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The purpose of the study is to analyze the main foreign 
policy documents that form the U.S. policy of sanctions, 
according to the sectors of Iran’s economy that are subject of 
authorization from 1979 to 2012. The analysis of basic spheres 
of economy, which are subject sanctioning, is carried out, in 
accordance with the legislation of the USA for the last thirty 
years, the evolution of the American system of discriminatory 
limitations is traced in relation to Islam Republic. 
Кеу wo rds – U S f oreign polic y, sanctions, I ran, a rms a nd 

nuclear nonproliferation, Iran’s nuclear program. 

I. Introduction  
Economic sanctions have played an important role in U. S. 

foreign p olicy throughout th e tw entieth and t wenty first 
centuries. A merican sa nction policy towards t he I slamic 
Republic o f Ira n (IRI) – i s a major factor i n international 
relations i n re cent decad es. Fo r more than t hirty years t he 
U.S. applies a lot of effort to limit Iran in political diplomatic 
and economic spheres. All actions of the United States in this 
area are based o n the method of d iscriminatory restrictions 
and pre ssure a s sa nctions (fro m l at. sanction – i rrevocable 
resolution) – a compulsory measure applied to the violators 
of requirements of certain legal rules. The relevance of the 
research top ic i s prede termined b y the fact t hat U. S. 
sanctions on Iran affect the interests of those countries that 
cooperate with Iran in various fields. 

II. Origins of the U.S. sanctions 
implementation on Iran 

Since 2010, t he U nited S tates, t ogether with i ts 
international p artners have b een activ ely increasing 
sanctions according  to new r eports, which a nnounced a 
progressive in crease i n the I slamic Republic its n uclear 
potential. The catalyst was the conclusion of the report of 
the I nternational Atomic En ergy Agency ( IAEA )  i n 
November 2011  – “ Iran i n 2 003 m ade act ions ai med t o 
develop n uclear weapons, di d t he ot her res earch an d 
experimental programs in this area” [5]. 

Although the current U.S. sanctions were imposed after 
the revolution in IRI 1979, the U.S. supported the British 
boycott o n Iran ian oi l i n t he earl y 50’s . Bo ycott was a  
response to t he nationalization of the “Anglo -Iranian Oil 
Company”, which b elonged to th e B ritish government. 
Due to t he e xtremely s erious econ omic i mpact, t he 
government o f W . C hurchill t ogether with American 
leadership has decided to reset from office the initiator of 
nationalization IRI Prime Minister M. Mossadeq.  

A long list of U.S. economic and political sanctions on 
Iran g oes back  t o t he di plomatic cri sis i n 1979 af ter t he 
capture of  t he American e mbassy hostages in T ehran. 
Then P resident C arter i mposed a s tate of  em ergency on 
IRI and ordered to freeze all Iranian accounts, “which are 
or w ill b e u nder th e j urisdiction o f th e U nited State s” 

[11]. Additional sanctions were imposed when in January 
1984 Iran was involved in the bombing of the American 
naval base in Beirut. The United States en rolled IRI to  a 
list of countries that support terrorism, imposing a ban on 
international aid  to  T ehran an d i mplementing co ntrol o n 
export. The n ext decade of relation s bet ween t he t wo 
countries co ntinued t o det eriorate, pr ompting t he U nited 
States to i mpose a ba n on the export to Iran of a number 
of techniques, from parts for airplanes and helicopters to 
the mechanism for snorkeling. 

III. Economic spheres  
of IRI sanctioned by the U.S. 

Concerns over Iran’s nuclear program arose later and was 
a convincing factor for economic containment of the Islamic 
Republic. Significant penalties were limiting various areas of 
economic de velopment, from trad e a nd i nvestment to  
manufacturing weapons and nuclear materials. 

Regarding the spread of weapons, the 23 O ctober 1992 t he 
U.S. Congress passed the law Iran-Iraq Arms Nonproliferation 
Act [ 6], a ccording to which the b an was introduced o n the 
import t o I slamic Republic the d ual-use a nd co nventional 
weapons “chemical, bi ological, nuclear, o r des tabilizing 
numbers and types of advanced conventional weapons”. 

In the ar ea o f t rade and investment March 15, 1 995, U.S. 
President B. C linton s igned E xecutive O rder 12957, un der 
which any U.S. investment in Iran's oil sector were banned [3]. 

Energy as a ke y s ector of t he Ira nian economy a lso was 
represented in the United States sanction policy. In particular, 
in August 1 996 t he U.S. Congress pa ssed Ir an a nd Libya 
Sanction Act of 1996 [10], which was intended to prevent Iran 
access t o ra w materials for co ntinuing i ts nuclear pro gram, 
sanctioning those companies, including foreign ones, that have 
invested in Iran's energy sector over 20 million. 

Property, assets and capital of  IRI also were sactioned 
by t he U.S. After t he ter rorist attack s in Ne w York an d 
Washington on  S eptember 11, 2 001 P resident G eorge 
Bush Jr. issued an Executive Order 13224 [4], freezing all 
assets of legal entities that support international terrorism. 

The United States sanctions a ffected the fuel complex o f 
IRI a s well. In  pa rticular, i n Ju ly 2010, O bama si gned 
Comprehensive Ira n Sa nctions, Accountability, a nd 
Divestment Act o f 2010 [9], accord ing to which t he U. S. 
imposed fines on national and foreign companies for selling 
refined fuel t o Ira n or for t he su pply o f eq uipment a t t he 
request of the Islamic Republic, which increases its cleansing 
power. Ho wever, C hina a nd Russia i mmediately dec lared 
their displeasure about U.S. unilateralism, arguing that such 
efforts aimed at correcting the failure of UN sanction system, 
may harm t heir b usiness interests, d estroying T ehran 
diplomatic efforts at reconciliation. 

Many e xperts are s keptical a bout s anctions on  en ergy 
resources, co nsidering th at th ey o ften i nadvertently 
addressed to the wrong entities. “It's sanctions against our 
allies an d t hose which we n eed to  co nvince to  sta nd o n 
our side to help cope with the Islamic Republic”, - says K. 
Elliott [ 2], Sen ior Fellow at t he Center Glo bal 
Development, which st udies san ction p olicy. I ran f uel 
imports in  some co untries which ar e i mportant for th e 
United S tates a s all ies, i ncluding I ndia, Fran ce, th e 
Netherlands an d a n umber o f Gu lf co untries. “To m ake 
fines o ver c ompanies i s not ve ry hopeful i ncentive t o 
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cooperate” in  other areas  of  regional polic y, said Elliott. 
In addition, countries that rely on imports of Iranian gas , 
especially T urkey, unlikely su pport a ban  on i mports of 
fuel, experts say. IRI and international energy giants show 
the s ame po wer to circum vent t he s anctions are gaining 
alarming proport ions. En ergy giants l ike Royal D utch 
Shell PLC and Total PC is star ting to hide their business, 
which is l inked to  I ran, writes T he W all Str eet J ournal, 
while t he Iranian association of shipping creates  a  series 
of fake companies to avoid economic pressure. 

Last sa nctions that ha ve b een i mposed o n t he I RI set 
forth in U.S. law “On national defense funding for 2012 
tax year” which was signed by the U.S. President Barack 
Obama Dece mber 31, 2011  [8], accordin g to which 
unilateral sanctions i mposed against the Ce ntral B ank o f 
Iran and other Iranian financial institutions.  

However, experts d iffer i n o pinion o n the e ffectiveness o f 
sanctions a s a t ool to co nvince hostile countries a bandon 
nuclear extension programs. [7] In the case of Libya and Iraq, 
many analysts point out the role that had economic sanctions 
to de ter weapons d evelopment progra ms. I n Ir an, there i s 
evidence t hat s anctions ha mper economic development. [1] 
Washington hopes that the pressure on the Ir anian economy 
will f orce th e l eadership to ch ange the course of its  n uclear 
program. K . Elliott of the C enter f or G lobal Development 
believes that the best for the United States will be better co-
ordinate their efforts with the European Union. Also the expert 
af t he Center argues t hat sanctions should be o nly one o f a  
number of diplomatic tools [2].  

Conclusion 
Thus, the distinctive feature of the U.S. le gislative and 

executive regu lations, which s erved as  th e bas is f or 
discriminatory p olicies ag ainst th e I RI is their 
extraterritorial nature.  The action of laws and orders was 
distributed t o f oreign co mpanies a nd g overnments of 
other countries that have already implemented the supply 
of nuclear and missile technologies, goods and services to 
Iran. The ex traterritorial nature of  t his g roup of 
documents caus es t he di ssatisfaction of  coun tries who 
want to work in or with the Islamic Republic. 

The U.S. sanction policy on Iran hasn’t undergone major 
changes i n t he e ntire history of  t he t hirty years e xisting 
problems. Each new administration that came to power in the 
United S tates re fined a nd expanded t he sections o f 
documents adop ted b y i ts predece ssors, weakening or,  
conversely, increasing the discriminatory policy towards the 
IRI. In  fact, n one of  th e American ex ecutive o rder of  
restriction  nature a gainst t he I slamic Republic was not 
completely abolished by any of the administration. 

Implementing i n t he U .S. n umerous measures of 
restriction have been directed to the destabilization of not 
only the nuclear missile and military spheres in I ran, but 
also trade and its economy. The lack of a clear defin ition 
of ke y c oncepts i n so me r egulations ga ve r eason t o 
believe t hat t hese docum ents may be us ed by  U .S. 
authorities as a tool of pressure on foreign campaigns and 
companies as well as governments of other countries with 
the aim of forcing them to stop cooperation with Iran.  

Expectations that a ppeared in th e p olitical an d ec onomic 
establishment of U.S. in the late 1990’s - early 2000’s that the 
Bush administration significantly soften rate in relation to Iran 

and possibly e stablish d irect r elations t o a ddress issu es o f 
common interest to Tehran and Washington were not fulfiled. 
Continuation of sanction policy on Iran showed the futility of 
the restoration of US –  Iran relations. 

Politics of President Barack Obama acording Iran contrasted 
with the administration o f George W. Bush by at tempting to  
link the sanctions with negotiations about Iran’s nuclear sector 
. However, t he g overnment of the Islamic R epublic i s n ot 
going t o ne gotiate a nd refused any c ompromise, s ince the 
beginning o f 201 0 t he Administration a nd t he Congress 
focused on adopting and implementing additional sanctions of 
the U.S., EU and their allies together to force Iran to accept the 
agreement of nuclear weapons renunciation. 
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