product from or to all third 

countries is similarly restricted or prohibited.” 

“(T)he Court concludes that, at the present stage of the proceedings, some of the 

rights asserted by Iran under the 1955 Treaty are plausible in so far as they relate 

to the importation and purchase of goods required for humanitarian needs, such as 

(i) medicines and medical devices; and (ii) foodstuffs and agricultural 

commodities; as well as goods and services required for the safety of civil 

aviation, such as (iii) spare parts, equipment and associated services (including 

warranty, maintenance, repair services and safety-related inspections) necessary 

for civil aircraft.” 

“The Court is of the view that a prejudice can be considered as irreparable when 

the persons concerned are exposed to danger to health and life.” 

“In its opinion, the measures adopted by the United States have the potential to 

endanger civil aviation safety in Iran and the lives of its users to the extent that 

they prevent Iranian airlines from acquiring spare parts and other necessary 

equipment, as well as from accessing associated services (including warranty, 

maintenance, repair services and safety-related inspections) necessary for civil 

aircraft.” 

“The Court further considers that restrictions on the importation and purchase of 

goods required for humanitarian needs, such as foodstuffs and medicines, 

including life-saving medicines, treatment for chronic disease or preventive care, 

and medical equipment may have a serious detrimental impact on the health and 

lives of individuals on the territory of Iran.” 

https://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/175/175-20181003-ORD-01-00-EN.pdf
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The Court concluded that there is “little prospect of improvement,” based on harsh 

US behavior toward Iran  (Lendman.2018). 

5.2. Effects of sanctions on the Iranian people life, (Violations of Iranian 

people`s human rights) 

Economic sanctions imposed against Iran’s nuclear energy has affected and in 

some cases violated the human rights of Iranians. Human rights ranging from 

healthcare, education and quality standard of living have been compromised by the 

brutal outcome of sanctions. 

The principal argument is that contrary to the common belief that sanctions can 

bring about the desired goals of compelling a government of a particular State to 

promote democracy and human rights or force it to abandon its policies such as 

nuclear program; they often miss the intended targets. Instead, they target the poor, 

disempower civil society groups and ironically threaten the democratic process.  

Many scholars and organizations have argued against the use of economic 

sanctions because of its horrific humanitarian consequences. Hufbauer, Schott, and 

Elliott (1990) did a comprehensive and extensive study on sanctions, having 

researched 116 case studies since World War I. The most important conclusion 

from their findings is that sanctions have a historical poor track record, with 

respects to performance, cause and effect (Hufbauer, Schott, and Elliott, 1990). 

Economic sanctions imposed against Iran has affected and in some cases violated 

the human rights of Iranians. Human rights ranging from healthcare, education and 

quality standard of living have been compromised by the brutal outcome of 

sanctions. 

Economic sanctions imposed by the US against Iran’s nuclear program have in fact 

shifted from targeting nuclear technology to having disastrous effects on the 

civilian population and causing a huge humanitarian crisis. An array of economic 

sanctions imposed on the petroleum industry, cargo shipment and shipping 

insurance, followed by sanctions against the country’s banking system have 

damaged the economic bedrock of Iran and thus it has substantial negative impact 

on the well-being of civilians and mostly the vulnerable groups within the Iranian 

societies. Although certain good were exempted from sanctions on humanitarian 

grounds, the glaring truth is that sanctions have acutely decreased Iranian people’s 

access to commodities and major services, virtually in every sector (International 

Institute for Peace, Justice and Human Rights (IIPJHR), 2013: 1). 
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5.2.1. Violation of right to development. Sanctions on macroeconomic 

variables in Iran  

Economic sanctions cost effective on the two channels; The first economic 

sanctions entry fee of some imported goods and capital goods and parts increases 

and thus affects the price.  A possible second will be economic goods imported for 

the same price, but it is not possible to directly import and must be entered in 

several stages and it will increase transaction costs.  

It also aims to reduce the country's foreign exchange reserves fell by an unofficial 

parallel market exchange rate increases. Inflation will increase their exchange 

rates; because according to the production structure dependent on imports of 

increased production costs and an increase in the general price level and inflation 

will be created. 

Figure No 3: Iranian Rial - Dollar exchange rate. Source: Cato Institute 

(http://www.cato.org). 

 

 

5.3.1. Unemployment  

The vast majority of employment in the country's interior and little relation to 

external economic relations of the country will happens. However, Iran's exports 

will be limited if it would naturally with the closure of foreign exports in this 

sector workforce are unemployed and the unemployment rate is likely to be 

http://www.cato.org/
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increased. As well as economic slowdown also reduced the growth of employment 

(Feghe Majidi. 2016). 

5.2.2. Investments  

Negative psychological environment for economic activity led to a reduction in 

investment, slow growth and rising inflation. Sanctions resulted in a period of 

uncertainty in the economy, domestic and foreign investors to make investments 

forced to pause and wait. At this time, investors are attracted to other regions and 

countries in attracting investment objective of the competition remains opened.   

5.2.3. Negative economic growth  

Economic sanctions may affect the country's economic growth. One of the factors 

that ensure economic growth is investment. Both domestic and foreign investment 

procedures slowing economic growth slows and the subsequent economic 

development will be affected (Shafaghat Nejad, 2013).  

Following stopping Iran’s oil purchase by other countries according to the recent 

sanctions, Iran’s oil income has been reduced significantly. Of course, the 

sanctions of banking system and Central Bank of Islamic Republic of Iran also 

have caused to intensify the mentioned challenge, because by the effect of these 

sanctions, the receipt of foreign exchanges incomes also face with problem.  

Due to the reduction of oil incomes, tax incomes will be reduced and the budget 

deficit will be increased. Parallel to the reduction of foreign exchange incomes, the 

intermediator goods import will be reduced and following it, the productive power 

of economic sections will have drop-off and the amount of taxes taken from 

productive sections will be reduced (as the result of these two cases, both Gross 

Domestic Production (GDP) and government's incomes from the taxes location 

will be reduced).  

By the effect of oil incomes deficit, the foreign exchange reserves of the country 

are reduced severely. If in the medium term, no strategies are adopted for 

compensating this reduction through absorbing foreigner investment and 

development of non-oily export, Central Bank faces. 

Table No 7: Summary Results of the Consumer Price Index for All Urban 

Consumers in Iran Farvardin 1397. (1395=100) .April 20, 2018(Central Bank of 

the Islamic Republic of Iran.2018) 
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Groups Previous monthSimilar month of 

the previous year

General Index    0.8             7.9      

1- Food and Beverages    1.7             5.0      

2- Tobacco    2.4             20.6    

3- Clothing &Footwear    0.6              5.9     

4- Housing, Water, 

Electricity, Gas and 

other Fuels

    0.4             8.8     

5- Furnishings, 

Household Equipment 

and Routine- 

Household Maintenance

    1.1            10.5    

6- Health     0.4            8.6      

7- Transport     0.8            7.9      

8- Communication     0.8            2.4      

9- Recreation and 

Culture

    2.8           14.7    

10- Education     0               14.1    

11- Restaurants and 

Hotels

    1.1            11.0    

12- Miscellaneous 

Goods and Services

    1.7           14.8     



Figure No 4: Consumer Price Index and Some Major Groups for All Urban 

Consumers in Iran.2011-2018 (Central Bank of the Islamic Republic of 

Iran.2018). 
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Table No 8: Macro-variables in Iran 2000-2015 (Feghe Majidi. 2016:93). 

 

Year  Unemploy

ment  

Inflation  Current 

exchange 

Price  

Economic  

development 

2000  13.5  20.1  8632  2.74  

2001  14.3  12.6  8190  1.93  

2002  14.2  11.4  8009  5.14  

2003  12.8  15.8  8019  3.66  

2004  11.8  15.6  8325  7.51  

2005  10.3  15.2  8748  7.11  

2006  11.5  10.4  9042  5.08  

2007  11.3  11.9  9226  4.62  

2008  10.5  18.4  9358  5.89  

2009  10.4  25.4  9667  7.8  

2010  11.9  10.8  9979  0.58  

2011  13.5  12.4  10442  3.94  

2012  12.3  21.5  12047  5.89  

2013  12.1  30.5  26078  3  

2014  10.4  34.7  31838  3  

2015  10.6  15.6  35453  -5.8  

 

As it is reported by World Bank, the annual GDP Growth of Iran is suffering from 

a tangible decrease between 2016-2019 

Economic sanctions are widely perceived to hurt the civilian population of target 

State while sparing the political leaders (Kondoch, 2001: 270).  

The inability of economic sanctions to differentiate between the leaders, common 

civilians and ordinary bystanders is an issue that requires consideration. This has 

set the motion for debate on possible ways in which humanitarian cost of economic 

sanctions could be resolved. In the words of a former UN Secretary-General 

Boutros Boutros-Ghali, sanctions are a “blunt instrument” (Wilson, 2014: 102). 

 Apart from Boutros-Ghali, NGOs such as the International Federation of the Red 

Cross and Red Crescent Societies, in their 1995 World Disaster Report expressed 

concern about the humanitarian impact of sanctions and queried the morality 

behind the continued use of such punitive measure by the UN (Kondoch, 2001: 

242). Although when sanctions are imposed, certain measures allowing 

humanitarian exemptions for essential needs such as food and medicine are put in 

place, however they do not substantially mitigate sanctions impact.  

A UN study on the impact of armed conflict on children reveals that: 

“Humanitarian exemptions tend to be ambiguous and are interpreted arbitrarily 

and inconsistently [...]. Delays, confusion and the denial of requests to import 

essential humanitarian goods cause resource shortages. While these effects might 
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seem to be spread evenly across the target populations, they inevitably fall most 

heavily on the poor” (UN Doc. A/51/306: 128). 

In light of the above revelation, it becomes illogical for anyone to believe that 

humanitarian exemptions will fully mitigate the impact of economic sanctions on 

the civilian population of a target State. The reason being that in time of war 

military facilities are the target of the enemy combatant while in economic 

sanctions the economy of a State is the prime target. Since it is apparent that the 

economy of every State is the life-wire of its citizens, therefore sanctions measures 

taken against any State are a direct coercion against its citizens. Thus we can say 

that an economic sanction against a State is a deliberate injury inflicted on its 

citizens. Apart from my personal opinion, other organizations including UN 

agencies have voiced out their opinion on the humanitarian dilemma resulting from 

economic sanctions. An example is the December 1997 report of the UN 

Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights which noted that, “more 

attention needed to be paid to safeguarding the rights of the vulnerable in target 

countries and that sanctions might violate basic economic, social, and cultural 

rights” (Bothe and Kondoch, 2001: 271). The ethical dilemma of economic 

sanctions as outlined brings their utility to question, however, my hope is that they 

will play a role in the UN modification of its sanctions in a way that curtail their 

impact on the civilian population.  

5.3. Right to health care  

Following an array of sanctions, the health sector of Iran is facing serious 

difficulties in providing adequate medical care to the population. (Ogbonna.2016) 

Although medicines are exempted from sanctions, however, due to restriction on 

foreign finances, money transactions and proper insurance, the health sector and 

the pharmaceutical industries are finding it difficult to import medicines and 

medical materials (Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld LLP, 2014: 2). 

The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) of 

1966 under Article 11 and 12 recognized healthcare, as part of human rights. Apart 

from the ICESCR, the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) recognized 

the right to health for all children and provided guidelines for its realization ( 

Ogbonna.2016). 

Similarly, the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination 

Against Women (CEDAW) established the obligation to adopt adequate measures 

to guarantee women access to health and medical care, with no discrimination on 

the basis of race, religion, economic or social condition and political belief 
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(Grodin, 2013: 157). According to OHCHR, every individual person should have 

the right to a system of health protection that provides equality of opportunity for 

people to enjoy the “highest attainable standard of health” (Grodin, 2013: 157). 

Therefore, right to health implies that every human being has the right to the 

highest attainable standard of physical and mental health, which includes the 

prevention, treatment and control of diseases, access to all medical services, 

sanitation, adequate food, decent housing, healthy working conditions, and a clean 

environment (Grodin, 2013: 157-158). 

Finally it deserves to be notified that the social impact of economic sanctions 

against Iran may extend beyond the sanction period because the costs of imposing 

sanctions exceed the benefits of lifting sanctions (Kokabisaghi. 2018). 

With the tightening up of sanctions in 2012, the Iranian government faced 

difficulties in provision of medicine; locally produced and imported medical 

equipment and medicines started to be scarce (Asadi-pooya. 2016). 

Medicines were not subject to sanctions, but limitations on licensing, purchase and 

shipment of goods to Iran made the import of medicines difficult. (Kokabisaghi. 

2018) Iran is also dependent to import of pharmaceutical’s raw materials, and 

production and quality control technologies, which were not exempted from 

sanctions. Therefore, the sanctions crippled domestic pharmaceutical industry and 

disrupted the production and quality of generic medicine too (Moret.2015). 

International pharmaceutical companies (and banks) were reluctant to deal with 

Iran because of the potential threat of secondary sanctions and difficulties of 

receiving payment  (Mohammadi.2013).  

Being cut off from international banking network, Iranian government had to pay 

cash in advance that was very difficult, if not impossible, for mass imports of 

medicines (Kokabisaghi. 2018). 

Moreover, the shortage of foreign currency and decline of country’s currency value 

made medicines expensive (Massoumi.2015).  

In addition, a complex process of providing banking facilities to importers and 

extremely lengthy process of importation caused further shortages.  So economic 

sanctions also made medicines financially inaccessible from 2012 to 2013. The 

increase in medicines’ price was 50%-75% during this period (Gorji.2014). 

By putting such great pressure on the population of a country, other countries will 

not also be safe. The prevalence of diseases and internal conflicts in a country, as 
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results of economic sanctions, are threats to international health and peace. People 

who find their rights violated seek asylums in other countries. Considering human 

rights approach in foreign policies might be a better solution than economic 

sanctions for resolving international disputes (Kokabisaghi. 2018). 

As Medea Benjamin (2019) comments, “the U.S. sanctions against Iran are 

particularly brutal. While they have utterly failed to advance U.S. regime change 

goals, they have provoked growing tensions with U.S. trading partners across the 

world and inflicted terrible pain on the ordinary people of Iran.  Although food and 

medicines are technically exempt from sanctions, U.S. sanctions against Iranian 

banks like Parsian Bank, Iran’s largest non-state-owned bank, make it nearly 

impossible to process payments for imported goods, and that includes food and 

medicine. The resulting shortage of medicines is sure to cause thousands of 

preventable deaths in Iran, and the victims will be ordinary working people” 

(Benjamin.2019). 

5.4. Impact on Education 

In addition, sanctions imposed on money transaction have its own toll on education 

and quality of education offered by Iranian universities. Although, Iranian 

universities are underequipped, sanctions has worsened the situation by imposing 

restrictions on the import of technological tools and equipment. In addition, Iranian 

students and scholars are almost isolated from participating in international 

educational activities such as conferences and scientific exhibitions. Although 

Iranian scholars are not bared from signing up for international conferences and 

other educational activities, there is a tremendous difficulty in obtaining Visas to 

attend conferences, particularly in Western countries and this factor has been 

linked to sanctions. Apart from those studying within Iran, sanctions have also 

affected Iranian students abroad. The near collapse of the Rial coupled with 

restrictions on money transfer to and from Iran has made it difficult for foreign 

students to finance their education. Inflation has added cost to education abroad, 

while restriction on money transfer has made it difficult to remit necessary 

finances for studies abroad. 

5.5. Inefficiency of Sanctions on the governmental policies and on the ruling 

groups` behavior.  

The Iranian case demonstrates that sanctions alone rarely achieve political goals, 

and, on the contrary, can radicalize the position of the target state. In the case of 

https://www.commondreams.org/author/medea-benjamin
https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/427934-us-iran-sanctions-make-europeans-challenge-dollar-hegemony
https://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/427934-us-iran-sanctions-make-europeans-challenge-dollar-hegemony
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Iran, the sanction regime has neither affected the Iranian nuclear strategy, nor 

triggered a redistribution of power internally (Macaluso.2014). 

In the case of Iran, sanctions have not only been ineffective, but they have also 

proved counterproductive for the country imposing them. In fact, the harsh policy 

enforced by the US in the last decades has exacerbated the negative perception of 

the US in the region, and its harshness has created an anti-western sentiment. 

(ICG.2014)  This policy could have longer-term costs for western interests in the 

Middle East region (Macaluso.2014). 

 The Iranian establishment is very much aware of this prognosis, and has tried to 

present Iran as a symbol of resistance against the West and its oppressive policies. 

Furthermore, notwithstanding the fact that the election of Rouhani is seen by many 

as proof that sanctions have forced a process of liberalization and democratization, 

others argue that, not only have they reinforced the anti-Western narrative, but, as 

a consequence, have also undermined any process of democratization in the 

country (Khajehpour.2013:28). 

Overall their track record is poor. To the extent that they work, the time span for 

the actual impact is very short. These views are broadly supported by van Bergeijk 

and van Marrewijk (Bergeijk .1994).  

- Lack of effectiveness  

The effectiveness of sanctions has been an issue of heated debate within the 

academic circles in the last two decades (Hufbauer; Schott; Elliott and Oegg, 2007; 

Mack and Khan 2000; Elliot 1995; Pape 1997; Portela 2008). Generally, the 

effectiveness of sanctions is measured by their impact on the target. However, the 

obstacle faced in determining the success and failure of sanctions is not just the 

methodological challenges in measuring sanctions effectiveness, but also some 

debates about definitions and the right criteria to measure effectiveness (Pape 

1997; Elliot 1998; Grebe, 2010:10). Overall, more attention is given to the primary 

objectives of sanctions, while the secondary or undeclared objectives are often 

neglected, resulting in difficultly to ascertain explicit assessment of sanctions 

episodes.  
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Conclusion 

The subjects examined in this book lead to the conclusion that the unilateral 

sanctions are an anomaly under public international law. US unilateral coercive 

measures against Iran contravene the norms of coexistence among states which 

require respect for the fundamental principles of international law including the 

legal equality of states, non-intervention, co-operation and friendship, respect for 

independence and territorial integrity of states among all members of the 

international community. Extraterritorial application of US legislation is 

counterproductive and damages US long-term economic interests and hurt US 

companies. 

The International Court of Justice described the prohibition on the use of force as a 

‘cornerstone of the UN Charter. Unilateral sanctions violate this prohibition 

because post-1945 developments and research strongly indicate that Article 2(4) of 

the Charter embraces “armed” as well as “economic” force. As copiously 

demonstrated in the preceding pages, secondary sanctions also interfere with the 

well established customary law principles of sovereignty, jurisdiction and non-

intervention; and violate jus cogens and numerous treaties and instruments, 

including the UN Charter.  

They inflict suffering and deprivation on the innocent citizens of target states, and 

rob states of their right to development and self-determination. Secondary 

sanctions affect states other than those exhibiting objectionable conduct, and 

produce ill will and friction rather than conflict resolution. 

Idriss Jazairy  has  stated that “unilaterally imposed sanctions regimes continue to 

have the potential to negatively affect virtually all human rights, including the 

right to life, the right to health, the right to education, and the right to an adequate 

standard of living, including food, clothing, housing, and medical 

care”(Jazairy.2019). 

The right of people to self-determination, the realization of which “is an essential 

condition for the effective guarantee and observance of individual human rights,” 

can also be affected by unilateral sanctions, especially comprehensive ones. This 

right is recognized in both the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 

and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, which 

both state in their Article  that “by virtue of that right [the peoples] freely 

determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and 

cultural development.” The second paragraph of Article of both covenants 

provides that “in no case may a people be deprived of its own means of 

subsistence.”  

Scholars have noted that in that respect “it is plain that in a given case, universally 

imposed sanctions regimes, which are insufficiently tailored or targeted and which 

lack adequate humanitarian exemptions, could have the cumulative effect of 

depriving a population, or substantial sections of it, of their means of subsistence.”  

It also seems reasonable to argue that “unilateral economic sanctions (as opposed 

to multilateral UN measures under Chapter VII of the Charter) imposed by one 

State or group of States on another, to compel the latter to change a particular 
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political or economic policy, could amount to a prohibited intervention and a 

denial of self-determination.”  

Finally, the right to development, particularly as recognized in General Assembly 

Resolution, is especially vulnerable to economic sanctions. The Human Rights 

Council reaffirmed in  that “unilateral coercive measures are major obstacles to the 

implementation of the Declaration on the Right to Development.” It is clear that 

economic sanctions imposed on a country almost inevitably pose serious 

disincentives for foreign investors, as well as for foreign banks and international 

financial institutions, such as the World Bank Group. This harms the country’s 

economy, which in turn affects everyone’s human rights, especially the poorest 

and most vulnerable segments of the population. 

And yet somehow the current U.S. administration makes the paradoxical claim that 

the sanctions are not intended to hurt ordinary civilians.(Jazairy.2019) 

The subjects studied in this book lead also to the conclusion that the D’Amato Act 

is an anomaly under public international law. US unilateral coercive measures 

against Iran contravene the norms of coexistence among states, which require 

respect for the fundamental principles of international law including the legal 

equality of states, non-intervention, co-operation and friendship, respect for 

independence and territorial integrity of states among all members of the 

international community. Extraterritorial application of US legislation is 

counterproductive and damages hurt US companies and US long-term economic 

interests. 

Our principal argument tries to elaborate that  contrary to the common belief that 

sanctions can bring about the desired goals of compelling a government of a 

particular State to force it to abandon its policies such as nuclear program; they 

often miss the intended targets. Instead, they target the poor, disempower civil 

society groups and ironically threaten the democratic process.  

Many scholars and organizations have argued against the use of economic 

sanctions because of its horrific humanitarian consequences, which are  very 

disastrous in case of the Iranian people. 

Another criticism of the International sanctions is that they are based on biased 

standards. Proponents of this argument suggest that sanctions are targeting 

impoverished country of the South. For example, Kondoch (2001: 272) writes that 

all Security Council sanctions except on the former Yugoslavia are targeted at 

countries of the South. Kondoch’s argument seems true and there are evidences to 

support same (Browne, 2003: 3).  

Whilst the action of the Security Council is recommendable, no such measures 

were taken in other cases where a country invaded another for purpose of 

occupying them. The case of Israel-Palestine, Turkey-Cyprus, China-Tibet serves 

as stack examples.  

In sum, when we evaluate the nature of sanctions against Iran, it could be 

confirmed that each of the goals including coercion, punishment , signaling , 

symbolism and some kind of  neo-colonialism are expected and applied by the 

western powers, specially by USA.  



93 

 

In the view of Western Countries such as the US, Britain, and France, Iran was at 

the verge of developing a nuclear weapon which may eventually be used against 

Israel. Thus, prompting the Security Council to invoke a resolution imposing 

economic sanctions aimed at forcing Iran to conform to the terms of the non-

proliferation treaty. Although the sanctions aims at behavior modification, they 

must also be perceived as having a punitive element. 

Sanctions, on the other hand, have a symbolic nature for coercers. In fact, Western 

powers, with sanctions on Iran, have also warned other governments that the 

policy of confronting the West faces such a fate. 

Sanctions on the nuclear program of Iran have been discriminatory and colonial in 

nature. Basically, pressure and sanction on Iran over its nuclear program are seen 

as an interference in the internal sovereignty of an independent state as well as  an 

illegal  political measure, which can be considered as an obvious violation of 

Public International Law. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



94 

 

References 

 

-Abi-Saab, Georges (2001), “The Concept of Sanction in International Law.” In 

Gowlland-Debbas, Vera (eds.) “United Nations Sanctions and International Law”, The 

Hague,  Kluwer Law International. 

 

-Ai-Anbari, Amir (2001), “The Impact of United Nations Sanctions on Economic 

Development.” In Gowlland Debbas, Vera (eds.) “United Nations Sanctions and 

International Law”, The Hague, Law Kluwer Law International. 

 

-Ajili, Hadi. Keshavarz Moghaddam, Elham (2013), "The impact of international 

sanctions on Iran's economic development,". “Development strategy”, No. 36, PP.54-87. 

(In Persian) 

 

Aghareb Parast .Mohammad Reza (2009), "America's economic sanctions against Iran if 

the sanctions are effective?" “Rahavard political”, No. 19, pp. 27-46. (In Persian)  

 

Aghayee, Majid and Mahdeih Reza Gholizadeh and Majid Mohammad Rezayee (2017),  

“Investigating the Impact of Economic and Trade Sanctions on Trade Relations Iran and 

major trading partners ", “Journal of Strategic Studies on Public Policy Making”. 

Vol.8. No.28. Autumn 2017. PP.49-68 

 

-A. Kern, A (2009), “Economic Sanctions Law and Public Policy”,  London: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

 

-Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld (2014) “U.S. and EU Sanctions against Iran: De Jure 

and De Facto Limitations on the Operation of Humanitarian Exemptions,” Report for City 

University of New York. 

http://islp.org/sites/default/files/Iran%20Sanctions%20Report.pdf .Accessed on 

Feb.22.2020. 

 

-Akhtar.Syed Ali (2019), “Do Sanctions Violate International Law?” “South Asian 

University”  Vol. 54, Issue No. 17, 27 Apr, 2019., New Delhi, India 

https://www.epw.in/engage/article/do-sanctions-violate-international-law. Accessed on 

Feb.22.2020. 

 

-Analysis (6 June 2019) “US Sanctions on Venezuela Illegal Under UN, OAS and US 

Law”.https://www.telesurenglish.net/analysis/US-Sanctions-on-Venezuela-Illegal-Under-

UN-OAS-and-US-Law-20190605-0031.html. Accessed on Feb.22.2020. 

 

-Asadi-Pooya AA, Tavana B, Tavana B, Emami M. (2016) “Drug adherence of patients 

with epilepsy in Iran: the effects of the international economic sanctions”. “Acta Neurol 

Belg”. 2016;116(2):151-155. doi:10.1007/s13760-015-0545-6  

 

-Askari, H., Forrer, J, Teegen, H & Yang, J (2001), "US Economic Sanctions: Lessons 

from the Iranian Experience ", “Business Economics”, XXXVI. 

 

-Askari, G. Hossein ET. al (2003), “Economic Sanctions: Examining Their Philosophy 

and Efficacy” ,Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers. 

 

-The Asian-African Legal Consultative Organization Secretariat. (2012), “Extraterritorial 

Application of National Legislation: Sanctions Imposed Against Third Parties”, Paper 

prepared by India. AALCO/51/ABUJA/2012/SD/S6, available at 

http://www.aalco.int/51stsession/Sanctions%20Brief%202012.pdf (accessed on 

Oct. 5, 2018). 

 

-Austin, Greg (2005), “The 1989 China Arms Ban: Putting Europe’s Position to 

Congress”, London: The Foreign Policy Centre. 

 

Azerbayejani, Karim and Seyed Komail Tayebi, Halimeh Safa Darghiri (2015), “The 

Impact of US and EU Economic Sanctions on Iran's Bilateral Trade and Its Major Trade 

https://www.epw.in/journal/2019/17
https://www.epw.in/engage/article/do-sanctions-violate-international-law
https://www.telesurenglish.net/analysis/US-Sanctions-on-Venezuela-Illegal-Under-UN-OAS-and-US-Law-20190605-0031.html
https://www.telesurenglish.net/analysis/US-Sanctions-on-Venezuela-Illegal-Under-UN-OAS-and-US-Law-20190605-0031.html


95 

 

Partners: Application of Gravity Model” “Economic Research” Vol.50. No.3. Autumn 

2015.PP. 539-562 

Bagheri, Mohsen and Sohaila Mahdavi, Marayam Sharifnejad, (2013) “Investigating  the 

effect of economic sanctions on the performance of domestic factors in small  and 

medium industries of Lorestan province during the years 2000 (1380) to 2011(1391)”  

“Productivity management Journal”. 8th year. No.29. summer 2013. PP.61-81 

 

-Bassiri Tabrizi. Aniseh. (2014) “The EU’s sanctions regime against Iran in the aftermath 

of the JPA” “POLICY MEMO © ECFR” June 2014 ISBN: 978-1-910118-05-4. 

Published by the European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR), 

 

-Bassiri Tabrizi. Aniseh and Ruth Hanau Santini (2012) “EU Sanctions against Iran: new 

wine in old bottles?” ISPI. www.ispionline.it © ISPI 2012 . No. 97 – MARCH 2012 

 

-Barber, James (1979), “Economic Sanctions as a Policy Instrument”, “International 

Affairs”, Vol. 55, No. 3, PP. 367-384. 

 

-BBC NEWS (2014), “Ukraine Crisis: EU and US Impose Sanctions Over Crimea,” 

March 17. http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-26613567.  

 

Becker Jo (2010), “With U.S. Leave, Companies Skirt Iran Sanctions,” New York 

Times, December 24, 2010 

 

-Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs (2015) “Sanctions against Iran: A 

Guide to Targets, Terms, and Timetables, Addendum to: Decoding the Iran Nuclear” 

Deal (April 2015). Harvard Kennedy School. June 2015 

 

Benjamin. Medea and Nicolas J.S. Davies .(2019) “U.S. Sanctions: Economic Sabotage 

That Is Deadly, Illegal, and Ineffective” Monday, June 17, 2019. 

https://www.commondreams.org/views/2019/06/17/us-sanctions-economic-sabotage-

deadly-illegal-and-ineffective# 

 

Bergeijk, P.A.G. van and C. van Marrewijk (1994), “Economic Sanctions: A hidden Cost 

of the New World Order”, in Chatterij, M., Rima, A., and Jager, H., (Eds), “Economics of 

International Security: Essays in Honour of Jan Tinbergen” (Mac Millan: London), 

168-182. 

 

Browne, A. Marjorie (2003), “The United Nations Security Council - Its Role in the Iraq 

Crisis: A Brief Overview,” “CRS Report for Congress”, March 18. 

https://fas.org/man/crs/RS21323.pdf . 

 

Brownlie, Ian, (1990), “Principles of Public International Law”, 4th ed., Oxford 1990. 

 

Crawford, J. (2002) “The International Law Commission’s Articles on State 

Responsibility”, (Cambridge, 2002), PP. 246-247 cited in T. J. Biersteker and S. E. Eckert 

(eds.),“Strengthening Targeted Sanctions Through Fair and Clear Procedures”, White 

Paper prepared by the Watson Institute Targeted Sanctions Project, Brown University, 

(2006), P. 20 available at 

http://watsoninstitute.org/pub/Strengthening_Targeted_Sanctions.pdf (accessed on Oct. 5, 

2018) 

 

Central Bank of the Islamic Republic of Iran (2018), “Summary Results of the Consumer 

Price Index for All Urban Consumers in Iran Farvardin 1397. (1395=100) .April 20, 

2018.Percent change compared to Groups previous month similar month of the previous 

year. Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers. Farvardin 1397” (March 21, 

2018– April 20, 2018) (1395=100) General Directorate of Economic Statistics . 

https://www.cbi.ir/category/1624.aspx 

 

Charnovitz, Steve (2001): “Rethinking WTO Trade Sanctions”, “The American Journal 

of international Law”, Vol. 95, No. 4, PP. 757-791. 

 

https://www.commondreams.org/author/nicolas-js-davies
https://www.commondreams.org/views/2019/06/17/us-sanctions-economic-sabotage-deadly-illegal-and-ineffective
https://www.commondreams.org/views/2019/06/17/us-sanctions-economic-sabotage-deadly-illegal-and-ineffective
https://www.cbi.ir/category/1624.aspx


96 

 

Chan, Steve & Drury, A. Cooper (2000),  “Sanctions as Economic Statecraft: Theory 

and Practice,” New York: St. Martins Press. 

 

-Cortright, David & Lopez, A. George (1995), “Economic Sanctions: Panacea or Peace-

building in a Post-Cold War World”, Boulder, Colorado, Westview Press 

 

-Crawford, James (2001), “The Relationship Between Sanctions and Countermeasures.” In 

Gowlland-Debbas, Vera (eds.) “United Nations Sanctions and International Law” The 

Hague, Law Kluwer Law International, PP. 57-68. 

 

-Davidsson, Elias (2002) “The Mechanism of Economic Sanctions: Changing 

Perceptions and euphemisms,” March 20. http://aldeilis.net/english/wp-

content/uploads/sites/3/2010/05/2877_econsanc-debate.pdf .Accessed on Feb.22.2020. 

 

-De-Goede, Marieke (2012), “Speculative Security: The Politics of Pursuing Terrorist 

Monies”, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

 

-Dept. of State. “Findings Pursuant to the Iran Freedom and Counter-Proliferation Act 

(IFCA) of 2012”. October 31, 2019. Accessed on Feb.22.2020 

https://www.state.gov/findings-pursuant-to-the-iran-freedom-and-counter-
proliferation-act-ifca-of-2012/ 

 

-Dowling, M. Joanmarie & Popiel, P. Mark (2002) “War by Sanctions: Are We Targeting 

Ourselves?”, “International Trade Law Journal”, Vol. 11, No.8, PP. 9-15. 

 

Doxey, Margaret. (1972) “International Sanctions: A Framework for Analysis with 

special Reference to the UN and Southern Africa”, 26 Int’l Org. 

http://www.aisixiang.com/data/114725-7.html Accessed on Feb.22.2020 

 

Doxey, P. Margaret.(1987) “International Sanctions in Contemporary Perspective”,. 

Palgrave Macmillan. 

 

De Waart, Paul (2015), “Economic Sanctions Infringing Human Rights: Is There a 

Limit?” In: Marossi, Ali Z. and Marisa R. Bassett (eds),  “Economic Sanctions under 

International Law”, T.M.C. Asser Press, The Hague, PP.125 – 144. 

 

-Drezner, Daniel (1999). “The Sanctions Paradox Economic Statecraft and 

International Relations”, New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

-Dunne, Nancy (1998), “Sanctions Overload,” Financial Times, July 21, P. 19. 

 

Edumson Echa. Eric (2014), “THE UNITED STATES AND USE OF UNILATERAL 

SANCTIONS IN INTERNATIONAL LAW: A CASE FOR PROSCRIPTION”.   

“NIGERIAN JURIDICAL REVIEW”. VOLUME 12 (2014) 

, Faculty of Law,University of Nigeria, Enugu Campus, Enugu, Nigeria. LL.B (Hons.), 

B.L., LL.M (Nig). Email: ericecha@gmail.com, 

 

Elliot, A. Kimberly (1995) “Factors Affecting the Success of Sanctions.” In Cortright 

and Lopez, (eds.) Economic Sanctions: Panacea or Peace-building in a Post-Cold War 

World, Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press.  

 

EUROPEAN COMMISSION (2008), “Sanctions or Restrictive Measures.” 

http://eeas.europa.eu/cfsp/sanctions/docs/index_en.pdf  

 

European Council. Council of the European Union 

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions/iran/ 

 

Executive Order 13382, (2005), "Blocking Property of Weapons of Mass Destruction 

Proliferators and Their Supporters"; the Weapons of Mass Destruction Trade Control 

Regulations (Part 539 of Title 31, C.F.R); and the Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) 

Agreement Assets Control Regulations (Part 540 of Title 31, C.F.R)OFFICE OF 

https://www.state.gov/findings-pursuant-to-the-iran-freedom-and-counter-proliferation-act-ifca-of-2012/
https://www.state.gov/findings-pursuant-to-the-iran-freedom-and-counter-proliferation-act-ifca-of-2012/
http://www.aisixiang.com/data/114725-7.html
mailto:ericecha@gmail.com
http://eeas.europa.eu/cfsp/sanctions/docs/index_en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/policies/sanctions/iran/


97 

 

FOREIGN ASSETS CONTROL U.S. Department of the Treasury 

https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/Programs/Documents/wmd.pdf 

 

-Fact Sheet (2012) “Treasury Issues Interpretive Guidance and Statement of Licensing 

Policy on Internet Freedom in Iran”, March 20, 2012. https://www.treasury.gov/press-

center/press-releases/Pages/tg1456.aspx. Accessed on Feb.22.2020  

 

Fashandi, Nouban and Hossein Ghadderi (2017), “Examining the legal basis of smart 

sanctions against Iran and the effects of JCPOA on these sanctions”  “Scientific and 

Legal Law Journal”. No.2. Summer 2017.PP.135-172 

 

-FATF statement. (June 2019). http://www.fatf-gafi.org/countries/d-

i/iran/documents/public-statement-june-2019.html.  

 

Fenwick. Holman William (2010), “Iran Sanctions Update Australia”, August 2010, 

available online at: http://www.hfw.com/publications/client-briefings/iran-sanctions-

update-australia” Accessed on Feb.22.2020. 

 

Florea, Dumitrita, & Natalia Chirtoaca (2013), “Sanctions in the International Public 

Law.” The USV Annals of Economics and Public Administration 13 (1): 264–272. 

http://www.seap.usv.ro/annals/ojs/index.php/ annals/article/viewFile/513/569 (accessed 

January 25, 2018) 

 

Foran, Padraic (2009) “Why Human Rights Confuse the Sanctions Debate: Towards a 

Goal-Sensitive Framework for Evaluating United Nations Security Council Sanctions,” 

“Intercultural Human Rights Law Review”. Annual Symposium, October 24, Vol. 4, PP. 

123- 174. 

 

Forsyth, P. David (2012), “Human Rights in International Relations”, Cambridge. 

Cambridge University Press. 

 

-Fruchart, Damien Et al. (2007), “United Nations Arms Embargoes Their Impact on 

Arms Flows and Target Behaviour”, Stockholm: Elanders. 

 

Jalali, Gholamreza (2011), “Economic war and non-direct defense” , Published in e-text 

by Non-direct defense organization of the country. Tehran. PP.1-81. 

Jalali, Mahmoud and Setareh Sadeghi, Mojtaba Babayee, (2013)  “Assessment of US 

sanctions against Iran in the context of a human rights discourse” “Political & 

International Studies Journal”. Islamic Azad University. Shahreza Unit. No.18. Spring 

2013. PP.119-151. 

 

Janson, Michael. (1997) “What the US gets out of sanctions”, “Middle East Int’l”, 

No.551. 

 

-Jazairy .Idriss (2019), “ROUNDTABLE: ECONOMIC SANCTIONS AND THEIR 

CONSEQUENCES, Unilateral Economic Sanctions”, “International Law, and Human 

Rights . Ethics & International Affairs”, 33, no. 3 (2019), PP.291-302. © 2019 Carnegie 

Council for Ethics in International Affairs  

 

Fegheh Majidi .Ali and Zahra zarouni.(2016) “The Impact of Sanctions on the Economy 

of Iran” September 2016  “International Journal of Resistive Economics”, 2016, vol. 

4,issue 1, 84- 99. https://www.freit.org/WorkingPapers/Papers/Other/FREIT1140.pdf 

 

-Gal. Yitzhak & Yair Minzili. (2011), “The Economic Impact of International Sanctions 

on Iran” Institute for Policy and Strategy.Lauder School of Government, Diplomacy and 

Strategy. Interdisciplinary Center (IDC) Herzliya. PP.1-4.. February 6-9, 2011 

 

Galtung, Johan (1967) “On the Effects of International Economic Sanctions,” “World 

Politics”, Vol. 19, No. 3, PP. 388-399. 

https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/Programs/Documents/wmd.pdf
https://www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-releases/Pages/tg1456.aspx
https://www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-releases/Pages/tg1456.aspx
http://www.hfw.com/publications/client-briefings/iran-sanctions-update-australia
http://www.hfw.com/publications/client-briefings/iran-sanctions-update-australia
https://econpapers.repec.org/article/trdjournl/
https://www.freit.org/WorkingPapers/Papers/Other/FREIT1140.pdf


98 

 

 

Gibney, Mark P.(1996), “The Extraterritoriality Application of U.S, Law: The 

Perversion of Democratic Governance, The Reversal of Institutional Roles, and the 

Imperative of Establishing Normative Principles”, Boston College Int  ُ  l and Comp.L 

Rev.Vol.XIX, No 2. 

 

Ghanbarlou, Abdollah (2018). “Theoretical basis of sanctions related to Iran's nuclear 

program: a comparison of diplomacy between the Trump and Obama administrations” 

“Strategic Studies Journal”. Year 21 . No.2. summer 2018: 75-100 

 

 

Giumelli. Francesco. (2015), “Understanding United Nations targeted sanctions: an 

empirical analysis” International Affairs 91: 6 (2015) 1351–1368. The Royal Institute of 

International Affairs. Published by John Wiley & Sons. 2015.  

 

Global. Factiva. (2013), “Department of Treasury announcement of June 4”, 

2013http://global.factiva.com/hp/printsavews.aspx?pp=Print&hc=Publication;   

 

Gorji A. (2014), “Sanctions against Iran: The Impact on Health Services”. Iran J” 

Public Health. 2014;43(3)PP.381-382. 

 

Grodin, A. Michael (2013) “Health and Human Rights in a Changing World”, 3rd 

edition, New York: Routledge. 

 

-Gordon, R. Michael & Sanger, E. David (2015) “Deal Reached on Iran Nuclear 

Program; Limits on Fuel Would Lessen With Time,” New York Times, July 14. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/07/15/world/middleeast/iran-nuclear-deal-is-reached-after-

long-negotiations.html (December 03, 2015). 

 

Gus. Martin (2013), “Understanding Terrorism: Challenges, Perspectives, and Issues”, 

Los Angeles: Sage Publications Inc. 

 

Haass. N. Richard (1997) “Sanctioning Madness,” “Foreign Affairs”, November - 

December 1997, Vol. 76, No. 6, pp.74-85. 

 

Haidar, J.I., 2017. “Sanctions and Export Deflection: Evidence from Iran”., Economic 

Policy (CEPR), Amsterdam, 22-23 April 2016  32 (90) , pp. 319-355. Copy 

at http://j.mp/2pcCwwH 

 

Hague Centre for Law and Arbitration (2013) “Unilateral Sanctions and International 

Law: Views on Legitimacy and Consequences” – Symposium organized by the Hague 

Centre for Law and Arbitration (HCLA) and Doshisha University Graduate School of 

Global Studies, Japan held at T.M.C. Asser Institute, The Hague, Netherlands on 11 July 

2013 

 

Happold, Matthew and Paul Eden (2016), “Economic Sanctions and International Law: 

An Introduction”, Hart Publishing, University of Luxembourg 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2837786 Accessed on  
Feb.22.2020. 
 

Hejsek, Jakub (2012), “The Impact of Economic Sanctions on Civilians: Case of the 

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,” The Science for Population Protection. 

http://www.population-protection.eu/prilohy/casopis/eng/11/54.pdf. Accessed on 

Feb.22.2020. 

 

Henderson. J. Curtis.(1986) “Legality Of Economic Sanctions Under International Law: 

The Case Of Nicaragua” “Washington and Lee Law Review”. Volume 43 | Issue 1 Article 

9. Winter 1-1-1986 

 

Herik, Larissa J. van den. (2017). “Research Handbook on UN Sanctions and 

International Law”, Cheltenham: Edgard Elgar Publishing. 

 

https://scholar.harvard.edu/haidar/publications/sanctions-and-export-deflection-evidence-iran
http://j.mp/2pcCwwH
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2837786
http://www.population-protection.eu/prilohy/casopis/eng/11/54.pdf


99 

 

Hormozi. Shani.(2016). “Just and Unjust Sanctions: The Case Study of Iran” Waterloo, 

Ontario, Canada, 2016. A thesis presented to the University Of Waterloo 

 

House of Lords (2006-07), “The Impact of Economic Sanctions, Select Committee on 

Economic Affairs”, 2nd Report, Vol. 1, London: The Stationary Office Limited. 

 

 http://www.cato.org 

 

https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/OFAC. 

Enforcement/Pages/20161222.aspx?platform=hootsuite 

 

https://www.treasury.gov/resource 

center/sanctions/Programs/Documents/gl_food_exports.pdf.  

 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/statement-president-donald-j-trump-

regarding-imposing-sanctions-respect-iron-steel-aluminum-copper-sectors-iran/.  2019 

 

https://www.whitecase.com/publications/alert/new-sanctions-target-irans-metals-

construction-mining-manufacturing-and-textiles 

 

Hufbauer, G.C., J.J. Schott and Elliott K.A., and B Oegg, (2007), “Economic Sanctions 

reconsidered: History and Current Policy”, 3rd edition, Peterson Institute, November 

2007. 

 

-Hufbauer, C. Gary et al. (1990) “Economic Sanctions Reconsidered: History and 

Current Policy”, 2nd edition, Washington D.C: Institute for International Economics. 

 

Hufbauer, Gary (2007), “Economic Sanctions Reconsidered”, Washington, DC: Peterson 

Institute for International Economics. P. 5. ISBN 978-088132-407-5. 2007. 

https://archive.org/details/economicsanction0000unse/page/5 

 

Ilieva. Jana, Aleksandar Dashtevski, and Filip Kokotovic. (2018), “Economic Sanctions 

in International Law”. “UTMS Journal of Economics”, 9 (2)PP. 201–211. 

 

International Institute for Peace, “Justice and Human Rights” (IIPJHR), 2013 

 

Katzman .Kenneth (2019). “Iran Sanctions” . Updated April 22, 2019 “Congressional 

Research Service”. https://crsreports.congress.gov . RS20871. RS20871 . April 22, 2019  

 

Katzman. Kenneth (2020) “Iran Sanctions”. Updated January 24, 2020  RS20871,  January 

24, 2020 .” Congressional Research Service”. https://crsreports.congress.gov . RS20871 

 

- Kern, A.(2009), “Economic Sanctions Law and Public Policy”, (London: Palgrave 

Macmillan, 2009 

 

Khajehpour, Bijan; Marashi Reza and Parsi, Trita.(2013), “Never Give in And Never Give 

Up. The Impact of Sanctions on Tehran's Nuclear Calculations", National Iranian 

American Council (2013). 

 

Kokabisaghi1, Fatemeh (2018), “Assessment of the Effects of Economic Sanctions on 

Iranians’ Right to Health by Using Human Rights Impact Assessment Tool: A Systematic 

Review”. http://ijhpm.com. Int J Health Policy Manag 2018, 7(5), 374–393. 

“International Journal of Health Policy and Management”, 2018, 7(5), 374–393 

 

Kondoch, Boris (2001) “The Limits of Economic Sanctions under International Law: 

The Case of Iraq”, In Bothe, Michael and Kondoch, Boris (eds.): International 

Peacekeeping, The Yearbook of International Peace Operations, The Hague: Kluwer Law 

International Vol. 7, PP. 238-267. 

 

Lacy.Dean and  Emerson M. S. Niou (2004), “A Theory of Economic Sanctions and Issue 

Linkage: The Roles of Preferences, Information, and Threats”, “THE JOURNAL OF 

http://www.cato.org/
https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/OFAC
https://www.treasury.gov/resource
https://www.whitecase.com/publications/alert/new-sanctions-target-irans-metals-construction-mining-manufacturing-and-textiles
https://www.whitecase.com/publications/alert/new-sanctions-target-irans-metals-construction-mining-manufacturing-and-textiles
https://archive.org/details/economicsanction0000unse/page/5
https://archive.org/details/economicsanction0000unse/page/5
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Standard_Book_Number
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/978-088132-407-5
https://archive.org/details/economicsanction0000unse/page/5


100 

 

POLITICS”, Vol. 66, No. 1, February 2004, Pp. 25–42 © 2004 Southern Political Science 

Association 

 

Lendman. Stephen. (2018) “World Court Rules on the Illegality of US Sanctions against 

Iran”. “Global Research”, October 04, 2018. Region: Middle East & North Africa, USA. 

Theme: Law and Justice. 2005-2020 GlobalResearch.ca. 

https://www.globalresearch.ca/world-court-rules-on-the-illegality-of-us-sanctions-against-

iran/5656090 

 

-Levy, I. Philip (1999) “Sanctions on South Africa: What did they do?” Centre 

Discussion Paper No. 796, Economic Growth Centre, Yale University. 

http://www.econ.yale.edu/growth_pdf/cdp796.pdf. 

 

Linderman, M, Shepherd, N, Jones, D, Macfarlane, R, Deering, B, Hickey, D,(2011) 

“Trade Sanctions against Iran”, Ince & Co, January 2011 

 

Macaluso. Agense.(2014), “The Apparent Success of Iran Sanctions. Iran, Rouhani, 

and the Nuclear Deal” The Hague Institute  for Global Justice. Working Paper 2  August 

2014 

 

Mafi. Homayoun. (2007) “The Dilemma of US Economic Sanctions on Iran: An Iranian 

Perspective”. “The Iranian Journal of International Affair”s Vol. XIX, No.4: 99-121, 

Fall 2007. 

 

Manchak. Benjamin.(2010) “Comprehensive Economic Sanctions, the Right to 

Development, and Constitutionally Impermissible Violations of International Law” 

Boston College “Third World Law Journal” Volume 30 | Issue 2 Article 7 . 4-1-2010. 

http://lawdigitalcommons.bc.edu/twlj 

 

Mazour, Davood, and Manouchehr Mostaphapour, (2012) “Unfair Sanctions Review: 

Features, Objectives, and Measures” “Quarterly Journal of Fiscal and Economic 

Policy”. Year 1. No.2. Summer 2012. PP.21-42 

-Martin, L. Lisa (1992), “Coercive Cooperation: Explaining Multilateral Economic 

Sanctions”, New Jersey: Princeton University Press. 

 

Masters. Jonathan (2019), “What Are Economic Sanctions?” “The Council on Foreign 

Relations (CFR)”, August 12, 2019. https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-are-

economic-sanctions 

 

- Malone. David M. and Yuen Foong Khong (2003), “Unilateralism and 

U.S. Foreign Policy: International Perspectives”. ISBNs: 1-58826-143-3 hc 1-58826-

119-0 pb 

 

Menezes. Wellington Adriano (2016), “THE EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERNATIONAL 

SANCTIONS IMPOSED ON IRAN AND CUBA: A COMPARATIVE STUDY”  

“Revista Eletrônica de Direito Internacional”, ISSN 1981-9439, vol.19, jul./dez., 2016, 

PP.431-466 

 

Meyer.J.A,(2009), “Second Thoughts on Secondary Sanctions,” University of 

Pennsylvania “Journal of International Law”, Vol. 30, No. 3 (2009), PP. 905-968 at PP. 

932-933. 

 

Mohamad, R. (2013), “Unilateral Sanctions in International Law”,  11 JULY 2013, P. 4.  

http://www.aalco.int/SGStatements2013/Unilateral%20Sanctions%20Text%20- 

%20The%20Hague%2011%20July%202013.pdf (accessed October 5, 2018). 

 

Mohammadi. D.(2013), “US-led economic sanctions strangle Iran’s drug supply”. 

Lancet. 2013;381(9863).  

 

– Moret. Es.(2015) “Humanitarian impacts of economic sanctions on Iran and Syria”, 

“European Security”. 2015;24(1):120-140. doi:10.1080 /09662839.2014.893427  

https://www.globalresearch.ca/world-court-rules-on-the-illegality-of-us-sanctions-against-iran/5656090
https://www.globalresearch.ca/world-court-rules-on-the-illegality-of-us-sanctions-against-iran/5656090
http://www.econ.yale.edu/growth_pdf/cdp796.pdf
http://lawdigitalcommons.bc.edu/twlj
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-are-economic-sanctions
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/what-are-economic-sanctions


101 

 

 

Massoumi RL, Koduri S.(2015),“Adverse effects of political sanctions on the health care 

system in Iran”. “J Glob Health”. 2015;5(2):020302. doi:10.7189/jogh.05-020302. 

 

Mottaghi, Samira (2017), “ Explain the effectiveness of economic sanctions imposed on 

the Islamic Republic of Iran from the perspective of political economy”, “Approach of 

Islamic Revolution” Year 12. No.42. Spring 2017.PP.89-106 

 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Norway,(2010). “Norway aligns itself with EU sanctions 

against Iran”, July 2010,  

http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/Whats-new/news/2010/Norway-aligns-itself-with-

EU-sanctions-against-Iran.html?id=611752 .Accessed on Feb.22.2020.  

 

-Murphy, A. Rosemary (2011) “The Development of Economic Sanctions in the Practice 

of the United Nations Security Council”, Doctoral Thesis, University of Nottingham 

 

National Association of Manufacturers, March 1997. “A Catalog of New US Unilateral 

Economic Sanctions for Foreign Policy Purposes 1993-96”, 

http://archives.usaengage.org/archives/studies/nam2.html 

 

 

-Novosti. Ria.(2011),  Agency News, “Russia Can No Longer Support Future Sanctions 

against Iran”, 15 February 2011 

 

Nyun .M. Thihan (2008), “Feeling Good or Doing Good: Inefficacy of the U.S. Unilateral 

Sanctions against the Military Government of Burma/Myanmar,” Washington University 

“Global Studies Law Review”, Vol. 7, No. 3, pp. 457-494 

 

Pape. Robert A.(1997) "Why Economic Sanctions Still Do Not Work," International 

Security 22, No. 2 (Fall 1997), PP. 90-136. 

 

- O’Connell, Mary Ellen (2002), “Debating the Law of Sanctions”, “European Journal of 

International Law” 13 (1), PP. 63 – 79. 

 

Ogbonna . Chidiebere, C (2016) “SANCTIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS: THE ROLE 

OF SANCTIONS IN INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, PEACE BUILDING AND THE 

PROTECTION OF CIVILIAN’S RIGHTS AND WELL-BEING. CASE STUDIES OF 

IRAN AND ZIMBABWE”. Universitat Jaume I. Castellon.2016. www.epd.uji.es I 

epd@uj 

 

Preeg, E. (1999), “Feeling Good or Doing Good with Sanctions” (CSIS Press, 

Washington, DC). 

 

- Pomerance, M. (1982) “ Self Determination in Law and Practice”, (1982), P. 41 cited 

also  in C. Wall, “Human Rights and Economic Sanctions: the New Imperialism”, 

Fordham International Law Journal, Vol. 22, Issue 2 (1998). 

 

Rahmat Mohamad(2015), “Unilateral Sanctions in International Law: A Quest for 

Legality”. Universiti Teknologi MARA. March 2015  DOI: 10.1007/978-94-6265-051-

0_4 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/285482599_Unilateral_Sanctions_in_Internation

al_Law_A_Quest_for_Legality 

 

-Reid, Tim (2009) “Hilary Clinton: US will Organise ‘Crippling’ Iran sanctions if 

Diplomacy Fails,” Times Online, April 22. 

http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/us_and_americas/article6149692.ece  

 

Reisman, W. Michael and Douglas L. Stevick (1998), “The Applicability of International 

Law Standards to United Nations Economic Sanctions Programmes”, “European Journal 

of International Law” 9 (1), PP.86 – 141. 

http://archives.usaengage.org/archives/studies/nam2.html
http://www.epd.uji.es/
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Rahmat_Mohamad3
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/Universiti_Teknologi_MARA2
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1007%2F978-94-6265-051-0_4
https://www.researchgate.net/deref/http%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1007%2F978-94-6265-051-0_4
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/285482599_Unilateral_Sanctions_in_International_Law_A_Quest_for_Legality
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/285482599_Unilateral_Sanctions_in_International_Law_A_Quest_for_Legality


102 

 

 

Reinisch, August (2001), “Developing Human Rights and Humanitarian Law 

Accountability of the Security Council for the Imposition of Economic Sanctions”, 

“American Journal of International Law” 95 (4),PP. 851 – 872. 

 

Reuters, February 21, 2014 , “Exclusive: Boeing Says Gets U.S. License to Sell Spare 

Parts to Iran,” Reuters, April 4, 2014.   

 

Rhoads. Christopher, (2009), “Iran’s Web Spying Aided by Western Technology,” “Wall 

Street Journal”, June 22, 2009.  

https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB124562668777335653. Accessed on Feb.22.2020.   

 

-Russell. Martin.(2018), “EU sanctions: A key foreign and security policy instrument” 

EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service. PE 621.870 – May 2018 

 

- Sang-Hun, C,(2010) “South Korea Aims sanctions at Iran”, the New York Times, 

September 8, 2010 

 

Shamgholi. Farshad.(2012). “Sanctions against Iran and Their Effects on the Global 

Shipping Industry” ,FACULTY OF LAW .Lund University. Master thesis . Spring 2012 

 

-Shane, M. Smith (2004), “Sanctions: Diplomatic Tool, or Warfare by Other Means?” 

Guy Burgess and Heidi Burgess (eds.): Conflict Information Consortium, Beyond 

Intractability” University of Colorado, Boulder. http://www.beyondintractability.org/bi-

essay/sanctions. Accessed on Feb.22.2020.  

 

Shin, G., 2011-03-16 "Do Economic Sanctions Affect Foreign Direct Investment 

Inflows in the Target Countries? Unexpected Sanctions and Expected Sanctions" Paper 

presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association Annual 

Conference "Global Governance: Political Authority in Transition", Le Centre Sheraton 

Montreal Hotel, MONTREAL, QUEBEC 

CANADA Online <APPLICATION/PDF>. 2014-11-

26 from http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p499611_index.html 

 

Szasz. Paul  .(2014), “The Law of Economic Sanctions”, “International Law Studies”. 

Vol. 71. The Law of Armed Conflict: Into the Next Millennium. XVII. 

 

Text of U.N. Security Council resolutions 1737, 1747, 1803, 1929, and 2231. 

http://www.un.org 

https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/content/2231/background 

 

THE Herald (2013), “Zimbabweans Reject Re-colonization,” October 8. 

http://www.herald.co.zw/my-turn-not-we-ure-not-looking-for-white-liberators/ (October 

02, 2014). 

 

THE TELEGRAPH (2011) “Libya: EU Agrees Fresh Sanctions against Gaddafi,” 

February 28. 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/africaandindianocean/libya/8352477/Libya-

EU-agrees-fresh-sanctions-against-Gaddafi.html. Accessed on Feb.22.2020. 

 

THE WHITE HOUSE (2018), “Executive Order 13645/13846” .Federal Register Vol. 83, 

No. 152 Tuesday, August 7, 2018. Presidential Documents. 38939-38949.THE WHITE 

HOUSE, August 6, 2018. 

 

THE WHITE HOUSE .(2012), Federal Register Vol. 77, No. 86 Thursday, May 3, 2012. 

“Executive Order 13608 of May 1, 2012”. Presidential Documents.26409-26411., 

https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/Programs/Documents/fse_eo.pdf 

 

THE WHITE HOUSE,( April 1, 2015), “Executive Order 13694 of April 1, 

2015”.Federal Register / Vol. 80, No. 63 / Thursday, April 2, 2015 / Presidential 

Documents.18077-18079. 

 

https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB124562668777335653
http://www.beyondintractability.org/bi-essay/sanctions
http://www.beyondintractability.org/bi-essay/sanctions
http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p499611_index.html
http://www.un.org/
https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/content/2231/background
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/africaandindianocean/libya/8352477/Libya-EU-agrees-fresh-sanctions-against-Gaddafi.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/africaandindianocean/libya/8352477/Libya-EU-agrees-fresh-sanctions-against-Gaddafi.html
https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/Programs/Documents/fse_eo.pdf


103 

 

THE WHITE HOUSE, (2019). “Executive Order 13694 of April 1, 2015” Federal 

Register. Vol. 84, No. 123. Wednesday, June 26, 2019. Presidential Documents. 30573-

30576; THE WHITE HOUSE .June 24, 2019. 

 

-Thucydides (1972), “History of the Peloponnesian War”, trans. by Rex Warner (New 

York: Penguin Books, 1972. 

 

-Tough us warning on Iran gas pipeline.(2012) http://dawn.com/2012/03/01/tough-us-

warning-on-iran-gas-pipeline/.  

  

U.S. Court Reverses Record Forfeiture Order over Iran Assets.” Associated Press. July 21, 

2016. 

 

-U.S. Dept. of Treasury. (2019) “Treasury Designates Supreme Leader of Iran’s Inner 

Circle Responsible for Advancing Regime’s Domestic and Foreign Oppression”. 
November 4, 2019. 

https://home.treasury.gov/news/press-releases/sm824. Accessed on Feb.22.2020. 

 

-U.S. Dep. of the Treasury, Office of Public Affairs, “Treasury Sanctions Iranian 

Security Forces for Human Rights Abuses”, June 9, 2011. 

https://www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-releases/Pages/tg1204.aspx. Accessed on 

Feb.22.2020. 

 

U.S. Dep. of the Treasury.2019. “An official website of the United States Government” 

https://home.treasury.gov/.  

 

U.S. Dep. of the Treasury. An official website of the United States Government. Issuance 

of Executive Order of June 24, 2019, “Imposing Sanctions with Respect to Iran;” Iran-

related Designations; Counter Terrorism Designations. 6/24/2019. 

https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/OFAC-

Enforcement/Pages/20190624.aspx. Accessed on Feb.22.2020 

 

Yavari, Kazem and Reza Mohseni. (2010), "Works of trade and financial sanctions on the 

Iranian economy," “the House and Research”, Vol. 16, No. 61, 53-9 (In Persian)  

 

-WATSON INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDIES (2004) “Background Paper 

on Targeted Sanctions,” “Workshop on UN Sanctions”, July 16-17 

.http://www.watsoninstitute.org/pub/Background_Paper_Targeted_Sanctions.pdf.Accesse

d on Jan.12.2020. 

 

-Wilson, Gary (2014) “The United Nations and Collective Security”, New York: 

Routledge 

 

-www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/OFAC-Enforcement 

 

Wynen Thomas. Ann Van and J. ThomasJr (1956), “Non-Intervention: The Law and Its 

Import in the Americas”, (Dallas: Southern Methodist University Press. 1956. PP. XVI, 

476 

 

Zarif, Mohmmad Javad and Saeed Mirzayee. (1995) “US Unilateral Sanctions against 

Iran”  “Foreign Policy Journal”. Year 11, No.1. Spring 1995.PP.97-108 

 

 

UN Docs  

 

- Arts. IV and X, Treaty of Amity, Economic Relations and Consular Rights1955 

http://www.iilj.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Provisions-of-the-1955-Treaty-of-Amity-

Economic-Relations-and-Consular-Rights.pdf 

and 

https://web.archive.org/web/20171031095520/https://www.state.gov/documents/organizati

on/275251.pdf 

 

https://home.treasury.gov/news/press-releases/sm824
https://www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-releases/Pages/tg1204.aspx
https://home.treasury.gov/
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/OFAC-Enforcement
http://www.iilj.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Provisions-of-the-1955-Treaty-of-Amity-Economic-Relations-and-Consular-Rights.pdf
http://www.iilj.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Provisions-of-the-1955-Treaty-of-Amity-Economic-Relations-and-Consular-Rights.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20171031095520/https:/www.state.gov/documents/organization/275251.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20171031095520/https:/www.state.gov/documents/organization/275251.pdf


104 

 

-Art. 18, Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties 1969  

https://treaties.un.org/Pages/ViewDetailsIII.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=XXIII-

1&chapter=23&Temp=mtdsg3&clang=_en 

 

-Art. 1, Declaration on the Right to Development, GA Res. 41/128, (1986); 

 

-Arts. 55 and 56, UN Charter; Arts. 22 and 28, UDHR; Art. 1, ICCPR; Arts. 1 and 2(1), 

ICESCR and Arts. 1, 6 and 8, Declaration on the Right to Development. 

 

-Arts. 1(2) and 55, UN Charter.  

 

- U.N. Doc. NRES/51/22 (1996); and  U.N. Doc. A/RES/51/103 (1996). 

https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/51/22 

 

-UN. Security Council. Sanctions Committee information. 2020. 

https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/sanctions/information 

Accessed on Feb.22.2020. 

 

-UN (1996) “Promotion and Protection of the Rights of Children,” UN Doc, A/51/306, 

General Assembly Resolution, August 26, 

http://www.un.org/documents/ga/docs/51/plenary/a51-306.htm . 

 

-UN Doc. A/HRC/19/33, 11 January 2012, “The Impact of Unilateral Coercive Measures 

on the Enjoyment of Human Rights, including Recommendations on Actions aimed at 

Ending such Measures,” Thematic Study of the Office of the United Nations High 

Commissioner for Human Rights, UN Doc. A/HRC/19/33, 11 January 2012, P. 8. 

http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/RegularSession/Session 

19/A-HRC-19-33_en.pdf. Accessed on Jan.12.2020 

 

- U.N. Doc. NRES/51/22 (1996); and U.N. Doc. A/RES/51/103 (1996). 

 

 - U.N. Doc A/52/1. 1997. The Secretary-General, Report of the Secretary-General on the 

Work of the Organization.  89, Delivered to the General Assembly, U.N. Doc. A/52/1 

(Sept. 3, 1997) 

 

- Doc. A/HRC/19/33, 11 January 2012 “The Impact of Unilateral Coercive Measures on 

the Enjoyment of Human Rights, including Recommendations on Actions aimed at Ending 

such Measures,” Thematic Study of the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner 

for Human Rights, UN. Doc. A/HRC/19/33, 11 January 2012, p. 8 available at 

http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/RegularSession/Session 19/A-

HRC-19-33_en.pdf (accessed October 5, 2018). 

 

- U.N. Doc. NRES/2131 (XX) (1965),   A/RES/20/2131 General Assembly . Distr: 

General 21 December 1965 at annex, para. 2. Resolution adopted by the General 

Assembly 2131 (XX). Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention in the Domestic 

Affairs of States and the Protection of Their Independence and Sovereignty. 

https://www.ilsa.org/Jessup/Jessup15/Declaration%20on%20the%20Inadmissibility%20of

%20Intervention%20in%20the%20Domestic%20Affairs%20of%20States%20and%20the

%20Protection%20of%20Their%20Independence%20and%20Sovereignty.pdf 

 

- UN Doc, S/RES/217. (1965) UNITED NATIONS: “Southern Rhodesia,”, Security 

Council Resolution, November 12. 

http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RES/217(1965) 

 

U.N. Doc. NRES/2625 (XXV) (1970), at annex. General Assembly. A/RES/2625 (XXV). 

24 October 1970. 2626 (XXV). Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning 

Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in accordance with the Charter of the 

United Nations. 

https://unispal.un.org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/25A1C8E35B23161C852570C4006E50AB 

 

U.N. Doc. NRES/36/103 (1981). Declaration on the Inadmissibility of Intervention and 

Interference in the Internal Affairs of States. https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/36/103 

https://treaties.un.org/Pages/ViewDetailsIII.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=XXIII-1&chapter=23&Temp=mtdsg3&clang=_en
https://treaties.un.org/Pages/ViewDetailsIII.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=XXIII-1&chapter=23&Temp=mtdsg3&clang=_en
https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/51/22
https://www.un.org/securitycouncil/sanctions/information
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/RegularSession/Session
https://www.ilsa.org/Jessup/Jessup15/Declaration%20on%20the%20Inadmissibility%20of%20Intervention%20in%20the%20Domestic%20Affairs%20of%20States%20and%20the%20Protection%20of%20Their%20Independence%20and%20Sovereignty.pdf
https://www.ilsa.org/Jessup/Jessup15/Declaration%20on%20the%20Inadmissibility%20of%20Intervention%20in%20the%20Domestic%20Affairs%20of%20States%20and%20the%20Protection%20of%20Their%20Independence%20and%20Sovereignty.pdf
https://www.ilsa.org/Jessup/Jessup15/Declaration%20on%20the%20Inadmissibility%20of%20Intervention%20in%20the%20Domestic%20Affairs%20of%20States%20and%20the%20Protection%20of%20Their%20Independence%20and%20Sovereignty.pdf
http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RES/217(1965)
https://unispal.un.org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/25A1C8E35B23161C852570C4006E50AB
https://undocs.org/en/A/RES/36/103


105 

 

 

- UN Doc, S/RES/661.(1990).UNITED NATIONS  “Iran,”, Security Council Resolution, 

August 6. http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/Documents/661.pdf 

 

- UN Doc, S/RES/748.(1992)UNITED NATIONS  “Libya,”, Security Council Resolution, 

March 31. http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/sanctions/Documents/748.pdf. 

 

- UN Doc, S/RES/841.(1993).UNITED NATIONS “Haiti,” UN Doc, S/RES/841, Security 

Council Resolution, June 16..1993. http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/1993/scres93.htm. 

Accessed on Jan.12.2020. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



106 

 

Appendixes  

 

Appendix A.  U.S., U.N., EU and Allied Country Sanctions (Pre-JCPOA)  
Table A-1. Comparison Between U.S., U.N., and EU and Allied Country Sanctions (Prior to 

Implementation Day) 
 
U.S. Sanctions U.N. Sanctions  EU and Other Allied Countries  

General Observation: Most sweeping 
sanctions on Iran of virtually any country 

in the world  

As of 2010, U.N. sanctions were 
intended to give countries justification to 

cooperate with U.S. secondary sanctions.  

Post-JCPOA: Resolution 2231 is the only 
operative Resolution on Iran.  

EU closely aligned its sanctions 
tightening with that of the United States. 

Most EU sanctions lifted in accordance 

with the JCPOA, although some 
sanctions on arms, dual-use items, and 

human rights remain.  
Japan, South Korean, and China 

sanctions also became extensive but were 

almost entirely lifted in concert with the 
JCPOA.  

Ban on U.S. Trade with, Investment 

in, and Financing for Iran: Executive 

Order 12959 bans (with limited 
exceptions) U.S. firms from exporting to 

Iran, importing from Iran, or investing in 

Iran.  

U.N. sanctions did not at any time ban 

civilian trade with Iran or general 

civilian sector investment in Iran.  

No comprehensive EU ban on trade in 

civilian goods with Iran was imposed at 

any time.  
Japan and South Korea did not ban 

normal civilian trade with Iran.  

Sanctions on Foreign Firms that Do 

Business with Iran’s Energy Sector: 

The Iran Sanctions Act, P.L. 104-172, 
and subsequent laws and executive 

orders, discussed throughout the report, 

mandate sanctions on virtually any type 
of transaction with/in Iran’s energy 

sector.  

No U.N. equivalent existed. However, 

Resolution 1929 “not[es] the potential 

connection between Iran’s revenues 
derived from its energy sector and the 

funding of Iran’s proliferation-sensitive 

nuclear activities.” This wording was 
interpreted as providing U.N. support for 

countries to ban their companies from 

dealing with Iran’s energy sector.  

With certain exceptions, the EU banned 

almost all dealings with Iran’s energy 

sector after 2011. These sanctions now 
lifted.  

Japanese and South Korean measures 

banned new energy projects in Iran and 
called for restraint on ongoing projects. 

South Korea in December 2011 

cautioned its firms not to sell energy or 
petrochemical equipment to Iran. Both 

cut oil purchases from Iran sharply. 

These sanctions now lifted.  

Ban on Foreign Assistance:  
U.S. foreign assistance to Iran—other 

than purely humanitarian aid—is banned 
under §620A of the Foreign Assistance 

Act, which bans U.S. assistance to 

countries on the U.S. list of “state 
sponsors of terrorism.” Iran is also 

routinely denied direct U.S. foreign aid 

under the annual foreign operations 
appropriations acts (most recently in 

§7007 of division H of P.L. 111-8).  

No U.N. equivalent  EU measures of July 27, 2010, banned 
grants, aid, and concessional loans to 

Iran. Also prohibited financing of 
enterprises involved in Iran’s energy 

sector. These sanctions now lifted.  

Japan and South Korea measures did not 
specifically ban aid or lending to Iran.  

U.S. Sanctions  U.N. Sanctions  EU and Other Allied Countries  

Ban on Arms Exports to Iran:  

Iran is ineligible for U.S. arms exports 

under several laws, as discussed in the 

report.  

As per Resolution 1929 (paragraph 8), as 

superseded by Resolution 2231, Security 

Council approval is required to sell Iran 

major weapons systems.  

EU sanctions include a comprehensive 

ban on sale to Iran of all types of military 

equipment, not just major combat 

systems. Arms embargo remains post-

JCPOA.  

No similar Japan and South Korean 

measures announced, but neither has 

exported arms to Iran.  

Restriction on Exports to Iran of 

“Dual Use Items”:  

Primarily under §6(j) of the Export 

Administration Act (P.L. 96-72) and §38 

of the Arms Export Control Act, there is 

a denial of license applications to sell 

Iran goods that could have military 

applications.  

U.N. resolutions on Iran banned the 

export of many dual-use items to Iran. 

Resolution 2231 sets up a procurement 

network for the P5+1 to approve of all 

purchases for Iran’s ongoing nuclear 

program.  

EU banned the sales of dual use items to 

Iran, including ballistic missile 

technology, in line with U.N. resolutions. 

These restrictions generally remain post-

JCPOA.  

Japan and S. Korea have announced full 

adherence to strict export control regimes 

when evaluating sales to Iran. These 

restrictions generally remain post-

JCPOA.  

Sanctions Against Lending to Iran:  

Under §1621 of the International 

Financial Institutions Act (P.L. 95-118), 

U.S. representatives to international 

financial institutions, such as the World 

Resolution 1747 (oper. paragraph 7) 

requested, but did not mandate, that 

countries and international financial 

institutions refrain from making grants or 

loans to Iran, except for development and 

humanitarian purposes. (No longer 

The July 27, 2010, measures prohibited 

EU members from providing grants, aid, 

and concessional loans to Iran, including 

through international financial 

institutions. Sanctions lifted post-
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Bank, are required to vote against loans 

to Iran by those institutions.  

applicable.)  JCPOA.  

Japan and South Korea banned medium- 

and long-term trade financing and 

financing guarantees. Short-term credit 

was still allowed. These sanctions now 

lifted.  

Sanctions Against the Sale of Weapons 

of Mass Destruction-Related 

Technology to Iran:  

Several laws and regulations provide for 

sanctions against entities, Iranian or 

otherwise, that are determined to be 

involved in or supplying Iran’s WMD 

programs (asset freezing, ban on 

transaction with the entity).  

Resolution 1737 (oper. paragraph 12) 

imposed a worldwide freeze on the assets 

and property of Iranian WMD-related 

entities named in an Annex to the 

Resolution. Each subsequent resolution 

expanded the list of Iranian entities 

subject to these sanctions.  

The EU measures imposed July 27, 2010, 

commit the EU to freezing the assets of 

WMD-related entities named in the U.N. 

resolutions, as well as numerous other 

named Iranian entities. Most of these 

restrictions remain.  

Japan and South Korea froze assets of 

U.N.-sanctioned entities. Most of these 

restrictions have been lifted.  

Ban on Transactions with Terrorism 

Supporting Entities:  

Executive Order 13224 bans transactions 

with entities determined by the 

Administration to be supporting 

international terrorism. Numerous 

entities, including some of Iranian origin, 

have been designated.  

No direct equivalent, but Resolution 

1747 (oper. paragraph 5) bans Iran from 

exporting any arms. Resolution 2231 

continues that restriction for a maximum 

of five years.  

No direct equivalent, but many of the 

Iranian entities named as blocked by the 

EU, Japan, and South Korea overlap or 

complement Iranian entities named as 

terrorism supporting by the United 

States.  

Japan and S. Korea did not impose 

specific terrorism sanctions on Iran.  

U.S. Sanctions  U.N. Sanctions  EU and Other Allied Countries  

Human Rights Sanctions:  

CISADA provides for a prohibition on 

travel to the U.S., blocking of U.S.- 

No U.N. sanctions were imposed on Iran 

for terrorism or human rights abuses.  

EU sanctions include 87 named Iranians 

subject to a ban on travel to the EU 

countries. The EU also retains a ban on 

providing equipment that can be used for 

internal repression.  

Japan and South Korea have announced 

bans on named Iranians involved in 

WMD programs.  

based property, and ban on transactions 

with Iranians determined to be involved 

in serious human rights abuses against 

Iranians since the June 12, 2009, 

presidential election there, or with 

persons selling Iran equipment to commit 

such abuses.  

Restrictions on Iranian Shipping:  

Under Executive Order 13382, the U.S. 

Department of the Treasury has named 

Islamic Republic of Iran Shipping Lines 

and several affiliated entities as entities 

whose U.S.-based property is to be 

frozen.  

Resolution 1803 and 1929 authorize 

countries to inspect cargoes carried by 

Iran Air and Islamic Republic of Iran 

Shipping Lines (IRISL)—or any ships in 

national or international waters—if there 

is an indication that the shipments 

include goods whose export to Iran is 

banned.  

These resolutions no longer apply.  

The EU measures announced July 27, 

2010, bans Iran Air Cargo from access to 

EU airports. The measures also freeze the 

EU-based assets of IRISL and its 

affiliates. Insurance and reinsurance for 

Iranian firms are banned. These sanctions 

now lifted.  

Japan and South Korean measures took 

similar action against IRISL and Iran Air. 

Sanctions now lifted.  

Banking Sanctions:  

During 2006-2011, several Iranian banks 

have been named as proliferation or 

terrorism supporting entities under 

Executive Orders 13382 and 13224, 

respectively.  

CISADA prohibits banking relationships 

with U.S. banks for any foreign bank that 

conducts transactions with Iran’s 

Revolutionary Guard or with Iranian 

entities sanctioned under the various 

No direct equivalent  

However, two Iranian banks were named 

as sanctioned entities under the U.N. 

Security Council resolutions. U.N. 

restrictions on Iranian banking now 

lifted.  

The EU froze Iran Central Bank assets 

January 23, 2012, and banned all 

transactions with Iranian banks unless 

authorized on October 15, 2012.  

Brussels-based SWIFT expelled 

sanctioned Iranian banks from the 

electronic payment transfer system. This 

restriction has been lifted.  

Japan and South Korea took similar 

measures South Korea imposed the 

40,000 Euro threshhold requiring 

authorization. Japan and S. Korea froze 
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U.N. resolutions.  

FY2012 Defense Authorization (P.L. 

112-81) prevents U.S. accounts with 

foreign banks that process transactions 

with Iran’s Central Bank (with specified 

exemptions).  

the assets of 15 Iranian banks; South 

Korea targeted Bank Mellat for freeze. 

These sanctions now lifted.  

Ballistic Missiles: U.S. proliferations 

laws provide for sanctions against 

foreign entities that help Iran with its 

nuclear and ballistic missile programs.  

Resolution 1929 (paragraph 9) prohibited 

Iran from undertaking “any activity” 

related to ballistic missiles capable of 

delivering a nuclear weapon. Resolution 

2231 calls on Iran not to develop or 

launch ballistic missiles designed to be 

capable of carrying a nuclear weapon.  

EU measures on July 27, 2010, required 

adherence to this provision of Resolution 

1929. EU has retained ban on providing 

ballistic missile technology to Iran in 

post-JCPOA period.  
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Appendix B. Entities Designated Under U.S. Executive Order 

13382 (Proliferation) (Many designations coincide with EU and UN 

designations)  

Entity  Date Named  

Shahid Hemmat Industrial Group (Iran)  June 2005, September 2007  

Shahid Bakeri Industrial Group (Iran)  June 2005, February 2009  

Atomic Energy Organization of Iran (AEOI). AEOI and 23 

subsidaries remain delisted for secondary sanctions under E.O. 

13382 but are still designated as Iran-owned or controlled entities.  

June 2005  

Novin Energy Company (Iran) and Mesbah Energy Company 

(Iran)  

January 2006  

Four Chinese entities: Beijing Alite Technologies, LIMMT 

Economic and Trading Company, China Great Wall Industry 

Corp, and China National Precision Machinery Import/Export 

Corp.  

June 2006  

Sanam Industrial Group (Iran) and Ya Mahdi Industries Group 

(Iran)  

July 2006  

Bank Sepah (Iran)  January 2007  

Kalaye Electic Company  February 2007  

Defense Industries Organization (Iran)  March 2007  

Pars Trash (Iran, nuclear program), Farayand Technique (Iran, 

nuclear program), Fajr Industries Group (Iran, missile program), 

Mizan Machine Manufacturing Group (Iran, missile program).  

June 2007  

Aerospace Industries Organization (AIO) (Iran); Korea Mining 

and Development Corp. (N. Korea).  

September 2007  

Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC); Ministry of Defense 

and Armed Forces Logistics; Bank Melli (Iran’s largest bank, 

widely used by Guard); Bank Melli Iran Zao (Moscow); Melli 

Bank PC (U.K.); Bank Kargoshaee; Arian Bank (joint venture 

between Melli and Bank Saderat). Based in Afghanistan; Bank 

Mellat (provides banking services to Iran’s nuclear sector); Mellat 

Bank SB CJSC (Armenia). Reportedly has $1.4 billion in assets in 

UAE; Persia International Bank PLC (U.K.); Khatam ol Anbiya 

Gharargah Sazendegi Nooh (main IRGC construction and 

contracting arm, with $7 billion in oil, gas deals); Oriental Oil 

Kish (Iranian oil exploration firm); Ghorb Karbala; Ghorb Nooh 

(synonymous with Khatam ol Anbiya); Sepasad Engineering 

Company (Guard construction affiliate); Omran Sahel (Guard 

construction affiliate); Sahel Consultant Engineering (Guard 

construction affiliate); Hara Company; Gharargahe Sazandegi 

Ghaem  

October 21, 2007  

Individuals: Bahmanyar Morteza Bahmanyar (AIO, Iran missile 

official, see above under Resolution 1737); Ahmad Vahid 

Dastjerdi (AIO head, Iran missile program); Reza Gholi Esmaeli 

(AIO, see under Resolution 1737); Morteza Reza’i (deputy 

commander, IRGC). See also Resolution 1747; Mohammad Hejazi 

(Basij commander). Also, Resolution 1747; Ali Akbar Ahmadian 

(Chief of IRGC Joint Staff). Resolution 1747; Hosein Salimi 

(IRGC Air Force commander). Resolution 1737; Qasem 

Soleimani (Qods Force commander). Resolution 1747.  

October 21, 2007  

Future Bank (Bahrain-based but allegedly controlled by Bank 

Melli)  

March 12, 2008  

Yahya Rahim Safavi (former IRGC Commander in Chief); 

Mohsen Fakrizadeh-Mahabadi (senior Defense Ministry scientist); 

Dawood Agha-Jani (head of Natanz enrichment site); Mohsen 

Hojati (head of Fajr Industries, involved in missile program); 

July 8, 2008  
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Mehrdada Akhlaghi Ketabachi (heads Shahid  

Bakeri Industrial Group); Naser Maliki (heads Shahid Hemmat Industrial Group); Tamas Company (involved in 

uranium enrichment); Shahid Sattari Industries (makes equipment for Shahid Bakeri); 7th of Tir (involved in 

developing centrifuge technology); Ammunition and Metallurgy Industries Group (partner of 7th of Tir); Parchin 

Chemical Industries (deals in chemicals used in ballistic missile programs)  

Karaj Nuclear Research Center; Esfahan Nuclear Fuel Research 

and Production Center (NFRPC); Jabber Ibn Hayyan (reports to 

Atomic Energy Org. of Iran, AEIO); Safety Equipment 

Procurement Company; Joza Industrial Company (front company 

for Shahid Hemmat Industrial Group, SHIG)  

August 12, 2008  

Islamic Republic of Iran Shipping Lines (IRISL) and 18 affiliates, 

including Val Fajr 8; Kazar; Irinvestship; Shipping Computer 

Services; Iran o Misr Shipping; Iran o Hind; IRISL Marine 

Services; Iriatal Shipping; South Shipping; IRISL Multimodal; 

Oasis; IRISL Europe; IRISL Benelux; IRISL China; Asia Marine 

Network; CISCO Shipping; and IRISL Malta  

September 10, 2008  

Firms affiliated to the Ministry of Defense, including Armament 

Industries Group; Farasakht Industries; Iran Aircraft 

Manufacturing Industrial Co.; Iran Communications Industries; 

Iran Electronics Industries; and Shiraz Electronics Industries (SEI)  

September 17, 2008  

Export Development Bank of Iran (EDBI). Provides financial 

services to Iran’s Ministry of Defense and Armed Forces 

Logistics; Banco Internacional de Desarollo, C.A., Venezuelan-

based Iranian bank, sanctioned as an affiliate of the Export 

Development Bank.  

October 22, 2008  

Assa Corporation (alleged front for Bank Melli involved in 

managing property in New York City on behalf of Iran)  

December 17, 2008  

11 Entities Tied to Bank Melli: Bank Melli Iran Investment 

(BMIIC); Bank Melli Printing and Publishing; Melli Investment 

Holding; Mehr Cayman Ltd.; Cement Investment and 

Development; Mazandaran Cement Co.; Shomal Cement; 

Mazandaran Textile; Melli Agrochemical; First Persian Equity 

Fund; BMIIC Intel. General Trading  

March 3, 2009  

IRGC General Rostam Qasemi, head of Khatem ol-Anbiya 

Construction Headquarters (main IRGC corporate arm) and 

several entities linked to Khatem ol-Anbiya, including Fater 

Engineering Institute, Imensazen Consultant Engineers Institute, 

Makin Institute, and Rahab Institute  

February 10, 2010  

- Post Bank of Iran  

- IRGC Air Force; IRGC Missile Command  

- Rah Sahel and Sepanir Oil and Gas Engineering (for ties to 

Khatem ol-Anibya IRGC construction affiliate)  

- Mohammad Ali Jafari—IRGC Commander-in-Chief since 

September 2007  
- Mohammad Reza Naqdi—Head of the IRGC’s Basij militia 

force that suppresses dissent (since October 2009)  

- Ahmad Vahedi—Defense Minister  
- Javedan Mehr Toos, Javad Karimi Sabet (procurement brokers 

or atomic energy managers)  

- Naval Defense Missile Industry Group (SAIG, controlled by the 
Aircraft Industries Org that manages Iran’s missile programs)  

- Five front companies for IRISL: Hafiz Darya Shipping Co.; 

Soroush Sarzamin Asatir Ship Management Co.; Safiran Payam 
Darya; and Hong Kong-based Seibow Limited and Seibow 

Logistics.  

Also identified on June 16 were 27 vessels linked to IRISKL and 
71 new names of already designated IRISL ships.  

Several Iranian entities were also designated as owned or 

controlled by Iran for purposes of the ban on U.S. trade with Iran.  

June 16, 2010  

Europaisch-Iranische Handelsbank (EIH) for providing financial 

services to Bank Sepah, Mellat, EDBI, and others.  

September 7, 2010  

Pearl Energy Company (formed by First East Export Bank, a 

subsidiary of Bank Mellat, Pearl Energy Services, SA, Ali Afzali 

(high official of First East Export Bank), IRISL front companies: 

Ashtead Shipping, Byfleet Shipping, Cobham Shipping, Dorking 

Shipping, Effingham Shipping, Farnham Shipping, Gomshall  

November 30, 2010  
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Shipping, and Horsham Shipping (all located in the Isle of Man).- IRISL and affiliate officials: Mohammad Hosein 

Dajmar, Gholamhossein Golpavar, Hassan Jalil Zadeh, and Mohammad Haji Pajand.  

Bonyad (foundation) Taavon Sepah, for providing services to the 

IRGC; Ansar Bank (for providing financial services to the 

IRGC); Mehr Bank (same justification as above); Moallem 

Insurance Company (for providing marine insurance to IRISL, 

Islamic Republic of Iran Shipping Lines)  

December 21, 2010  

Bank of Industry and Mine (BIM)  May 17, 2011  

Tidewater Middle East Company; Iran Air; Mehr-e Eqtesad 

Iranian Investment Co.  

June 23, 2011  

For proscribed nuclear activities, including centrifuge 

development and heavy water research: By State—Nuclear 

Reactor Fuels Company; Noor Afzar Gostar Company;  

November 21, 2011  

Fulmen Group; Yasa Part.  

By Treasury—Javad Rahiqi; Modern Industries Technique 

Company; Iran Centrifuge Technology Company (TESA); 

Neka Novin; Parto Sanat; Paya Partov; Simatic Development 

Co  

Iran Maritime Industrial Company SADRA (owned by IRGC 

engineering firm Khatem-ol-Anbiya, has offices in Venezuela); 

Deep Offshore Technology PJS (subsidiary of the above); 

Malship Shipping Agency and Modality Ltd (both Malta-based 

affiliates of IRISL); Seyed Alaeddin Sadat Rasool (IRISL legal 

adviser); Ali Ezati (IRISL strategic planning and public affairs 

manager)  

March 28, 2012  

Electronic Components Industries Co. (ECI) and Information 

Systems Iran (ISIRAN); Advanced Information and 

Communication Technology Center (AICTC) and Hamid Reza 

Rabiee (software engineer for AICTC); Digital Medical Lab 

(DML) and Value Laboratory (owned or controlled by Rabiee or 

AICTC); Ministry of Defense Logistics Export (MODLEX); 

Daniel Frosh (Austria) and International General Resourcing 

FZE)—person and his UAE-based firm allegedly supply Iran’s 

missile industry.  

July 12, 2012  

National Iranian Oil Company; Tehran Gostaresh, company 

owned by Bonyad Taavon Sepah; Imam Hossein University, 

owned by IRGC; Baghyatollah Medical Sciences University, 

owned by IRGC or providing services to it.  

November 8, 2012  

Atomic Energy Organization of Iran (AEOI) chief Fereidoun 

Abbasi Davani; Seyed Jaber Safdari of Novin Energy, a 

designated affiliate of AEOI; Morteza Ahmadi Behzad, provider 

of services to AEOI (centrifuges); Pouya Control—provides 

goods and services for uranium enrichment; Iran Pooya—

provides materials for manufacture of IR-1 and IR-2 centrifuges; 

Aria Nikan Marine Industry—source of goods for Iranian 

nuclear program; Amir Hossein Rahimyar—procurer for Iran 

nuclear program; Mohammad Reza Rezvanianzadeh—involved 

in various aspects of nuclear program; Faratech—involved in 

Iran heavy water reactor project; Neda Industrial Group—

manufacturer of equipment for Natanz enrichment facility; Tarh 

O Palayesh—designer of elements of heavy water research 

reactor; Towlid Abzar Boreshi Iran—manufacturer for entities 

affiliated with the nuclear program.  

December 13, 2012  

SAD Import Export Company (also designated by U.N. 

Sanctions Committee a few days earlier for violating Resolution 

1747 ban on Iran arms exports, along with Yas Air) for shipping 

arms and other goods to Syria’s armed forces; Marine Industries 

Organization—designated for affiliation with Iran Ministry of 

Defense and Armed Forces Logistics; Mustafa Esbati, for acting 

on behalf of Marine Industries; Chemical Industries and 

Development of Materials Group—designated as affiliate of 

Defense Industries Org.; Doostan International Company—

designated for providing services to Iran Aerospace Industries 

December 21, 2012  
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Org, which oversees Iran missile industries.  

Babak Morteza Zanjani—chairmen of Sorinet Group that Iran 

uses to finance oil sales abroad; International Safe Oil—provides 

support to NIOC and NICO; Sorinet Commercial Trust Bankers 

(Dubai) and First Islamic Investment Bank (Malaysia)—finance 

NIOC and NICO; Kont Kosmetik and Kont Investment Bank—

controlled by Babak Zanjani; Naftiran Intertrade Company 

Ltd.—owned by NIOC.  

April 11, 2013  

Iranian-Venezuelan Bi-National Bank (IVBB), for activities on behalf of the Export Development Bank of Iran that 

was sanctioned on October 22, 2008 (see above). EDBI was sanctioned for providing financial services to Iran’s 

Ministry of Defense. Aluminat, for providing centrifuge components to Kalaye Electric Co.; Pars Amayesh Sanaat 

Kish; Pishro Systems Research Company (nuclear research and development); Taghtiran Kashan Company; and 

Sambouk Shipping FZC (UAE)  

For supporting Iran Air, the IRGC, and NIOC: Aban Air; Ali 

Mahdavi (part owner of Aban Air); DFS Worldwide; Everex; 

Bahareh Mirza Hossein Yazdi; Farhad Ali Parvaresh; Petro 

Green; Hossein Vaziri. For helping Iran’s nuclear program: 

Farhad Bujar; Zolal Iran Company; Andisheh Zolal Co. For 

helping MODAFL: Reza Mozaffarinia.  

May 23, 2013  

Bukovnya AE (Ukraine) for leasing aircraft to Iran Air.  May 31, 2013  

Several Iranian firms and persons: Eyvaz Technic 

Manufacturing Company; The Exploration and Nuclear Raw 

Materials Company; Maro Sanat Company; Navid Composite 

Material Company; Negin Parto Khavar; Neka Novin officials 

Iradj Mohammadi Kahvarin and Mahmoud Mohammadi 

Dayeni; Neka Novin alisaes including Kia Nirou; Qods Aviation 

Industries (operated by IRGC, produces UAVs, paragliders, etc); 

Iran Aviation Industries Organization; Reza Amidi; Fan 

Pardazan; Ertebat Gostar Novin.  

December 12, 2013  

Ali Canko (Turkey) and Tiva Sanat Group, for procuring IRGC-

Navy fast boats; Advance Electrical and Industrial 

Technologies and Pere Punti (Spain), for procurement for Neka 

Novin; Ulrich Wipperman and Deutsche Forfait (Germany), and 

Deutsche Forfait Americas (U.S.) for facilitating oil deals for 

NIOC.  

February 6, 2014  

Karl Lee (aka Li Fangwei) and 8 China-based front companies: 

Sinotech Industry Co. Ltd.; MTTO Industry and Trade Limited; 

Success Move Ltd.; Sinotech Dalian Carbon and Graphite 

Manufacturing Corporation; Dalian Zhongchuang Char-White 

Co., Ltd.; Karat Industry Co., Ltd.; Dalian Zhenghua Maoyi 

Youxian Gongsi; and Tereal Industry and Trade Ltd.  

April 29, 2014  

By State: Organization of Defensive Innovation and Research 

(nuclear research); Nuclear Science and Technology Research 

Institute (implements nuclear projects including heavy water 

reactor at Arak); Jahan Tech Rooyan Pars: and Mandegar 

Baspar Kimiya Company (latter two are involved in procuring 

carbon fiber for proscribed aspects of Iran’s nuclear program).  

By Treasury: Mohammad Javad Imarad and Arman Imanirad 

(for acting on behalf of Aluminat, which procures aluminum 

products for Iran’s nuclear program); Nefertiti Shipping (IRISL’s 

agent in Egypt); Sazeh Morakab (provides services to Shahid 

Hemat Industrial Group, SHIG, and Iran’s Aircraft 

Manufacturing Industrial Co., HESA); Ali Gholami and Marzieh 

Bozorg (officials of Sazeh Morakab). SHIG aliases identified: 

Sahand Aluminum Parts Co and Ardalan Machineries Co.  

April 29, 2014  

(by both State and Treasury)  

11 ballistic missile-related entities: Mabrooka Trading Co LLC 

(UAE); Hossein Pournaghshband; Chen Mingfu; Anhui Land 

Group (Hong Kong); Candid General Trading; Rahim Reza 

Farghadani; Sayyed Javad Musavi; Seyed Mirahmad Nooshin; 

Sayyed Medhi Farahi (deputy director of the Ministry of Defense 

and Armed Forces Logistics); Seyed Mohammad Hashemi; 

Mehrdada Akhlaghi Ketabachi. Musavi has worked with North 

January 17, 2016  
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Korean officials on ballistic missiles.  

Two Iranian entities subordinate to SHIG: Shahid Nuri 

Industries and Shahid Movahed Industries. Updating of prior 

IRGC Missile Command designation to include IRGC Al Ghadir 

Missile Command (specific IRGC element with operational 

control of Iran’s missile program).  

 

17 ballistic missile-related Entities. Abdollah Asgharzadeh 

Network (for supporting SHIG): Abdollah Asgharzadeh; Tenny 

Darian; East Start Company; Ofog Sabze Company; Richard Yue 

(China); Cosailing Business Trading Company (China); Jack Qin 

(China); Ningbo New Century Import and Export Co. Ltd 

(China); and Carol Zhou (China). Gulf-Based Rostamian 

Network (supporting SHIG and AIO): MKS International; 

Kambiz Rostamian; Royal Pearl General Trading. Iran-Based 

Network Working with Navid Composite and Mabrooka 

Trading: Ervin Danesh Aryan Company; Mostafa Zahedi; 

Mohammad Magham. Ghodrat Zargair and Zist Tajhiz Pooyesh 

Company (supporting Mabrooka Trading): Ghodrat Zargari, and 

Zist Tajhiz Pooyesh Company.  

February 3, 2017  

Ballistic missile-related entities. Rahim Ahmadi (linked to 

Shahid Bakeri Industrial Group); Morteza Farasatpour (linked to 

Defense Industries Organization); Matin Sanat Nik Andishan (for 

supporting SHIG); and Ruan Ruling and three associated Chinese 

companies (for supporting Iran’s missile guidance capabilities): 

Shanghai Gang Quan Trade Company, Shanghai North Begins 

International, and Shanghai North Transway International 

Trading Company.  

May 17, 2017  

12 IRGC/military and ballistic missile entities designated by 

Treasury and two by State. By Treasury: Rayan Roshd Afzar 

Company for IRGC drone and censorship equipment, plus three 

company officials: Mohsen Parsajam, Seyyed Reza Ghasemi, and 

Farshad Hekemzadeh; Qeshm  

July 18, 2017  

Madkandaloo Cooperative Co., Ramor Group (Turkey) and Resit Tavan of Ramor Group for supplying IRGC-Navy 

infrastructure; Emily Liu, Abascience Tech Co. Ltd, Raybeam Optronics Co. Ltd., Raytronic Corporation Ltd., and 

Sunway Tech Co. Ltd (all China) for supporting MODAFL subcontractor Shiraz Electronics Industries. By State: 

IRGC Aerospace Force Self Sufficiency Jihad Org and IRGC Research and Self Sufficiency Jihad Org—both for 

supporting Iran ballistic missile program.  

Missile entities related to Iran Simorgh space launch on July 

27: six subordinate entities to Shahid Hemmat Industrial Group 

(SHIG, main Iran missile contractor) involved in making various 

components of Iranian missiles: Shaid Karimi Industries; Shahid 

Rastegar Industries; Shahid Cheraghi Industries; Shahid Varamini 

Industries; Shahid Kalhor Industries; and Amir Al Mo’Menin 

Industries.  

July 28, 2017  

Suppliers to Iran’s Naval Defence Missile Industry Group 

(SAIG): Shahid Alamolhoda Industries; Rastafann Ertebat 

Engineering Company, Fanamoj. For supporting Iran’s military: 

Wuhan Sanjiang Import and Export Company  

October 13, 2017  

Five ballistic missile entities (owned or controlled by Shahid 

Bakeri Industrial Group, SBIG) : Shahid Kharrazi Industries; 

Shahid Sanikhani Industries; Shahid Moghaddam Industries; 

Shahid Eslami Research Center; and Shahid Shustari Industries.  

January 4, 2018  

Green Wave Telecommunications (Malaysia) and Morteza Razavi 

(for supporting Fanamoj, designated on October 13, 2017); Iran 

Helicopter Support and Renewal Company (PANHA) and Iran 

Aircraft Industries (SAHA) (for supporting Iran’s military aviation 

industry); Shi Yuhua (China) (for selling Iran navigation 

equipment); Pardazan System Namad Arman (PASNA)(for 

procuring lead zirconium tritanate (PZT) for Iranian military 

undersea and aircraft weaponry); and Bochuang Ceramic Inc. and 

Zhu Yuequn (China) for selling Iran PZT.  

January 12, 2018  

Sayyed Mohammad Ali Haddadnezhad Tehrani, for supporting the 

IRGC Research and Self-Sufficiency Jihad Organization (see 

May 22, 2018  
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above), which is improving Houthi missile capabilities  

Bank Tejarat (for providing servides to support Bank Sepah); 

Trade Capital Bank (Belarus); Morteza Ahmadali Behzad (for 

acting on behalf of Pishro Company.  

November 5, 2018  

31 individuals/entities connected to Iran’s Organization of 

Defense Innovation and Research (SPND), itself designated in 

April 2014 (see above): Shahid Karimi Group—missiles and 

explosives—and four of its employees—Mohammad Reza 

Mehdipur, Akbar Motallebizadeh, Jalal Emami Gharah Hajjlu, and 

Sa’id Borji. Shahid Chamran Group—studies on electron 

acceleration, pulse power, wave generation—and its managing 

expert Sayyed Ashgar Hashemitabar. Shahid Fakhar Moghaddam 

Group—explosion simulators, neutron monitoring systems—and 

two employees Ruhollah Ghaderi Barmi, and Mohammad Javad 

Safari. Ten entities that research lasers, plasma technology, 

satellites, biotechnology, and other technologies for SPND: Sheikh 

Baha’i Science and Technology Research Center, Shahid Avini 

Group, Shahid Baba’i Group, Shahid Movahhed Danesh Group, 

Abu Reihan Group, Shahid Kazemi Group, Shahid Shokri Science 

and Technology Research Group, Heidar Karar Research Group, 

Shahid Zeinoddin Group, Bu Ali Group, and Sadra Research 

Center. Three persons acting on behalf of SPND: Gholam Reza 

Eta’ati, Mansur Asgari, and Reza Ebrahimi. Three SPND front 

companies and four of their officials: Pulse Niru and officials 

Mohammad Mahdi Da’emi Attaran and Mohsen Shafa’i; Kimiya 

Pakhsh Shargh and officials Mehdi Masoumian, and Mohammad 

Hossein Haghighian; and Paradise Medical Pioneers Company.  

March 22, 2019  

Petrochemicals Network: Persian Gulf Petrochemical Industries 

Company (PGPIC), for supporting the IRGC’s engineering 

conglomerate Khatem ol-Anbiya, and 39 PGPIC subsidiaries and 

sales agents: Arvand Petrochemical Co.; Bandar Imam Abniroo 

Petrochemical Co (PC).; Bandar Imam Besparan PC; Bandar 

Imam Faravaresh PC; Bandar Imam Kharazmi PC; Bandar Imam 

Kimiya PC; Bandar Imam PC; Bu Al Sina PC; Fajr PC; Hengam 

PC; Hormoz Urea Fertilizer Co.; Iranian Investment 

Petrochemical Group Co.; Karoun PC; Khouzestan PC; Lordegan 

Urea Fertilizer Co.; Mobin PC; Modabberan Eqtesad Co.; Nouri 

PC; Pars PC; Pazargad Non Industrial Operation Co.; Persian Gulf 

Apadana PC; Persian Gulf Bid Boland Gas Refinery Co.; Persian 

Gulf Petrochemical Industry Commercial Co.; Persian Gulf Fajr 

Yadavaran Gas Refinery Co.; Petrochemical Industries 

Development Management Co.; Rahavaran Fonoon PC; Shaid 

Tondgoyan PC; Urmia PC; Hemmat  

June 7, 2019  

PC; Petrochemical Non-Industrial Operations and Services Co.; Ilam PC; Gachsaran Polymer Industries; Dah Dasht 

Petrochemical Industries; Broojen PC; NPC International (UK); NPC Alliance Corp. (Philippines); Atlas Ocean and 

Petrochemical (UAE); and Naghmeh FZE (UAE).  

Missile Proliferation Entities: Hamid Dehghan, Pishtazan Kavosh 

Gostar Boshra LLC (PKGB), Ebtekar Sanat Ilya, Hadi Dehghan, 

Shaghayegh Akhaei, Mahdi Ebrahimzadeh, Shafagh Senobar Yazd, 

and Green Industries (Hong Kong). Also designated: Asre Sanat 

Eshragh Company and Seyed Hossein Shariat for procuring 

aluminum alloy for Iran.  

August 28, 2019  

Iranian Space Entities: Astronautics Research Institute, Iran Space 

Agency, Iran Space Research Center.  

September 3, 2019  

  Table D-2. Iran-Related Entities Sanctioned Under Executive 

Order 13224 (Terrorism Entities)Entity  

Date Named  

Martyr’s Foundation (Bonyad Shahid), a major Iranian foundation 

(bonyad)—for providing financial support to Hezbollah and PIJ; 

Goodwill Charitable Organization, a Martyr’s Foundation office in 

Dearborn, Michigan; Al Qard Al Hassan—part of Hezbollah’s 

financial infrastructure (and associated with previously designated 

Hezbollah entities Husayn al-Shami, Bayt al-Mal, and Yousser 

Company for Finance and Investment); Qasem Aliq—Hezbollah 

official, director of Martyr’s Foundation Lebanon branch, and head 

of Jihad al-Bina, a previously designated Lebanese construction 

company run by Hezbollah; Ahmad al-Shami—financial liaison 

July 25, 2007  



115 

 

between Hezbollah in Lebanon and Martyf’s Foundation chapter in 

Michigan.  

IRGC-Qods Force and Bank Saderat (allegedly used to funnel 

Iranian money to Hezbollah, Hamas, PIJ, and other Iranian 

supported terrorist groups)  

October 21, 2007  

Al Qaeda Operatives in Iran: Saad bin Laden; Mustafa Hamid; 

Muhammad Rab’a al-Bahtiyti; Alis Saleh Husain.  

January 16, 2009  

Qods Force senior officers: Hushang Allahdad, Hossein 

Musavi,Hasan Mortezavi, and Mohammad Reza Zahedi; Iranian 

Committee for the Reconstruction of Lebanon, and its director 

Hesam Khoshnevis, for supporting Lebanese Hezbollah; Imam 

Khomeini Relief Committee Lebanon branch, and its director Ali 

Zuraik, for providing support to Hezbollah; Razi Musavi, a Syrian 

based Iranian official allegedly providing support to Hezbollah.  

August 3, 2010  

Liner Transport Kish (for providing shipping services to transport 

weapons to Lebanese Hezbollah)  

December 21, 2010  

Qasem Soleimani (Qods Force commander); Hamid Abdollahi 

(Qods force); Abdul Reza Shahlai (Qods Force); Ali Gholam 

Shakuri (Qods Force); Manssor Arbabsiar (alleged plotter)  

October 11, 2011  

Mahan Air (for transportation services to Qods Force)  October 12, 2011  

Ministry of Intelligence and Security of Iran (MOIS)  February 16, 2012  

Five entities/persons for weapons shipments to Syria and an 

October 2011 shipment to Gambia, intercepted in Nigeria: Yas Air 

(successor to Pars Air); Behineh Air (Iranian trading company); Ali 

Abbas Usman Jega (Nigerian shipping agent); Qods Force officers: 

Esmail Ghani, Sayyid Ali Tabatabaei, and Hosein Aghajani.  

March 27, 2012  

Mohammad Minai, senior Qods Force member involved in Iraq; 

Karim Muhsin al-Ghanimi, leader of Kata’ib Hezbollah (KH) 

militia in Iraq; Sayiid Salah Hantush al-Maksusi, senior KH 

member; and Riyad Jasim al-Hamidawi, Iran based KH member.  

November 8, 2012  

Ukraine-Mediterranean Airlines (Um Air, Ukraine) for helping 

Mahan Air and Iran Air conduct illicit activities; Rodrigue Elias 

Merhej (owner of Um Air); Kyrgyz Trans Avia (KTA, Kyrgyzstan) 

for leasing aircraft to Mahan Air; Lidia Kim, director of KTA; 

Sirjanco (UAE) for serving as a front for Mahan Air acquisition of 

aircraft; Hamid Arabnejad, managing director of Mahan Air.  

May 31, 2013  

Several persons/entities in UAE aiding Mahan Air (see above): Blue 

Sky Aviation FZE; Avia Trust FZE; Hamidreza Malekouti Pour; 

Pejman Mahmood Kosrayanifard; and Gholamreza Mahmoudi.  

Several IRGC-Qods Force offices or facilitators involved in Iran’s 

efforts in Afghanistan: Sayyed Kamal Musavi; Alireza Hemmati; 

Akbar Seyed Alhosseini; and Mahmud Afkhami Rashidi.  

One Iran-based Al Qaeda facilitator (supporting movement of Al 

Qaeda affiliated fightes to Syria): Olimzhon Adkhamovich Sadikov 

(aka Jafar al-Uzbeki or Jafar Muidinov).  

February 6, 2014  

Meraj Air (for delivering weapons to Syria from Iran); Caspian Air 

(supports IRGC by transporting personnel and weapons to Syria); 

Sayyed Jabar Hosseini (manager of Liner Transport Kish which 

IRGC uses to support terrorist activities outside Iran); Pioneer 

Logistics (Turkey, helps Mahan Air evade sanctions); Asian 

Aviation Logistics (Thailand, helps Mahan Air evade sanctions). 

Pouya Air designated as alias of Yas Air.  

August 29, 2014  

Al Naser Airlines (Iraq) for transferring nine aircraft to Mahan Air, 

which is a 13224 designee: Issam Shamout, a Syrian businessman, 

and his company Sky Blue Bird Aviation, for the same transaction.  

May 21, 2015  

Four U.K.-based and two UAE-based entities for supporting Mahan 

Air. U.K.: Jeffrey John James Ashfield; Aviation Capital Solutions; 

March 24, 2016  
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Aircraft, Avionics, Parts and Support Ltd (AAPS); John Edward 

Meadows (for acting on behalf of AAPS). UAE: Grandeur General 

Trading FZE and HSI Trading FZE.  

Eight IRGC-QF and Hezbollah-related entities. Lebanon-Based 

IRGC-QF Network: Hasan Dehghan Ebrahimi (IRGC-QF operative 

in Beirut supporting Hezbollah); Muhammad Abd-al-Amir Farhat; 

Yahya al-hajj; Maher Trading and Construction Company 

(laundering funds and smuggling goods to Hezbollah); Reem 

Phamaceutical; Mirage for Engineering and Trading; Mirage for 

Waste Management and Environmental Services. Ali Sharifi (for 

procuring aviation spare parts for the IRGC-QF).  

February 3, 2017  

Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC)  October 13, 2017  

Six entities involved in IRGC-QF counterfeiting: Reza Heidari; 

Pardazesh Tasvir Rayan Co. (Rayan Printing); ForEnt Technik and 

Printing Trade Center GmbH (Germany); Mahmoud Seif; Tejarat 

Almas Mobin Holding (parent of Rayan Printing).  

November 20, 2017  

Nine individuals and entities, disrupted by U.S.-UAE joint 

action, attempting to acquire dollars in UAE to provide to the 

IRGC-QF: Individuals: Mas’ud Nikbakht, Sa’id Najafpur, and 

Mohammad Khoda’i, for financial activities on behalf of the IRGC-

QF; Mohammadreza Valadzaghard, Meghdad Amini, and Foad 

Salehi, for providing material support, including illicit financial 

assistance, to the IRGC-QF. Entities: Jahan Aras Kish, a front 

company involved in transferring and converting funds for the 

IRGC-QF, Rashed Exchange, for converting currency for the IRGC-

QF, and Khedmati and Company Joint Partnership, for being owned 

by Khedmati and Khoda’i.  

May 10, 2018  

Persons and entities providing funds to Hezbollah on behalf of 

the IRGC-QF: Central Bank Governor Valiollah Seif; Aras Habib 

and his Iraq-based Al Bilad Islamic Bank; and Muhammad Qasir  

May 15, 2018  

Four persons for helping the Houthi missile program through the 

IRGC Aerospace Forces Al Ghadir Missile Command: Mahmud 

Bagheri Kazemabad; Mohammad Agha Ja’fari; Javad Bordbar Shir 

Amin; and Mehdi Azarpisheh (IRGC-QF affiliate)  

May 22, 2018  

Twenty-one entities linked to the Basij security force, including 

firms it owns or controls that provide it revenue to send child 

soldiers to fight in Syria: Bonyad Taavon Basij (economic 

conglomerate giving financial support to Basij members); Mehr 

Eqtesad Bank; Bank Mellat; Mehr Eqtesad Iranian Investment 

Company; Tadbirgaran Atiyeh Investment Company; Negin Sahel 

Royal Company; Mehr Eqtesad Financial Group; Technotar 

Engineering Company; Iran Tractor Manufacturing Company 

(owned by Mehr Investment and Negin above); Taktar Investment 

Company; Iran’s Zinc Mines Development Company; Calcimin 

(owned by Iran Zinc Mines above); Bandar Abbas Zinc Production 

Company; Qeshm Zinc Smelting and Reduction Company; Zanjan 

Acid Production Company; Parsian Catalyst Chemical Company; 

Esfehan’s Mobarakeh Steel Company (largest steel maker in Middle 

East and North Africa); Andisheh Mehvaran Investment Company; 

Parsian Bank; Sina Bank; and Bahman Group.  

October 16,2018  

IRGC-QF personnel supporting the Taliban in Afghanistan (in 

conjunction with U.S.-GCC Terrorist Financing Targeting Center): 

Mohammad Ebrahim Owhadi and Esma’il Razavi  

October 23, 2018  

Banks and other Entities newly designated. Many of these entities 

are also being redesignated under EO13382, but their designations 

below under 13224 is new. Aircraft and vessels are not included: 

Bank Melli; Arian Bank; Bank Kargoshaee; Melli Bank PLC; Tose-

E Develoment Company; Behshahr Industrial Development Corp.; 

Cement Industry and Development Company; Melli International 

Building and Industry Company; BMIIC International General 

Trading LLC; Shomal Cement Company; Persian Gulf Sabz 

Karafarinan; Mir Business Bank; Export Development Bank of Iran 

(EDBI); EDBIStock Exchange; EDBI Exchange Brokerage; Banco 

Internacional de Desarrollo, C.A.; Iran-Venezuela Bi-National 

Bank; Day Bank and subsidiaries—Atieh Sazan Day; Buali 

November 5, 2018 (in concert with reimposition 

of JCPOA-related sanctions)  
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Investment Company; Tejarat Gostar Fardad; Day Exchange 

Company; Day Leasing Co.; Day Brokerage Co.; Tose-e Didar Iran 

Holding Co.; Royay-e Roz Kish Investment Co; Day E-Commerce; 

Tose-e Donya Shahr Kohan Co.; Damavand Power Generation Co,; 

Omid Bonyan Day Insurance Services; Omran Va Maskan Abad 

Day Co.; Day Iranian Financial and Accounting Services Co.; 

Persian International Bank PLC; First East Export Bank PLC; 

Mellat Bank Close Joint-Stock Co.; Bank Tejarat; and Trade Capital 

Bank (Belarus).  

Four Hezbollah and IRGC-QF-related individuals who operate in 

Iraq : Shibl Mushin ‘Ubayd Al-Zaydi; Yusuf Hashim; Adnan 

Hussein Kawtharani; Muhammad ‘Abd-Al-Hadi Farhat  

November 13, 2018  

Individuals involved in a network through which Iran provides 

oil to Syria’s government and transfer funds to Iranian proxies 

including Hezbollah and Hamas: Mohamed Amer Alchwiki (also 

designated under E.O. 13582 for providing financial support to the 

government of Syria); Global Vision Group (also designated under 

E.O. 13582); Rasul Sajjad and Hossein Yaghoobi (for assisting the 

IRGC-QF); and Muhammad Qasim al-Bazzal (for assisting 

Hezbollah).  

Also designated under E.O. 13582 as part of the network: 

Promsyrioimport; Andrey Dogaev; Mir Business Bank; and Tadbir 

Kish Medical and Pharmaceutical Company  

November 20, 2018  

Two Iran-recruited Afghan and Pakistani-staffed militia entities 

fighting in Syria: Fatemiyoun Division and Zaynabiyoun Brigade. 

Qeshm Fars Air and Flight Travel LLC—Mahan Air affiliates—for 

weapons deliveries into Syria.  

January 24, 2019  

Iraq-related entities: Harakat al-Nujaba (HAN), Iraqi Shia militia; 

and HAN leader Akram Abbas al-Kabi (previously sanctioned in 

2008 when he headed a Mahdi Army “special group” militia)  

March 5, 2019  

25 individuals and entities that illicitly moved more $1 billion+ 

to the IRGC via the IRGC-controlled Ansar Bank and Ansar 

Exchange: (Iran) Ministry of Defense and Armed Forces Logistics 

(MODAFL); Ansar Bank, its managing director Ayatollah 

Ebrahimi, and affiliates Iranian Atlas Company, Ansar Bank 

Brokerage Company, and Ansar Information Technology; Ansar 

Exchange, its managing director Alireza Atabaki, and UAE-based 

facilitators Reza Sakan, Mohammad Vakili and the Vakili-owned 

Atlas Exchange; Zagros Pardis Kish for helping MODAFL acquire 

vehicles in UAE, and its manager Iman Sedaghat; Sakan General 

Trading (UAE), its owner, Rez Sakan and Iran-based affiliate Sakan 

Exchange; Hital Exchange and its owner Seyyed Mohammad Reza 

Ale Ali; Golden Commodities General Trading (UAE), its owner 

Assadolah Seifi, and another Seifi-owned UAE firm The Best 

Leader General Trading; Sulayman Sakan and his firm Atlas Doviz 

Ticaret A.S. (Turkey) for assisting Atlas Exchange; Ali Shams 

Mulavi—Turkey-based financial facilitator for Ansar Exchange and 

his UAE-based firm Naria General Trading; Lebra Moon General 

Trading (UAE).  

March 26, 2019  

Iraq-based entities facilitating IRGC-QF access to Iraq’s 

financial system: South Wealth Resources Company (aka Manabea 

Tharwat al-Janoob General Trading Co.); Makki Kazim ‘Abd l 

Hamid Al Asadi; and Muhammed Husayn Salih al-Hasani  

June 12, 2019  

Eight IRGC Commanders: IRGC Navy Commander Ali Reza 

Tangsiri; IRGC Aerospace Commander Amirali Hajizadeh; IRGC 

Ground Forces Commander Mohammad Pakpour; and five IRGC 

Navy district commaners: Abbas Gholamshahi (district 1); Ramezan 

Zirahi (district 2); Yadollah Badin (district 3); Mansur Ravankar 

(district 4); and Ali Ozma’I (district 5)  

June 24, 2019  

Hezbollah Parliamentarians: Two Hezbollah parliamentarians for 

using their parliamentary positions to advance Hezbollah objectives 

and “bolstering Iran’s malign activities”: Amin Sherri and  

July 9, 2019  

Muhammad Hasan Ra’d (who is also a member of Hezbollah’s Shura Council). Also designated: head of Hezbollah 
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security and liaison to Lebanon’s security services Wafiq Safa.  

Financial Institutions used by Hezbollah (all in Lebanon): 

Jammal Trust Bank SAL; Trust Insurance SAL; Trust Insurance 

Services SAL; Trust Life Insurance Company SAL  

August 29, 2019  

Financial Facilitators Moving Funds from IRGC-QF to Hamas: 

Muahmmad Sarur; Kamal Abdelrahman Aref Awad; Fawaz 

Mahmud Ali Nasser; Muhammad Al-Ayy. Designations made in 

partnership with the Sultanate of Oman  

August 29, 2019  

Oil Tanker Seized and Released by Gibraltar: Adrian Darya 1 

and Akhilesh Kumar (ship and captain, for carrying oil to Syria)  

August 30, 2019  

Iran Oil Shipping Network: 16 entities and 10 persons, including: 

Rostam Qasemi (former Oil Minister, now head of Iranian-Syrian 

Economic Relations Development Committee); Mehdi Group and 

subsidiaries (India) – Bushra Ship Management Private Limited, 

Khadija Ship Management Private Limited, Vaniya Ship 

Management. Kish P and I Club shipping insurer (Iran). Hokoul 

SAL Offshore, Talaqi Group, Nagham Al Hayat, Tawafuk, 

ALUMIX (Lebanon) for supplying Syrian state owned Sytrol oil 

company under IRGC-QF auspices.  

September 4, 2019  

Persons and Entities Facilitating Funding from IRGC-QF 

Muhammad Sa’id Izadi (head of Palestinian Office of the IRGC-QF 

contingent in Lebanon); Zaher Jabarin (Turkey-based Hamas liaison 

with the IRGC-QF); Redin Exchange (Turkey-based financial 

channel for IRGC-QF funding of Hamas and Hezbollah); Marwan 

Mahdi Salah Al Rawi (CEO of Redin Exchange); Ismael Tash 

(deputy CEO of Redin and facilitator of money transfers from Iran to 

Hamas); SMART (Ithalat Ihracat Dis Ticaret Limited Sirketi, 

import-export company associated with Redin)  

September 10, 2019  

Central Bank. Central Bank of Iran, National Development Fund of 

Iran, and Etemad Tejarate Pars Co. All sanctioned for funneling 

funds to the IRGC. MODAFL, and Lebanese Hezbollah. National 

Development Fund, a sovereign wealth fund, is primarily involved in 

rural electrification and development.  

September 20, 2019  

IRGC-QF Shipping Network to Yemen: Abdolhossein Khedri; 

Khedri Jahan Darya Co; Maritime Silk Road LLC. Mahan Air Sales 

Agents: Gatewick LLC (Dubai); Jahan Destination Travel and 

Tourism LLC (Dubai); and Gomei Ai Services Co. (Hong Kong)  

December 11, 2019  

D-3. Determinations and Sanctions under the Iran Sanctions 

ActEntity  

Date Named  

Total SA (France); Gazprom (Russia); and Petronas (Malaysia)—$2 

billion project to develop South Pars gas field. ISA violation 

determined but sanctions waived in line with U.S.-EU agreement for 

EU to cooperate on antiterrorism and antiproliferation issues and not 

file a complaint at the WTO. Then-Secretary of State Albright, in the 

May 18, 1998, waiver announcement indicated that similar future 

such projects by EU firms in Iran would not be sanctioned. 

(http://www.parstimes.com/law/albright_southpars.html). Violation 

determined but sanctions waived.  

May 18, 1998  

Naftiran Intertrade Co. (NICO), Iran and Switzerland. Sanctioned for 

activities to develop Iran’s energy sector. Sanctions lifted under 

JCPOA.  

Sept. 30, 2010  

Total (France); Statoil (Norway); ENI (Italy); and Royal Dutch Shell.  

Exempted under ISA “special rule” for pledging to wind down work 

on Iran energy fields.  

Sept. 30, 2010  

Inpex (Japan)  

Exempted under the Special rule for divesting its remaining 10% 

stake in Azadegan oil field.  

Nov. 17, 2010  

Belarusneft (Belarus, subsidiary of Belneftekhim) Sanctioned for 

$500 million contract with NICO (see above) to develop Jofeir oil 

field. Other subsidiaries of Belneftekhim were sanctioned in 2007 

March 29, 2011  
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under E.O. 13405 (Belarus sanctions). Sanctions remain.  

Petrochemical Commercial Company International (PCCI) of 

Bailiwick of Jersey and Iran; Royal Oyster Group (UAE); Tanker 

Pacific (Singapore); Allvale Maritime (Liberia); Societie Anonyme 

Monegasque Et Aerienne (SAMAMA, Monaco); Speedy Ship 

(UAE/Iran); Associated Shipbroking (Monaco); and Petroleos de 

Venezuela (PDVSA, Venezuela).  

Sanctioned under CISADA amendment to ISA imposing sanctions 

for selling gasoline to Iran or helping Iran import gasoline. Allvale 

Maritime and SAMAMA determinations were issued on September 

13, 2011, to “clarify” the May 24 determinations that had named Ofer 

Brothers Group. The two, as well as Tanker Pacific, are affiliated 

with a Europe-based trust linked to deceased Ofer brother Sami Ofer, 

and not Ofer Brothers Group based in Israel. Firms named subjected 

primarily to the financial sanctions provided in ISA. U.S.-based 

subsidiaries of PDVSA, such as Citgo, were not sanctioned. 

Sanctions lifted under JCPOA.  

May 24, 2011  

Zhuhai Zhenrong Co. (China); Kuo Oil Pte Ltd. (Singapore); FAL 

Oil Co. (UAE)  

Sanctioned for brokering sales or making sales to Iran of gasoline. 

Sanctions lifted under JCPOA.  

January 12, 2012  

Sytrol (Syria), for sales of gasoline to Iran. Sanctions remain.  August 12, 2012  

Dr. Dimitris Cambis; Impire Shipping; Kish Protection and 

Indemnity (Iran); and Bimeh Markasi-Central Insurance of Iran (CII, 

Iran)  

Sanctioned under ISA provision on owning vessels that transport 

Iranian oil or providing insurance for the shipments. Treasury 

sanctions also imposed on eight UAE-based oil traders that concealed 

the transactions. Sanctions lifted under JCPOA.  

March 14, 2013  

Tanker Pacific; SAMAMA; and Allvale Maritime  

Sanctions lifted. Special rule applied after “reliable assurances” 

they will not engage in similar activity in the future.  

April 12, 2013  

Ferland Co. Ltd. (Cyprus and Ukraine)  

Sanctioned for cooperating with National Iranian Tanker Co. to 

illicitly sell Iranian crude oil. Sanctions lifted under JCPOA.  

May 31, 2013  

Dettin SPA Italy-based company sanctioned for providing goods and 

services to Iran’s petrochemical industry. Sanctions lifted under 

JCPOA.  

August 29, 2014  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


