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Abstract

Despite intense public and policy debates about the termination (and re-instatement) of sanctions in cases such as
Iran, Cuba and Russia, research has hitherto focused on sanctions imposition and effectiveness, directing little
attention towards their removal. Existing work has been constrained by a lack of adequate data. In response, we
introduce a novel dataset that contains information on the termination of all EU, UN, US and regional sanctions
between 1990 and 2018. In contrast to previous datasets, which rely on media reports, the International Sanctions
Termination (IST) dataset systematically codes official governmental and intergovernmental documents. It contains
information on the design of sanctions – including expiry dates, review provisions and termination requirements –
and captures the gradual process of adapting and ending sanctions. The article describes the data collection process,
considers IST’s complementarity to and compatibility with existing datasets, and discusses the newly captured
variables, exploring how they affect the termination of sanctions. The results indicate that changes in the sender’s
goals and investments in monitoring devices lead to significantly longer sanctions spells. By contrast, clearly stipu-
lated termination requirements decrease the expected duration of sanctions.
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The overlooked importance of sanctions
termination

Sanctions are one of the most popular foreign policy
instruments for addressing violent conflicts, human rights
abuses and authoritarian rule worldwide. While some
sanctions regimes, such as the Western arms embargoes
against China, have remained in effect for decades with no
sign of relief, most are eventually lifted. Of the 399 sanc-
tions cases that were either already in place as of 1990 or
imposed thereafter, more than 73% had been lifted as of
2018 according to our newly gathered data. However,
research on the termination of sanctions remains scarce.
This is even more surprising when one considers the
issue’s key empirical, conceptual and practical relevance.

With the proliferation of sanctions after the end of
the Cold War, their termination has also become a

ubiquitous phenomenon. Yet, researchers have paid little
attention to the causes, processes and consequences of
ending international sanctions (for notable exceptions,
see Krustev & Morgan, 2011; Attia, Grauvogel & von
Soest, 2020). The few existing studies on the varying
duration and termination of sanctions (Bolks & Al-
Sowayel, 2000; Dorussen & Mo, 2001; McGillivray &
Stam, 2004) do not capture sanctions termination in the
21st century, as they rely on older datasets. Theoreti-
cally, this lack of scholarship on the termination of sanc-
tions limits our understanding of sanctions as a key
foreign policy tool. For example, we do not know
whether design features of sanctions – such as expiry
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dates, review provisions and the specificity of termina-
tion requirements – influence how long sanctions last
and when they are lifted. Furthermore, we need to ade-
quately conceptualize the gradual nature of sanctions
adaptation and termination as the increasing use of tar-
geted sanctions has facilitated the incremental removal of
people and companies from so-called blacklists. Sanc-
tions senders must regularly decide if they want to hold
on to ‘unsuccessful’ measures or lift them, as only 53%
of all imposed sanctions ended with some degree of tar-
get compliance. Consequently, policymakers struggle
with the fact that imposing sanctions is much easier than
ending them (Biersteker, Eckert & Tourinho, 2016).

Research on sanctions termination has been ham-
pered by a lack of comprehensive data. First, existing
datasets heavily rely on English-language media sources,
which do not cover the termination of sanctions as com-
prehensively compared to their often more newsworthy
imposition. As a result, some end dates are missing or
imprecise. Second, large-N datasets have focused on
questions of sanctions imposition and effectiveness.
While they also demarcate end dates of sanctions cases,
they do not differentiate goals and termination outcomes
across senders, nor do they capture design features of
sanctions that may affect termination processes. For
example, the EU increasingly applies ‘sunset clauses’ to
its restrictive measures. Such provisions, which ensure
regular assessment of sanctions, may influence when
sanctions end. Yet, this cannot be tested using existing
datasets. Third, qualitative studies have produced valu-
able insights into sanctions-termination processes, inter
alia by highlighting adaptation and the gradual lifting of
measures (Luengo-Cabrera & Portela, 2015). However,
as they tend to focus on high-profile cases, we lack sys-
tematic information on whether this is representative for
the entire universe of sanctions.

Our key motivation in creating the new International
Sanctions Termination (IST) dataset was to provide
information on all EU, UN, US and regional sanctions
in place between 1990 and 2018, focusing on variables
that account for their varying duration and termination.
In contrast to the most widely used sanctions datasets
coding media reports, we relied on (inter)governmental
documents. This approach has two distinct advantages.
First, it allows us to capture more comprehensive infor-
mation on sanctions termination, dates and outcomes.
Second, it enables us to capture information on review
provisions, expiry dates, oversight institutions and the
clarity of terminations requirements, which can be coded
only by using original documents. As a result, the IST
dataset allows users both to revisit longstanding

questions like the outcome of sanctions cases with up-
to-date data and to examine new ones on sanctions ter-
mination which could not be hitherto addressed.

In addition to these possible empirical applications,
our dataset makes conceptual and practical contribu-
tions: understanding when, why and how sanctions end
can contribute to theorizing on other processes of ending
foreign policy interventions – for example, the cessation
of peacekeeping operations, where the literature suffers
from a similar bias of focusing on implementation and
effectiveness (Karlén, 2017). Understanding sanctions
termination is also crucial from a policy perspective
because sanctions can impose economic, political and
diplomatic costs on the sender. Yet, few sanctions
regimes are imposed with a clear road map for their
removal. The Western sanctions against Russia are a case
in point: the attainment of the initial goal, the reversal of
the annexation of Crimea, appears unlikely, but no alter-
native strategy for ending these sanctions exists.

Description of the dataset

The dataset is composed of the entire universe of sanc-
tions imposed by the EU, UN, USA and regional orga-
nizations1 in the period from 1990 to 2018, including
those that were already in place by 1990 and those still
ongoing. We focus on the EU, UN and USA as they
impose the majority of all sanctions worldwide.2 To
these, we add sanctions by regional organizations, which
have become increasingly active (Charron & Portela,
2015).3 Sanctions by regional organizations differ from
measures by other senders insofar as they target their
own member states. Moreover, their intergovernmental
decisionmaking processes (which also applies to the UN)
set them apart from unilateral senders. In that sense, the
EU constitutes a ‘strange beast’: the imposition of sanc-
tions in the framework of the Common Foreign and Secu-
rity Policy requires unanimity, but its measures – unlike

1 A complete list of regional organizations can be found in the
codebook.
2 In the future, we aim to expand our dataset to capture a wider range
of sanctions senders. Prior data collection endeavours such as the
TIES dataset have shown that such an incremental approach to
data collection – be it in terms of the time span or the senders –
can be fruitful.
3 A focus on these senders makes sense not only in terms of their
empirical relevance: practically speaking, these senders’ sanctioning
policies are transparent in the sense that (most) original documents
are publicly available, so that private actors can access information on
the restrictions (Bapat et al., 2020). This constitutes a fundamental
prerequisite for our data-gathering approach.
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those of other regional senders – are usually directed
towards non-member states (Hellquist, 2018). Including
different senders with diverse decisionmaking procedures
in the same dataset allows us to scrutinize differences in
sanctions design that potentially impact the termination
process.

Definition of a sanctions case
Sanctions are defined as government-led restrictions
implemented to promote political objectives vis-à-vis
another country, its leadership and entities directly asso-
ciated with it. We also include sanctions against de facto
governments that control the state after a coup d’état. By
contrast, we exclude sanctions exclusively directed
towards rebel groups, terrorists or nongovernmental
entities.

The dataset structure is dyadic, and the core unit of
analysis is a sanctions case. The latter starts with the first
imposition of sanctions by one sender against one target
to address a specific political context and ends when the
respective sender removes all previously imposed mea-
sures over the same issue. If several senders impose
restrictions on the same target, we create a separate case
for each sender. This allows us to provide sender-specific
information on key variables such as costs, goals or out-
comes, which can vary across sanctioners. Likewise, if a
sender imposes sanctions against multiple targets, a new
case is created for each target. A case can contain multiple
measures and goals.4 However, if a sender imposes par-
allel sanctions on a target that address entirely different
political contexts, these are coded as different cases for
clear discernibility (for a more fine-grained episodes
approach, see Biersteker et al., 2018; Eriksson, 2007).

Restrictions are understood as including both eco-
nomic and non-economic measures. However, measures
of commercial defence imposed in the framework of
trade disputes do not qualify as sanctions for the pur-
poses of this dataset, as they follow a trade policy rather
than a political rationale (Morgan, Bapat & Krustev,
2009; Weber & Schneider, 2022). The dataset does not
include threats either. Threats often just ‘fade away’
(Morgan, Bapat & Krustev, 2009: 97), and even if they
end due to target compliance at the threat stage, they are
not officially revoked in many cases. This makes it hard
to pin down an end date or to precisely gauge the causes
and processes of ending them.

Data sources and coding procedure
Our main sources of information are (inter)governmen-
tal documents that stipulate the implementation, exten-
sion, adaptation and removal of sanctions. Long-running
cases usually comprise dozens of documents. Most nota-
bly, US sanctions are often based on a complex system of
partly complementary and partly overlapping executive
and legislative acts. Our coding is based on a systematic
analysis of all original documents for each case. This
enabled us to code several aspects of gradualism, namely
whether goals were adapted, whether sanctions were pro-
gressively removed and whether a de facto end date pre-
ceded the official lifting of sanctions. Moreover, it
ensures that the measures, goals, review provisions,
expiry dates and oversight institutions added over time
are also detected. We provide references to these original
documents in our dataset to enhance transparency.5

In the first stage of the coding process, we identified
the universe of cases. Following best practices established
by the TIES dataset, at least two people generated the
candidate list of cases independently. This list comprises
cases from existing datasets6 in addition to new cases not
covered in any existing dataset that we identified through
keyword searches using the online search engine
Factiva.7

In the second stage, research assistants coded the iden-
tified cases using original documents. We hired research
assistants who were fluent in Arabic, English, French,
German, Portuguese, Russian, Spanish and Turkish to
be able to code documents in these eight languages.
Following in-depth training, the research assistants only
began coding if they had successfully completed test
cases with an intercoder reliability score above 90%. If
imposition documents did not provide sufficient infor-
mation on ancillary variables such as negotiations over
the termination of sanctions or international political
assistance to the target, we relied on further research and
secondary literature.

In the third stage, each variable was independently
recoded by one of the principal investigators (PI).
The other PI served as a reviewer to interrogate the

4 Officially stated goals may be difficult to achieve, meaning that
senders sometimes aim at containing targets rather than coercing
them into behavioural changes.

5 These refer to the imposition and termination document.
Additional documents are available upon request.
6 These are the Threat and Imposition of Economic Sanctions
(TIES) dataset (Morgan, Bapat & Kobayashi, 2014), the dataset by
Hufbauer, Schott & Elliot (HSE) (Hufbauer et al., 2007), the
Targeted Sanctions Consortium Database (Biersteker et al., 2018),
and the EUSANCT dataset (Weber & Schneider, 2022).
7 The keywords were sanctions, aid suspension/cut/ban/freeze/
resumption and restrictive measures.
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assessment once more, so that the data could be cross-
checked for consistency. Despite these extensive quality
controls, there is variation in the reliability of different
coding decisions given the number of documents that
had to be consulted (on similar challenges, see Biersteker
et al., 2018). We have high confidence in the quality of
the coding of all variables based on (inter)governmental
documents. This comprises information on the sender,
target, imposition and termination dates, gradualism,
(adaptation of) goals, measures, expiry dates, review pro-
visions, termination requirement specificity, issue sal-
ience and institutional investment. Data on ancillary
variables such as negotiations over the termination of
sanctions, which required additional information, are
potentially less reliable. However, the coding threshold
for these data is very high, because the presence of a
variable is indicated only if verifiable sources from
high-quality outlets support that.

Key new variables
In addition to providing missing or more accurate infor-
mation on termination dates, IST’s reliance on original
documents allowed us to capture novel aspects of gradu-
alism and key design features of sanctions. In the follow-
ing, we introduce the definitions and coding rules of
these variables. The coding definitions for all other vari-
ables can be found in the codebook.

Adaptation of goals: This is a dummy variable that is
coded as 1 if the sender adapts his goals over the duration
of the sanctions case by adding, removing, or altering
one or several of the originally stated goals.

Expiry date and review provisions: These two dummy
variables8 denote if the imposition document stipulates
an expiry date or specific review provisions. Review pro-
visions are coded as present when the sanctions docu-
ments clearly state regulations, provisions and/or a date
for the review process. By contrast a standard commit-
ment to review, which is included in most of the sanction
cases, does not qualify as a sufficiently specific review
provision for this variable.9

Institutional investment: This is a dummy variable that
identifies investments in the institutional structure for
sanctions oversight. It takes the value of 1 if a sanctions
committee, a panel of experts and/or a task force were
created to accompany the sanctions upon their imposition
or later. The narrow definition of institutional investment
disadvantages senders with designated bureaucracies that
handle sanctions.10 However, we consider it useful for two
reasons. First, even the United States – which appears to
be the prime example of a sender relying on a designated
bureaucracy for sanctions oversight, namely the Office of
Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) – introduced committees
in 23% of all cases. Second, and more generally, we argue
that the creation of specific oversight bodies is qualitatively
different as it constitutes institutional investment in a
particular case or issue-area.

Overview of the data
The IST dataset covers 399 sanctions cases that were
imposed by the world’s key senders between 1990 and
2018. In line with earlier research showing that the USA
initiates the largest share of sanctions worldwide (Morgan,
Bapat & Kobayashi, 2014), our data indicate that having
initiated 245 cases it remains the world’s most active sanc-
tioner among those senders that we include. The EU
(83 cases), the UN (32 cases) and regional organizations
(39 cases) each resort to sanctions less frequently. Senders
differ not only in the frequency of their use of sanctions
but also regarding the geographic scope and duration
thereof. US sanctions have broad international geographic
coverage compared to other senders (see Figure 1).

Our dataset highlights several trends in the use of sanc-
tions (see Figure 2). The mean duration of terminated
sanctions is approximately 58 months, whereas approxi-
mately 28% of these terminated cases ended within the
first 12 months. A comparison of senders shows that the
average duration of UN and US sanctions is longer com-
pared to those of the EU and regional organizations (see
Figure 1 in the Online appendix). We also find evidence
of multilateral cooperation in sanctioning processes, with
about 50% of all cases being shaped by the interaction of
various senders in the onset and removal of sanctions (see
Figure 3 in the Online appendix). Turning to the African
continent, we find that regional actors are quicker when it
comes to the removal of sanctions, with ECOWAS mea-
sures against Sierra Leone in 1997 being the only case in
which regional sanctions lasted longer than those of the
UN and Western counterparts.

8 Sanctions often get extended repeatedly and thus have multiple
expiry dates, which is why we opted for the dummy instead of
listing all expiry dates – even though indicating the precise expiry
date may be useful in some cases. Nonetheless we suggest that the
existence of sunset clauses ensuring regular assessment, rather than
the actual date, should affect termination processes (as we further
discuss below).
9 See codebook for examples of the language that led to a coding of 1
and 0, respectively. 10 We thank reviewer 2 for making this valuable point.
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Our dataset also allows us to assess how sanctions end.
We find that only approximately 26% of imposed sanc-
tions are lifted in response to complete target acquies-
cence. This means that capitulation by senders despite
the failure to achieve the prescribed goals is common.
The IST dataset also underlines that sanctions termina-
tion is often a gradual process. Case studies on Iran and
Zimbabwe showed that sanctions were lifted progres-
sively and that goals were adapted repeatedly (Eriksson,
2007; Grauvogel & Attia, 2019). Like the EUSANCT
dataset (Weber & Schneider, 2022), we also find cross-
national evidence for the gradual nature of sanctions
termination: more than 43% of the cases in the IST
dataset are lifted gradually, including 42% of the EU,
50% of the UN and 48% of the US sanctions.11 In

addition, our data provide the first systematic account
of another aspect of gradualism: namely goal adapta-
tion, which occurred in 12% of cases. Thus, our under-
standing of sanctions should move from a static
conception that views the decision to remove sanc-
tions as a binary event towards a more dynamic under-
standing that accounts for the gradual nature of this
process.

Comparison with existing datasets

Existing large-N sanctions datasets have provided major
impetus to the study of sanctions effectiveness (for a
descriptive comparison of the number of coded cases,
see Figure 2 in the Online appendix). The IST dataset,
by contrast, focuses on the removal of sanctions and fills
a gap in research that has not yet fully considered the
entire lifecycle of sanctions. Going beyond the emphasis
on sanctions termination, IST adds to previous data col-
lection efforts through its dyadic data structure, its

Figure 1. The duration and geographic scope of sanctions

11 Notable exceptions are regional organizations, which engage in
gradual termination in only 10% of their cases. This could be the
result of both the relatively short duration of regional sanctions and
the intergovernmental decisionmaking discussed above.
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capturing of additional senders and its inclusion of new
variables (see Figure 3).

First, our dataset has a dyadic structure, allowing each
sanctions case to include target- and sender-specific
information, whereas TIES, HSE and to some extent
EUSANCT combine the parallel existence of multiple
senders within one case. This has implications for the
coding of sender-specific variables. In the case of TIES,
key information on the sanctions’ measures, issues, goals,
costs and outcomes are provided only for the primary

sender. By contrast, the IST dataset contains sender-
specific information on all variables. We capture the start
and end dates, goals, costs and outcomes for each indi-
vidual sender-target dyad. Sanctions imposed by multi-
ple senders against a single target are not necessarily lifted
simultaneously (Grauvogel & Attia, 2019), which we
account for. The sender-specific nature of the IST data-
set also adds nuance to the coding of the ‘final outcome’
variable, because it differentiates across senders. Sanc-
tions against Guinea-Bissau illustrate the value added:

Figure 2. Duration of terminated sanctions cases

Figure 3. Overview of sanctions datasets
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ECOWAS lifted sanctions in June 2012 after only two
months in response to the establishment of transitional
organs, even though the accomplishment of the major
goal – the return to constitutional normality – was still
pending. Hence, we code this as ‘partial acquiescence’.
By contrast, the EU removed its sanctions against
Guinea-Bissau only after the completion of general elec-
tions in 2014 that marked a return to constitutional
order – that is, in response to full target acquiescence.
Coding the same outcome for both senders would mask
these differences.

Second, IST is the only dataset that captures all
regional organizations as autonomous sanctions senders.
While both TIES and EUSANCT include EU sanctions,
systematic data for other regional organizations remains
scarce. TIES and TSC account for some sanctions
imposed by other regional organizations, but only to the
extent that they complement existing sanctions. We go
beyond their approach, and qualitative data gathered by
Charron & Portela (2015) on African regional sanctions,
by providing information on sanctions imposed by all
regional organizations worldwide. For example, IST is
the only dataset that accounts for ECOWAS sanctions
against Liberia in 1992 as an autonomous case, and not
only as a supplement to other UN or unilateral measures.

Third, IST includes new variables that should theore-
tically influence sanctions termination – most notably,
design features of sanctions. At the same time, IST cap-
tures several key variables also contained in the other
datasets such as sanctions outcomes, measures and goals.
This ensures the compatibility of IST with existing data-
sets. We follow the coding rules of TIES and EUSANCT
to code some of the most widely used variables – namely,
sanctions costs and outcomes – to facilitate integration
with these datasets. We also indicate whether an IST case
is captured in EUSANCT, HSE or TIES. Moreover, IST
contributes to the harmonization of existing datasets
regarding key measures. The coding of the sender and
target economic cost variables compares information
provided by EUSANCT, HSE, TIES and TSC and
resolves contradictions by drawing on additional mone-
tary figures and news reports.

Our dataset offers the most up-to-date information on
sanctions for the period until 2018, whereas HSE covers
sanctions through 2007, TIES through 2005 and TSC
runs through 2013. The IST dataset is thus more suit-
able for analyses of current trends in sanctioning, and
further expands the time frame compared to other recent
initiatives aimed at updating existing datasets (especially,
Weber & Schneider, 2022). Overall, IST neither sub-
sumes nor aims to replace existing datasets. Rather, it

complements them with the most recent sanctions data
while adding new senders and further variables.

The impact of sanctions design on termination
processes

With the IST dataset, we capture novel aspects of sanc-
tions design, because existing theories and anecdotal evi-
dence suggest that they should affect how long sanctions
last. To begin with, review provisions or expiry dates
force policymakers to actively decide to maintain sanc-
tions while taking political developments in the target
states into account. Including review provisions in the
design of sanctions should make dormant or forgotten
sanctions – measures which are no longer applied in the
absence of a formal decision to lift them (Hellquist,
2012: 104) – less likely.

Similarly, investment in oversight institutions com-
pels senders to regularly monitor the imposed measures,
which presumably affects when sanctions end. The cre-
ation of sanctions committees, task forces or panels of
experts for a specific sanctions case or issue-area sends a
strong signal of commitment (on commitment strategies,
see Dorussen & Mo, 2001), which can increase the
chances of target-state compliance early on. Yet, in line
with sunk-cost arguments (Bonetti, 1994), senders
should become more reluctant to remove unsuccessful
sanctions if they have heavily invested in the institutional
setup.

Finally, senders’ termination requirements, which are
formally spelled out in the decisions imposing the mea-
sure, vary in their degree of precision. Ambiguous goals
undermine the clear signal necessary to convince the
target to enact a policy change (Nephew, 2018). More-
over, a failure to clearly define termination requirements
can result in strikingly different perceptions of what the
target needs to do to have sanctions lifted, thereby com-
plicating decisions on sanctions relief (Nephew, 2018).
The Iran case constitutes a prominent example here:
while the EU slowly lifted its sanctions in response to
the gradual advancement of the nuclear-deal negotia-
tions, the United States – and in particular Republicans
in Congress – viewed Tehran’s concessions as insuffi-
cient for sanctions relief (Everett, 2015).

The IST dataset reveals that expiry dates, review pro-
visions and institutional investment are common fea-
tures of many sanctions cases, while also showing that
the design and oversight of sanctions differ from sender
to sender (see Figure 4). The UN is the most ‘disci-
plined’ sender in the sense that most of its cases include
both review provisions (75% of the cases) and clearly
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formulated requirements for sanctions relief (91% of the
cases). By contrast, US sanctions incorporate expiry dates
in only 10% of the cases, and the language of US
sanctions-imposition documents is the most ambiguous:
31% of US imposition documents do not stipulate clear
objectives. Moreover, bilateral senders such as the EU
and USA invest less in specific committees and task
forces to monitor the imposed sanctions compared to
the UN and regional organizations. As discussed above,
in the case of the Unites States this is, inter alia, because
the USA heavily relies on OFAC for sanctions oversight.

Do these design features also affect the duration and
termination of sanctions? To provide initial answers to
this question and sketch out potential applications of our
dataset, we present simple bivariate relationships that
explore the impact of key IST variables on when sanc-
tions end. The results should be interpreted with caution
because we do not include different operationalizations
of key factors, alternative model specifications or control
variables.

The IST dataset contains variables for the start and
end of a sanctions case allowing us to investigate when
sanctions end (duration in months). As the indicators for
sanctions design are all qualitative in nature, we follow
common practice for empirical analyses by first running
log-rank tests and plotting the Kaplan–Meier curves for
all the categorical predictors (see Figure 5). Then we
extract the factors that show significant variations in their

survivor functions and use them to run simple bivariate
analyses investigating sanctions termination.

The explorative analysis12 suggests that sanctions
with clearly stipulated termination requirements have
an average duration significantly shorter than that of
sanctions with ambiguous provisions, which appears
to support Nephew’s (2018) claim that the former send
a clearer signal to the target that increases the likelihood
of compliance and results in the earlier lifting of sanc-
tions. As for the remaining characteristics of sanctions
design, we find that sanctions with review provisions,
expiry clauses and institutional investments last signif-
icantly longer.

As the Kaplan–Meier estimator cannot deal ade-
quately with censoring, we conduct bivariate tests to
check whether the identified factors remain significantly
related to the duration of sanctions. We opt for the Cox
model here because it allows for a further simple test that
does not rely on any assumptions about the distribution
of the survival times while simultaneously dealing with
censored data.13 The results of the simple bivariate out-
put are in line with the earlier results (for the regression
output, see Tables I and II in the Online appendix).

Figure 4. The design and oversight of international sanctions
Differences in the number of observations among the design categories are due to missings.

12 We exclude sanctions cases that were imposed prior to 1990 but
were still in place then in this analysis, as the IST dataset only
systematically captures sanctions from 1990 through 2018.
13 We use the Efron method to deal with the problem of tied data.
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The results of the bivariate analyses show that overall
sanctions cases characterized by changes in sanctions
goals by the sender decrease the likelihood of sanctions
termination, while clear termination requirements
increase the likelihood of termination. By contrast,
institutional investment and the presence of review pro-
visions and expiry dates significantly increase the dura-
tion of sanctions (see Table I in the Online appendix).
While the results for institutional investment in over-
sight bodies are in line with the sunk-cost argument
introduced above, we do not have a comprehensive
explanation as to why – contrary to our expectations
– review provisions and expiry clauses do not reduce the
duration of sanctions. We suspect that selection issues
could be driving these initial results. Senders may be
more likely to include review provisions and expiry
dates for ‘difficult’ cases over highly salient issues
because they expect these cases to last longer, and thus

seek to ensure assessment at specific points in time. We
find that the inclusion of review provisions and expiry
dates in sanctions decisions is indeed positively and
significantly correlated with our indicators for sender
and target issue salience. The correlation surpasses the
minimum threshold of 0.10, which indicates a substan-
tive association between the two variables (see Table III
in the Online appendix), yet more systematic analyses
are needed.

Conclusion

The IST dataset expands and improves upon previous
datasets demarcating when sanctions end. It represents
the first attempt to quantify key aspects related to the
termination of international sanctions that previous
datasets have not captured, thereby complementing qua-
litative narratives on sanctions removal. Our initial

Figure 5. Kaplan–Meier curves of significant indicators
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analysis suggests, first, that monitoring and oversights
regulations influence when sanctions end, and, second,
that sanctions termination is better understood as a gra-
dual process.

EUSANCT, HSE, TIES and TSC will continue
to be key tools in research, and we recognize some
distinct advantages of each dataset – especially their
extensive time frames (in the cases of HSE and TIES)
and their inclusion of variables that we do not capture
because they are less relevant for sanctions termina-
tion. The fact that IST covers the most recent cases
will make it useful for studying the contemporary
development of sanctioning practices in a way that
addresses the entire lifecycle of sanctions, including
their removal.

Studying the termination of sanctions sheds light on
how external pressure works more generally. In conflict
research, studies on the end of civil wars (e.g. Toft, 2010)
have significantly expanded our understanding of con-
flict processes. Similarly, the nature and type of sanctions
termination – including the question of whether mea-
sures end with target compliance or sender capitulation
(Attia, Grauvogel & von Soest, 2020) – and sanctions
success are inseparably linked. However, these factors
only become visible once we explicitly examine the ter-
mination of sanctions.

Methodologically, the focus on original documents by
sanctions senders as the key source for coding the cases
complements existing datasets predominantly relying on
media reports. This approach not only yields more pre-
cise information on when sanctions end but also allows
examination of how sanctions’ design features affect the
termination of sanctions. Equally important, the IST
dataset’s sender-specific data structure enables new
research on some longstanding questions – for instance,
the relationship between targets and senders and how
this affects sanctions outcomes.

In addition to these empirical and methodological
applications, the dataset also makes a conceptual con-
tribution. It offers a starting point to better capture the
volatile nature of sanctioning processes. While the
existing literature has started to acknowledge the ‘evo-
lutionary and dynamic processes’ (Bolks & Al-Sowayel,
2000: 243) of sanctioning, research still tends to oper-
ationalize sanctions as a singular event with a binary
outcome (see, for example, Cox & Drury, 2006). Our
variables – capturing de facto termination, gradualism
and goal adaptation – offer new insights into the incre-
mental process of removing sanctions. Future research
should move towards further disentangling the gradual
nature of sanctions termination.

Replication data
The dataset, codebook, and do-files for the empirical
analysis in this article, along with the Online appendix,
are available at https://www.prio.org/jpr/datasets/ and at
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/SVR5W7. All analyses
were conducted using R.
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