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This	 Issue	Brief	 is	part	of	a	project	undertaken	by	The	Soufan	Center,	with	the	support	of	 the	
Airey	Neave	Trust	 in	 London,	United	Kingdom,	 to	deepen	understanding	about	 the	 impact	of	
sancDons	and	proscripDons	on	terrorist	groups,	with	a	focus	on	violent	far-right	actors.	Through	
research,	 interviews,	 and	 consultaDons	 with	 key	 stakeholders,	 TSC	 considered	 whether	 the	
measures	 taken	 by	 several	 states	 –	 in	 parDcular,	 the	 U.K.,	 Canada,	 and	 other	 “Five	 Eyes”	
members	 –	 have	 had	 the	 desired	 impacts,	whether	 on	 a	 legal,	 poliDcal,	 or	 operaDonal	 level.	
Throughout	the	process,	the	team	has	had	the	opportunity	to	speak	with	government	officials	
represenDng	several	countries,	both	“Five	Eyes”	states	and	others,	who	have	grappled	with	the	
challenge	of	 far-right	 terrorism,	as	well	as	UN	officials,	experts,	and	pracDDoners.	To	 facilitate	
some	discussions,	 TSC	 organized	 two	 roundtables,	 one	 in	Washington	D.C.	 and	 one	 engaging	
parDcipants	from	the	United	Kingdom,	and	benefiSed	greatly	from	the	insights	shared.	We	are	
grateful	to	all	these	interlocutors	for	their	Dme	and	feedback.		
		
The	 Issue	Briefs	developed	 for	 this	project	each	 consider	different	aspects	of	 the	 challenge	–	
lessons	learned	from	the	sancDons	measures	developed	to	address	Al-Qaeda	and	ISIS;	how	the	
violent	 far-right	 movement	 has	 evolved	 and	 what,	 if	 any	 elements	 may	 be	 amendable	 to	
sancDons;	 and	 lessons	 learned	 from	 proscripDons	 and	 designaDons	 taken	 to	 date	 in	 several	
states	to	designate	violent	far-right	extremist	groups	as	terrorists.	Each	contributes	to	informing	
a	wider	quesDon	on	whether	sancDons	are	an	appropriate	tool	for	the	transnaDonal	dimensions	
of	far-right	terrorist	groups,	and	whether	there	is	a	role	for	internaDonal	actors	like	the	U.N.	in	
responding	to	these	developments.	We	hope	that	the	findings	and	policy	recommendaDons	will	
provide	a	useful	 basis	 for	policymakers	 and	pracDDoners	 as	 they	 consider	how	 to	address	 an	
increasingly	diverse	and	complex	terrorist	threat.	

Naureen	Chowdhury	Fink
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• Among	 the	 “Five-Eye”	 (FVEY)	 countries,	
Canada	 and	 the	 United	 Kingdom	 have	
most	 frequently	 used	 their	 terrorist	
designaDon	tools	to	label	violent	far-right	
actors	as	terrorists.	

• The	 United	 States,	 the	 most	 prolific	
country	 in	 the	 world	 in	 dispensing	
terrorist	designations	against	transnaDonal	
terrorist	 actors,	 has	 used	 its	 legal	
authoriDes	 very	 sparingly	 against	 violent	
far-right	 terrorists.	 Largely,	 this	 has	 been	
due	 to	 U.S.	 laws,	 such	 as	 the	 First	
Amendment,	 and	 the	 lack	 of	 domesDc	
terrorist	designaDon	legal	authoriDes.	

• The	 lack	 of	 consonance	 between	 the	
approaches	 of	 Australia,	 Canada,	 New	
Zealand,	and	the	United	Kingdom	on	the	
one	 side	 and	 the	 United	 States	 on	 the	
other	 is	 unlikely	 to	 be	 bridged	 when	 it	
comes	 to	 using	 terrorist	 designaDon	
authoriDes	 against	 violent	 far-right	
groups.	

• FVEY	 countries	 should	 measure	 the	
effecDveness	of	their	designaDon	regimes	

by	 examining	 how	 terrorist	 lisDngs	 are	
being	 operaDonalized	 in	 each	 of	 their	
states	 –	 and	 as	 a	 collecDve	 group.	 Only	
the	 U.S.	 Department	 of	 the	 Treasury	
produces	 a	 yearly	 report	 that	 examines	
financial	 impacts	 imposed	 against	 U.S.	
designated	 terrorists.	 FVEY	 countries	
should	publish	all	staDsDcs	related	to	the	
efficacy	 of	 the	 terrorist	 designaDon	
regimes.	

• RecommendaEons	 include:	 establishing	
common	metrics	for	assessing	the	impacts	
of	 sancDons;	 consider	 designaDng	 foreign	
based	 affiliates	 or	 supporters	 of	 US	
REMVE	 actors;	 invesDng	 in	 greater	
informaDon	collecDon	to	develop	lisDngs;	
making	 greater	 use	 of	mulDlateral	 tools;	
and	 ensuring	 that	 counterterrorism	
sancDons	 do	 not	 adversely	 impact	 civil	
society	 space,	 financial	 inclusion,	 or	 the	
delivery	 of	 principled	 humanitarian	
assistance.	
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This	 paper	 seeks	 to	 examine	 the	 array	 of	
terrorist	 designaDons 	 undertaken	 by	 “Five-1

Eye”	 (FVEY)	 countries	 (i.e.	Australia,	Canada,	
New	 Zealand,	 the	 United	 Kingdom,	 and	 the	
United	 States)	 against	 violent	 far-right	
terrorists,	 ogen	 also	 referred	 as	 racially	 and	
ethnically	 moDvated	 violent	 extremist	
(REMVE) 	 actors.	 While	 not	 a	 focus	 of	 the	2

papers,	 non-FVEY	 countries,	 most	 notably	
Germany,	 have	 also	 implemented	 measures	
to	 restrict	 the	 acDviDes	 of	 violent	 far-right	
actors.	Thus,	this	paper	will	evaluate	whether	
non-FVEY	measures	can	help	 inform	broader	
policy	 determinaDons	 related	 to	 violent	 far-
right	 terrorism	 designaDons.	 What	 lessons	
learned,	 if	 any,	 can	 the	FVEY	 countries	draw	
from	other	national	experiences?	Furthermore,	
are	 there	 mulDlateral	 regimes,	 such	 as	 the	
United	 NaDons	 Security	 Council	 ResoluDon	
(UNSCR)	 1267 	 counterterrorism	 sancDons	3

regime	 (henceforth,	 1267	 regime),	 that	 can	
inform	 FVEY	 policies	 within	 the	 field	 of	
terrorist	designaDons? 	4

The	 brief	 will	 also	 explore	 which	 actors,	
entities,	and	individuals	have	been	proscribed	
and	what	overlap,	 if	any,	exists	between	the	
FVEY	 lisDng	 regimes.	 Most	 importantly,	 the	
paper	 seeks	 to	explore	what	 impacts	violent	
far-right	lisDngs	have	had,	if	any.	For	instance,	
what	are	the	consequences	and	impacts	of	a	
proscr ipDon/designaDon	 carr ied	 out	
pursuant	to	the	 legal	authoriDes	of	the	FVEY	
countries?	In	other	words,	have	designaDons	
resulted	in	asset	freezes,	prosecuDons,	or	any	
immigraDon	related	consequences	for	violent	
far-right	 groups?	 Finally,	 are	 there	 any	
normaDve	 or	 symbolic	 benefits	 to	 the	
designaDons	of	violent	far-right	actors?	If	so,	
what	 may	 those	 benefits	 look	 like	 and	 how	
do	 they	contribute	 to	countering	violent	 far-
right	 threats?	 And,	 how	 do	 targeted	
designaDons	 of	 violent	 far-right	 actors	
contribute	 to	 internaDonal	 peace	 and	
security	 while	 also	 balancing	 important	
human	and	civil	rights	consideraDons?		

	For	the	purposes	of	this	paper,	the	terms	designaDons,	terrorist	lisDngs,	and	proscripDons	will	be	used	1

interchangeably.

	This	brief	uses	both	the	terminology	of	violent	far-right	extremists	to	address	a	broader	scope	of	the	threat	across	2

naDonal	jurisdicDons,	as	well	as	racially	and	ethnically	moDvated	violent	extremist	(REMVE)	actors,	which	is	ogen	
used	in	the	United	States.	Within	this	milieu,	the	bulk	of	the	focus	of	this	paper	will	be	on	white	supremacists.

	SancDons	established	pursuant	to	UN	Security	Council	ResoluDon	1267	(1999)	and	subsequent	iteraDons,	3

imposing	sancDons	on	al-Qaeda,	Islamic	State	(IS;	also	Daesh/ISIL),	and	their	affiliates	and	associates;	See	UN	
Security	Council	resoluDon	1267	(1999),	S/RES1267	(15	October	1999),	available	from	hSp://unscr.com/en/
resoluDons/doc/1267.

	For	more	on	this	topic,	see	the	other	Issue	Briefs	in	this	series,	and	in	parDcular:	Colin	P.	Clarke,	“Lessons	Learned	4

from	the	1267	SancDons	Regime	against	Al-Qaeda	and	Islamic	State	in	Iraq	and	Syria	(ISIS),”	The	Soufan	Center,	July	
28,	2022,	hSps://thesoufancenter.org/projects/deterrence-and-denial-the-impact-of-sancDons-and-designaDons-
on-violent-far-right-groups/;	and	Howard	Wachtel,	“Assessing	the	UDlity	of	the	UN’s	Terrorism	SancDons	Regime	20	
Years	ager	9/11,”	Securing	the	Future	IniDaDve,	forthcoming	in	2022,	hSps://sfi-ct.org/publicaDons/.
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As	 this	 brief	 will	 illuminate,	 the	 answers	 to	
these	 quesDons	 are	 not	 straighrorward.	
Important	 legal	 differences,	 parDcularly	
related	to	the	United	States	First	Amendment, 	5
will	 complicate	 cooperaDon	 between	 FVEY	
terrorist	 designaDon	 regimes.	 To	 date,	 there	
is	 minimal	 overlap	 between	 the	 terrorist	
designaDons	deployed	by	FVEY	countries.	

Before	 examining	 the	 various	 proscripDon	
measures	 adopted	 against	 violent	 far-right	
actors,	 it	 is	 important	 to	 take	a	 step	back	 to	
discuss	 the	 brief	 history	 of	 terrorism-related	
sancDons	 and	 how	 they	 have	 been	 chiefly	
deployed	by	FVEY	countries.	
	

Prior	 to	 the	 al-Qaeda	 aSacks	 of	 September	
11,	 2001	 (9/11)	 in	 the	 United	 States, 	 the	6

internaDonal	 community,	 for	 the	 most	 part,	
used	 terrorism	 designaDons	 sparingly;	
however,	there	are	a	few	notable	excepDons.	
For	 example,	 the	 U.S.	 Department	 of	 State	
use	of	terrorism	sancDons	pre-dates	9/11.	 In	
1996,	 the	 U.S.	 Congress	 passed	 a	 law	 that	
provided	 the	 U.S.	 Department	 of	 State	 the	
legal	authorities	to	designate	Foreign	Terrorist	
Organizations	(FTOs),	with	the	U.S.	Department	
of	 State	 first	 uDlizing	 this	 legal	 tool	 when	 it	
sancDoned	30	groups	in	1997.		

Likewise,	 the	 United	 Kingdom	 wielded	
proscripDon	 authoriDes	 prior	 to	 9/11. 	 In	7

2000,	the	Terrorism	Act	determined	that	the	
Home	Secretary	may	“proscribe	an	organizaDon	
if	 they	believe	 it	 is	 concerned	 in	 terrorism.” 	8
It	 is	 noteworthy,	 however,	 that	 the	 U.K.	 has	
outlawed,	 first	 in	 1931,	 various	 iteraDons	 of	
the	 Irish	 Republican	 Army	 long	 before	 the	
adopDon	 of	 the	 Terrorism	 Act	 of	 2000.	
Despite	 these	 examples,	 and	 a	 handful	 of	
others,	 the	 internaDonal	 community	 made	
more	 officious	 use	 of	 sancDons	 as	 a	 tool	 of	
statecrag	in	the	months	following	9/11.	Here,	

	The	First	Amendment	specifies,	among	other	things,	that	the	U.S.	Congress	shall	not	pass	laws	that	abridge	the	5

freedom	of	speech.	See	U.S.	Const.	amend.	I,	available	from	hSps://consDtuDon.congress.gov/consDtuDon/
amendment-1/.	

	This	issue	brief	uses	the	terminology	and	spelling	of	al-Qaeda	and	Islamic	State	(IS),	or	Islamic	State	in	Iraq	and	6

Syria	(ISIS)	more	specifically;	please	note	that	the	official	UN	names	for	the	groups	are	Al-Qaida	and	Islamic	State	in	
Iraq	and	the	Levant	and/or	Da’esh.

	Speakers	at	a	virtual	roundtable	organized	by	The	Soufan	Center	with	the	Airey	Neave	Trust	highlighted	the	7

importance	of	the	different	implicaDons	of	designaDons	and	proscripDons,	with	the	laSer	making	mere	
membership	in	the	group	a	criminal	offense;	many	designaDons	processes,	such	as	that	under	1267,	for	example,	
did	not	make	mere	membership	in	Al-Qaeda	or	ISIS	illegal.	For	more	see:	hSps://thesoufancenter.org/projects/
deterrence-and-denial-the-impact-of-sancDons-and-designaDons-on-violent-far-right-groups/.

	“Policy	Paper:	Proscribed	terrorist	groups	or	organizaDons.”,	United	Kingdom	Home	Office,	last	updated	8

November	26,	2021,	hSps://www.gov.uk/government/publicaDons/proscribed-terror-groups-or-organisaDons--2/
proscribed-terrorist-groups-or-organisaDons-accessible-version.
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two	 specific	 resoluDons	 bear	 noDng.	 While	
UNSCR	1267	was	adopted	several	years	prior	
to	 9/11,	 the	 regime	 expressed	 concern	
regarding	the	Taliban’s	provision	of	sanctuary	
to	 Osama	 bin	 Laden.	 Indeed,	 it	 wasn’t	 unDl	
October	 6,	 2001,	 when	 al-Qaeda	 was	 first	
sancDoned	 by	 the	 UN	 for	 its	 terrorist	
acDvity. 	 Over	 Dme,	 the	 1267	 regime	would	9

incorporate	hundreds	of	terrorist	groups	and	
individuals	who	 have	 acted	 for	 or	 on	 behalf	
of	al-Qaeda	or	Islamic	State	(IS).	While	many	
countries	simply	adopt	the	UN’s	1267	list	and	
use	 it	 as	 their	 own	 domesDc	 version	 of	 a	
terrorist	 list,	 other	 naDon-states,	 like	 the	
FVEY	countries,	have	gone	a	step—or	several
—further.		

There	 can	 be	 liSle	 doubt,	 though,	 that	 the	
passage	of	UNSCR	1373	in	2001	provided	the	
impetus	 for	 governments	 to	 establish	 more	
robust	measures	to	tackle	terrorism	financing.	
UNSCR	 1373, 	 adopted	 on	 September	 28,	10

2001,	 requires,	among	other	 things,	 that	UN	
member	states	criminalize	terrorist	financing	
and	freeze	without	delay	the	financial	assets	
of	 individuals	 and	 organizaDons	 involved	 in	
the	 financing	 of	 terrorism.	 These	 key	
elements	 of	 UNSCR	 1373	 became	 the	
foundaDon	 from	 which	 many	 countries	
established	 their	 own	domesDc	designaDons	
regimes,	resulDng	in	criminal	prosecuDons	of	
terrorist	financiers	and	the	blocking	of	assets	
associated	 with	 designated	 domesDc	 actors.	
While	UNSCR	1373	did	not	result	in	the	direct	
creaDon	 of	 a	 world-wide	 UN	 list	 of	
sancDoned	 terrorists,	 it	 did	 provide	 the	

impetus	 from	 which	 future	 domesDc	
designaDon	regimes	would	be	hatched.		

The	 Dming	 of	 the	 adopDon	 of	 UNSCR	 1373	
and	 rapid	 expansion	 of	 the	 1267	 sancDons	
regime	is	striking;	both	were	informed	by	the	
events	of	September	11,	2001.	In	fact,	as	this	
paper	will	demonstrate,	the	bulk	of	the	FVEY	
focus	in	using	terrorist	designaDons	as	a	tool	
to	 counter	 terrorists	 has	 focused	 on	 violent	
transnaDonal	 Islamist	 groups	 like	 IS	 and	 al-
Qaeda.	Moreover,	the	UN	has	not	provided	a	
legally	viable	sancDons	regime	that	allows	for	
the	 internaDonal	 community	 to	 sancDon	
enDDes	 and	 individuals	 associated	 with	
groups	 unless	 there	 is	 a	 clear	 link	 to	 these	
two	 groups.	 As	 a	 consequence	 of	 the	
internaDonal	 community’s	 response	 to	 9/11	
and	 the	 prolific	 rise	 of	 Islamic	 State	 in	 Iraq	
and	Syria	 (ISIS)	 in	2014,	policies	and	acDons,	
such	as	sancDons,	have	primarily	 focused	on	
violent	Islamist	groups	which	were	perceived	
as	the	most	immediate	threat	to	internaDonal	
peace	and	security.	

As	 a	 consequence	 of	 this	 asDgmaDc	 world	
view	 of	 the	 threat,	 violent	 far-right	 actors	
have	been	able	to	 largely	operate	outside	of	

	For	more	on	this	topic,	see	the	other	Issue	Briefs	in	this	series,	and	in	parDcular:	Colin	P.	Clarke,	“Lessons	Learned	9

from	the	1267	SancDons	Regime	against	Al-Qaeda	and	Islamic	State	in	Iraq	and	Syria	(ISIS),”	The	Soufan	Center,	July	
28,	2022,	hSps://thesoufancenter.org/projects/deterrence-and-denial-the-impact-of-sancDons-and-designaDons-
on-violent-far-right-groups/;	
“Al-Qa’ida	NarraDve	Summary",	Al-Qaida,	United	NaDons	Security	Council,	accessed	May	4,	2022.	hSps://
www.un.org/securitycouncil/sancDons/1267/aq_sancDons_list/summaries/enDty/al-qaida.

	United	NaDons	Security	Council	resoluDon	1373	(2001),	S/RES/1373	(2001)	(28	September	2001),	available	from	10

hSps://www.unodc.org/pdf/crime/terrorism/res_1373_english.pdf.
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states’	 counterterrorism	 efforts.	 As	 detailed	
below,	few	violent	far-right	groups	have	been	
designated	as	terrorist	enDDes.	Fewer	sDll	are	
the	number	of	individuals	in	such	groups	who	
have	been	proscribed	by	FVEY	countries.		

The	 United	 Kingdom	 was	 the	 first	 FVEY	
country	to	proscribe	a	violent	far-right	group.	
In	 2016,	 the	 U.K.’s	 Home	 Secretary,	 using	
legal	 authoriDes	 pursuant	 to	 the	 Terrorism	
Act	of	2000, 	proscribed	the	group	NaDonal	11

AcDon,	widely	associated	with	 the	 individual	
who	 killed	 Member	 of	 Parliament	 (MP)	 Jo	
Cox.	According	 to	 the	U.K.	Home	Office,	 the	
group	 was	 listed	 because	 it	 “conducted	
provocaDve	street	acDviDes	and	stunts	aimed	
at	 inDmidaDng	 local	 communiDes.” 	 The	12

Home	 Office	 narraDve	 also	 highlighted	 the	
group’s	social	media	presence	as	a	mechanism	
to	recruit	and	radicalize	young	individuals	by	
promoDng	 virulently	 racist	 content. 	 In	 an	13

effort	 to	 circumscribe	 the	 proscripDons,	
NaDonal	 AcDon	 has	 changed	 its	 name	 on	
mulDple	occasions.	In	2017,	the	Home	Office	
issued	 an	 order	 that	 added	 Scowsh	 Dawn	
and	 NaDonal	 Socialist	 AnD-Capitalist	 AcDon	
as	 alternaDve	 names	 to	 NaDonal	 AcDon’s	
lisDng.	 Later,	 in	 February	 2020,	 the	 U.K.	
Home	 Office	 added	 System	 Resistance	
Network	 as	 an	 alias	 to	 NaDonal	 AcDon’s	
lisDng.	NaDonal	AcDon	would	not	be	the	last	

violent	far-right	group	proscribed	by	the	U.K.	
Home	Office.	In	fact,	the	U.K.	would	go	on	to	
acDvely	 list	 mulDple	 violent	 far-right	 groups	
as	 terrorist	 organizaDons	 throughout	 2020	
and	 2021,	 lisDng	 the	 Atomwaffen	 Division,	
Feuerkrieg	 Division,	 Sonnenkrieg	 Division,	
and	 The	 Base,	 all	 pursuant	 to	 the	 Terrorism	
Act	 of	 2000.	 In	 describing	 these	 groups,	 the	
U.K.	Home	Office	noted	their	racist,	neo-Nazi,	
and	anD-SemiDc	tendencies.	

Canada	is	now	the	most	prolific	among	FVEY	
countries	 in	 its	 use	 of	 underlying	 legal	
authoriDes	 to	 list	 violent	 far-right	 groups	 as	
terrorist	 enDDes.	 The	 Canadian	 Government	
uses	 the	 2001	 AnD-Terrorism	 Act	 (ATA) 	 to	14

designate	 terrorist	 organizaDons,	 and	 the	
Governor	 in	 Council	 makes	 final	 terrorist	
l i s t i ng	 determinations	 based	 on	 the	
recommendaDons	 sent	 forward	 by	 the	
Minister	 of	 Public	 Safety. 	 The	 Canadian	15

Government	 began	 wielding	 its	 terrorist	
lisDng	 authoriDes	 against	 REMVE	 actors	 in	
2019,	when	Blood	&	Honour	and	Combat	18	
were	 designated.	 In	 describing	 the	 groups,	
the	Canadian	Government	underscored	their	
adherence	 to	 neo-Nazi	 ideology,	 members’	
violent	 acDviDes,	 including	 murder,	 and	
firebombing	of	a	building	primarily	inhabited	
by	ethnic	minoriDes. 	In	2021,	the	Canadian	16

Government	designated	mulDple	 violent	 far-

	“Policy	Paper:	Proscribed	terrorist	groups	or	organizaDons.”,	United	Kingdom	Home	Office,	last	updated	11

November	26,	2021,	hSps://www.gov.uk/government/publicaDons/proscribed-terror-groups-or-organisaDons--2/
proscribed-terrorist-groups-or-organisaDons-accessible-version.

	Ibid.12

	Ibid.13

	“AnD-Terrorism	Act.”,	JusDce	Laws	Website,	Government	of	Canada,	accessed	May	23,	2022,	hSps://laws-14

lois.jusDce.gc.ca/eng/acts/A-11.7/index.html.

	“About	the	LisDng	Process.”,	Public	Safety	Canada,	Government	of	Canada,	accessed	May	23,	2022,	hSps://15

www.publicsafety.gc.ca/cnt/ntnl-scrt/cntr-trrrsm/lstd-nSs/bt-lstng-prcss-en.aspx.

	“Currently	Listed	EnDDes.,	Public	Safety	Canada,	Government	of	Canada,	accessed	May	23,	2022,	hSps://16

www.publicsafety.gc.ca/cnt/ntnl-scrt/cntr-trrrsm/lstd-nSs/crrnt-lstd-nSs-en.aspx#59.	
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right	actors,	to	include	the	Aryan	Strikeforce,	
the	 Atomwaffen	 Division,	 Proud	 Boys,	
Russian	Imperial	Movement,	and	The	Base.	In	
describing	 the	 raDonale	 for	 lisDng	 these	
entities,	the	Canadian	Government	highlighted	
the	groups’	racist	tendencies,	violent	acDons,	
and	 in	 the	 case	 of	 the	 Proud	 Boys,	 its	
involvement	in	the	January	6,	2021	insurrecDon. 		17

Notably,	Canada	also	 listed	 in	2021	 the	U.S.-
based	 anD-government	 miliDa	 group,	 the	
Three	 Percenters.	 In	 describing	 the	 basis	 for	
lisDng	 the	 Three	 Percenters,	 the	 Canadian	
Government	 noted	 that,	 “[The]	 Three	
Percenters	 have	 been	 linked	 to	 bomb	 plots	
targeDng…	 Muslim	 communiDes…	 and	 a	
Three	Percenter	was	arrested	and	eventually	
convicted	of	shooDng	and	wounding	five	men	
at	 a	 Black	 Lives	 MaSer	 demonstraDon.” 	18

Thus,	Canada’s	lisDng	of	the	Three	Percenters	
underscores	 the	 group’s	 racist	 tendencies—
something	 the	 group	holds	 in	 common	with	
the	other	violent	far-right	actors	on	Canada’s	
terrorist	 list.	 In	 lisDng	 eight	 violent	 far-right	
organizaDons	out	of	76	groups 	on	Canada’s	19

overall	 terrorist	 list,	 10.5%	of	 its	 list	 consists	

of	 such	 organizaDons.	 In	 contrast,	 the	 U.K.	
Government	 has	 listed	 five	 violent	 far-right	
groups	out	of	78,	or	just	over	6%	of	its	list.	

In	contrast	to	the	U.K.	and	Canada,	Australia’s	
list	 of	 designated	 groups	 consists	 of	 only	 29	
organizaDons. 	 Australia’s	 underlying	 legal	20

authority	 for	 lisDng	 terrorist	 groups	 stems	
from	Division	102	of	the	Criminal	Code	Act	of	
1995, 	 which	 was	 amended	 in	 2002	 by	21

passage	of	the	Security	Legislation	Amendment	
(Terrorism)	 Act. 	 Within	 the	 Australian	22

Government,	 the	 Ministry	 of	 Home	 Affairs,	
led	 by	 the	 Home	 Minister,	 has	 the	 lead	 in	
lisDng	 terrorist	 groups. 	 Of	 the	 29	 groups	23

listed	 by	 the	 Australian	 Government,	 three	
can	 be	 categorized	 as	 violent	 far-right	
organizaDons—the	 NaDonalist	 Socialist	
Order 	(listed	in	2022),	Sonnenkrieg	Division	24

(listed	 in	 2021),	 and	 The	Base	 (also	 listed	 in	
2021)—consDtuDng	 approximately	 10%	 of	
Australia’s	terrorist	list.		

In	 contrast	 to	 the	 early	 efforts	 by	 the	 U.K.,	
Canada,	 and	 Australia	 to	 designate	 violent	
far-right	 groups,	 the	 Government	 of	 New	

	Ibid.17

	Ibid.18

	This	list	of	76	does	not	include	James	Mason,	the	only	REMVE	individual	appearing	on	Canada’s	terrorist	list.19

	“Listed	Terrorist	OrganisaDons.”,	Australian	NaDonal	Security,	Australian	Government,	accessed	May	23,	2022,	20

hSps://www.naDonalsecurity.gov.au/what-australia-is-doing/terrorist-organisaDons/listed-terrorist-organisaDons.	

	Ibid.21

	Security	Legisla<on	Amendment	(Terrorism)	Act	2002	No.	62	(Cth).	hSp://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/22

num_act/slaa2002451/sch1.html.

	“Protocols	for	lisDng	terrorist	organisaDons.”,	Australian	NaDonal	Security,	Australian	Government,	accessed	May	23

23,	2022,	hSps://www.naDonalsecurity.gov.au/what-australia-is-doing/terrorist-organisaDons/protocol-for-lisDng.

	The	NaDonalist	Socialist	Order	(NSO)	is	an	alternaDve	name	for	the	Atomwaffen	Division;	however,	unlike	the	24

U.K.	and	Canada,	the	Australian	Government	lists	NSO	as	the	primary	operaDng	name.
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Zealand	 carried	 out	 its	 first	 designaDons	 of	
such	 organizaDons	 (i.e.	 The	 Base	 and	 the	
American	Proud	Boys)	in	late	June	2022. 	As	25

will	 be	 briefly	 discussed	 later,	 New	 Zealand	
has	also	listed	one	violent	far-right	individual	
as	 a	 terrorist	 pursuant	 to	 New	 Zealand	 law.	
The	 legal	 authority	 for	 New	 Zealand	 to	 list	
individuals	 and	 enDDes	 as	 terrorists	 derives	

from	 the	Terrorism	Suppression	Act	 (TSA)	of	
2002. 	The	TSA	provides	the	Prime	Minister	26

with	authority	to	 list	terrorists;	however,	the	
process	to	designate	terrorists	 is	 led	by	New	
Zealand’s	 Police	 Agency,	 resulDng	 in,	 as	 of	
June	 2022,	 21	 groups	 and	 one	 individual	
being	 listed	 as	 terrorists. 	 Unlike	 the	 other	27

FVEY	 countries,	 New	 Zealand	 provides	 the	

	The	Soufan	Center,	“Intel	Brief:	New	Zealand	Designates	The	Base	And	The	American	Proud	Boys	as	Terrorist	25

EnDDes,”	June	30,	2022,	hSps://thesoufancenter.org/intelbrief-2022-june-30/.

	Terrorism	Suppression	Act	2002	(NZ).	hSps://www.legislaDon.govt.nz/act/public/2002/0034/latest/26

DLM151491.html?
search=ts_act%40bill%40regulaDon%40deemedreg_terrorism+suppression+act_resel_25_a&p=1.	

	“Terrorist	DesignaDon	Process,”	New	Zealand	Police,	accessed	May	28,	2022,	hSps://www.police.govt.nz/sites/27

default/files/publicaDons/terrorist-designaDons-process-legal-framework-paper-03-10-2017.pdf.	
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full	statement	of	case	related	to	the	enDty	or	
individual	 listed	 as	 a	 terrorist	 and	 primarily	
uses	 open	 source	 informaDon	 to	 construct	
the	 underlying	 basis	 for	 the	 actor ’s	
designaDon	as	a	terrorist. 	28

Unlike	 New	 Zealand,	 the	 United	 States	 uses	
all-source	 informaDon,	 including	 classified	
informaDon,	 to	 designate	 terrorist	 enDDes	
pursuant	 to	 U.S.	 law. 	 The	 United	 States	29

leverages	 two	 legal	 tools	 to	 designate	
terrorists.	First,	the	U.S.	Secretary	of	State	can	
d e s i g n a t e	 “ F o r e i g n	 T e r r o r i s t	
OrganizaDons”	 (FTOs)	 pursuant	 to	 secDon	
219	 of	 the	 ImmigraDon	 and	 NaDonality	 Act	
(INA). 	 Second,	 the	 U.S.	 Departments	 of	30

State	 and	 Treasury	 share	 authority	 to	
designate	 foreign	 enDDes	 and	 individuals	 as	
terrorists	 pursuant	 to	 ExecuDve	Order	 (E.O.)	
13224. 	 As	 of	 May	 2022,	 the	 U.S.	31

Department	of	State’s	list	of	Foreign	Terrorist	

OrganizaDons	had	68	 groups	on	 it;	 however,		
none	are	REMVE	groups. 	On	April	7,	2020,	32

the	 U.S.	 Secretary	 of	 State	 designated	 the	
Russian	 Imperial	 Movement	 (RIM)	 pursuant	
to	 E.O.	 13224	 and	 placed	 them	 on	 the	
Specially	 Designated	 NaDonals	 (SDN)	 List.	 In	
announcing	 the	 RIM’s	 designaDon,	 the	
Secretary	 of	 State	 at	 that	 Dme,	 Michael	 R.	
Pompeo,	explained	in	a	press	statement	that	
it	was,	“the	first	time	in	history	the	department	
has	designated	a	white	supremacist	group.” 		33

A	review	of	the	U.S.	Department	of	Treasury’s	
Office	 of	 Foreign	 Assets	 Control	 (OFAC)	 SDN	
list	makes	apparent	 that	no	government	has	
designated	 more	 individuals	 as	 terrorists	
than	 the	 United	 States. 	 Among	 those	34

designated,	 the	 State	 Department	 in	 2020	
added	three	REMVE	SDNs	to	OFAC’s	SDN	list.	
Those	designated	by	the	U.S.	 	Department	of	
State	 were	 three	 senior	 RIM	 members,	

	“Lists	Associated	with	ResoluDon	1373,"	New	Zealand	Police	Agency,	accessed	May	28,	2022,	hSps://28

www.police.govt.nz/advice/personal-community/counterterrorism/designated-enDDes/lists-associated-with-
resoluDon-1373.	

	“Foreign	Terrorist	OrganizaDons,”	Bureau	of	Counterterrorism,	U.S.	Department	of	State,	accessed	May	28,	2022,	29

hSps://www.state.gov/foreign-terrorist-organizaDons/.	

	U.S.	Government.	“Survey	Response	by	U.S.	Government	Regarding	REMVE	DesignaDons,”	provided	to	the	30

Soufan	Center	on	May	2022.

	Ibid.31

	“Foreign	Terrorist	OrganizaDons,”	Bureau	of	Counterterrorism,	U.S.	Department	of	State,	accessed	May	28,	2022,	32

hSps://www.state.gov/foreign-terrorist-organizaDons/.	

	U.S.	Department	of	State,	“United	States	Designates	Russian	Imperial	Movement	and	Leaders	as	Terrorists,”	Press	33

Statement	by	Michael	R.	Pompeo,	April	7,	2020,	hSps://2017-2021.state.gov/united-states-designates-russian-
imperial-movement-and-leaders-as-global-terrorists/index.html.

	“Specially	Designated	NaDonals	and	Blocked	Persons	List,”	U.S.	Department	of	Treasury,	last	updated	May	27,	34

2022,	hSps://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/financial-sancDons/specially-designated-naDonals-and-blocked-
persons-list-sdn-human-readable-lists.	
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Stanislav	 Anatolyevich	 Vorobyev,	 Denis	
Valiullovich	Gariyev,	and	Nikolay	Nikolayevich	
Trushchalov,	for	“providing	training	for	acts	of	
terrorism	that	 threaten	 the	naDonal	 security	
and	 foreign	 policy	 of	 the	 United	 States.” 	35

More	 than	 two	 years	 later	 ager	 the	 iniDal	
RIM	designaDon,	 on	 June	 15,	 2022,	 the	U.S.	
Departments	of	State	and	Treasury	designated	
three	 more	 REMVE-linked	 individuals. 	 Yet,	36

despite	 the	 hundreds	 of	 groups	 and	
individuals	designated	by	the	U.S.	Departments	
of	 State	 and	 Treasury,	 RIM	 (and	 RIM-linked	
individuals)	 remains	 alone	 in	 the	 realm	 of	
REMVE	actors	among	U.S.	designaDons.	

With	only	two	exceptions,	the	U.S.	Department	
of	State’s	and	Treasury’s	designaDons	of	RIM-
linked	individuals	represent	the	only	REMVE-
related	 direct	 designaDons	 of	 individuals	
among	FVEY	countries.	One	excepDon	is	New	
Zealand’s	 lisDng	of	Brenton	Tarrant	pursuant	
to	 the	 TSA.	 Tarrant	 was	 listed	 as	 a	 terrorist	
following	his	2019	aSack	that	resulted	in	the	
deaths	of	51	individuals	who	were	worshipping	
at	 the	 al	Noor	Mosque	 and	 Linwood	 Islamic	
Centre. 	 Canada	 has	 also	 designated	 one	37

individual	 linked	 with	 the	 violent	 far-right,	

	U.S.	Department	of	State,	“United	States	Designates	Russian	Imperial	Movement	and	Leaders	as	Terrorists,”	Press	35

Statement	by	Michael	R.	Pompeo,	April	7,	2020,	hSps://2017-2021.state.gov/united-states-designates-russian-
imperial-movement-and-leaders-as-global-terrorists/index.html.

	“U.S.	SancDons	Members	of	Russian	Violent	Extremist	Group,”	U.S.	Department	of	the	Treasury,	U.S.	Department	36

of	Treasury	Pres	Statement,	June	15,	2022,	accessed	Jun	20,	2022,	hSps://home.treasury.gov/news/press-releases/
jy0817.	

	“Statement	of	the	Case	to	Designate	Brenton	Harrison	Tarrant	As	A	Terrorist	EnDty,”	New	Zealand	Police,	37

accessed	May	28,	2022,	hSps://www.police.govt.nz/sites/default/files/publicaDons/statement-of-case-brenton-
harrison-tarrant.pdf.	
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James	Mason. 	Mason	 is	 an	 American	 neo-38

Nazi	associated	with	the	Atomwaffen	Division	
and	designated	by	the	Canadian	government	
for	 providing	 ideological	 and	 tacDcal	
instrucDons	 on	 how	 to	 form	 a	 terrorist	
group. 	 Australia	 and	 the	 United	 Kingdom	39

have	 not	 designated	 any	 REMVE	 individuals	
pursuant	 to	 their	 legal	authoriDes.	Thus,	 the	
United	 States	 has	 been	 the	 most	 prolific	
country	 in	 designaDng	 individuals—but	 not	
groups—with	REMVE	connecDons.	

In	 sum,	 FVEY	 countries	 have	 used	 their	
terrorist	 lisDng	 authoriDes	 sparingly	 against	
REMVE	 actors.	 Few	 violent	 far-right	 groups	
and	 individuals	 have	 been	 categorized	
formally	 as	 terrorists.	 Inherently,	 the	
infrequency	 of	 use	 will	 limit	 the	 impact	
terrorist	 lisDngs	 have	 on	 violent	 far-right	
threats.	 Nonetheless,	 reviewing	 the	 efficacy	
of	violent	far-right	designaDons	is	crucial.		
	

Measuring	the	effectiveness	of	counterterrorism	
efforts	 is	 notoriously	 difficult.	 This	 truism	
holds	 for	 the	 assessment	 of	 the	 impact	

terrorist	proscriptions	have	had	on	influencing	
the	behavior	of	violent	 far-right	actors.	With	
one	excepDon,	FVEY	countries	do	not	publish	
any	staDsDcs	or	figures	related	to	the	impact	
of	designaDons.	Moreover,	most	state	actors	
remain	wary	of	publicly	discussing	limitaDons	
or	 challenges	with	 the	 sancDons	 regimes,	or	
with	 the	 impacts	of	 counterterrorism	efforts	
more	broadly.	As	 is	explained	 in	more	detail	
below,	 the	 excepDon	 pertains	 to	 the	 U.S.	
Department	of	the	Treasury’s	Terrorist	Assets	
Report	 (TAR),	 which	 details	 the	 assets	 of	
designated	 terrorist	 groups	 that	 have	 been	
blocked	 by	 financial	 insDtuDons.	 The	 lack	 of	
publicly	 available	 informaDon	 related	 to	 the	
impact	of	terrorist	designations	is	problemaDc,	
making	 it	 nearly	 impossible	 to	 determine	
whether	 the	 government	 funding	 and	
bureaucraDc	 labor	 that	 go	 into	 designaDng	
terrorists	is	worth	the	return	on	investment.		

The	 sancDoning	 of	 terrorists,	 by	 design,	 is	
meant	 to	 serve	 as	 a	 preventaDve	 tool,	 but	
also	a	deterrent	to	stop	the	flow	of	funds	and	
support	that	can	be	used	in	a	terrorist	aSack.	
In	 limiDng	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 of	 the	
impact	 of	 designaDons,	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	
determine	 whether	 sancDons	 are	 being	
deployed	 in	 a	 preventaDve	 or	 puniDve	
manner. 	Without	such	visibility,	it	is	difficult	40

to	hold	execuDve	branches	to	account	for	the	
resources	 they	 devote	 to	 sancDoning	

	For	more	on	this	topic,	see	the	other	Issue	Briefs	in	this	series,	and	in	parDcular:	Jessica	M.	Davis,	"Lessons	38

learned	from	LisDng	Violent	Far-Right	Extremist	Groups	in	Canada,”	The	Soufan	Center,	July	28,	2022,	hSps://
thesoufancenter.org/projects/deterrence-and-denial-the-impact-of-sancDons-and-designaDons-on-violent-far-
right-groups/;	
Bethan	Johnson	and	MaShew	Feldman,	“The	Race	War	May	No	Longer	Be	DigiDsed:	James	Mason’s	DesignaDon	as	
a	Terrorist	EnDty	in	Canada,”	Global	Network	on	Extremism	&	Technology,	July	29,	2021,	hSps://gnet-research.org/
2021/07/29/the-race-war-may-no-longer-be-digiDsed-james-masons-designaDon-as-a-terrorist-enDty-in-canada/.	

	Government	of	Canada,	“Government	of	Canada	lists	four	new	terrorist	enDDes,”	News	Release,	Public	Safety	39

Canada,	Government	of	Canada,	June	25,	2021,	hSps://www.canada.ca/en/public-safety-canada/news/2021/06/
government-of-canada-lists-four-new-terrorist-enDDes.html.

	Alexander	Chang,	“Jason	Blazakis	Discusses	the	Complex	Nature	of	Terrorist	DesignaDons,”	NaDonal	ConsorDum	40

for	the	Study	of	Terrorism	and	Responses	to	Terrorism,	University	of	Maryland,	July	23,	2020,	hSps://
start.umd.edu/news/jason-blazakis-discusses-complex-nature-terrorist-designaDons.	
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terrorists.	 Yet,	 despite	 the	 inability	 to	
determine	 holisDcally	 the	 impacts	 terrorist	
designaDons	 are	 having	 on	 violent	 far-right	
actors,	discernable	results	can	be	traced	back	
to	 the	 deployment	 of	 a	 violent	 far-right	
sancDon	elicited	from	anecdotal	informaDon.	

In	 Canada,	 pursuant	 to	 the	 2001	 ATA,	 the	
consequences	of	a	terrorist	lisDng	mean	that	
for	 designated	 individuals	 or	 groups,	
property,	 including	 finance,	 can	 become	
blocked	 and	 ulDmately	 subject	 to	 seizure.	
AddiDonally,	 Canada	 has	made	 it	 an	 offense	
for	 an	 individual	 to	 knowingly	 parDcipate	 in	
or	 contribute	 to,	 directly	 or	 indirectly,	 any	
acDvity	 of	 a	 terrorist	 group.	 Among	 FVEY	
countries,	 Canada’s	 twin	 approach	of	 linking	
terrorist	 lisDngs	 to	 asset	 blocks/seizures	 and	
criminal	 penalDes	 is	 typical.	 While	 Canada	
does	 not	 provide	 any	 data	 related	 to	 asset	
blocks,	seizures,	or	criminal	prosecuDons	that	
can	be	 linked	 to	an	 individual’s	 support	 to	a	
listed	 enDty,	 Canada’s	 terrorist	 lisDngs	 of	
violent	far-right	actors	have	nonetheless	had	
impact.	Recently,	 in	May	2022,	a	19-year-old	
Canadian	man	was	 charged	 for	 parDcipaDng	
in	acDviDes	that	enhanced	the	capabiliDes	of	
a	 listed	 terrorist	 enDty,	 	 the	 Atomwaffen	
Division. 	 The	 individual	 was	 charged	 with	41

“hate	 crimes,” 	 and	 the	 culprit	 reportedly	42

aSacked	 a	 trans	 support	 center. 	 According	43

to	 terrorism	 financing	 expert	 and	 author,	
Jessica	 Davis,	 Canada’s	 lisDng	 of	 the	 Proud	
Boys	 has	 possibly	 resulted	 in	 financial	
insDtuDons	 deciding	 to	 close	 accounts	
associated	with	Proud	Boys	members. 	Davis	44

has	 also	 noted	 that,	 if	 the	 individuals	 were	
excluded	 from	 the	 financial	 sector,	 such	
action	would	likely	prompt	court	challenges. 	45

Financial	 insDtuDons’	 decisions	 to	 sever	
relaDonships	 with	 clients	 that	 have	 links	 to	
violent	 far-right	 actors	 would	 represent	 a	
clear	example	of	impact.	The	Proud	Boys	case	
in	 Canada	 raises	 an	 interesDng	 theoreDcal	
consDtuDonal	 quesDon:	 how	 can	 individuals	
associated	with	listed	enDDes,	 like	the	Proud	
Boys,	 who	 have	 not	 been	 charged	 with	 a	
crime,	 funcDon	 in	 socieDes,	 like	 Canada,	
which	emphasize	use	of	 the	 formal	financial	
sys tem?	 Moreover,	 when	 financ i a l	
insDtuDons	 derisk	 from	 violent	 far-right	
actors,	this	could	push	them	towards	carrying	
out	 financial	 acDviDes	 outside	 of	 the	 formal	
financial	sector,	such	as	using	cryptocurrency,	
making	 it	more	difficult	 for	 law	enforcement	
and	regulators	to	track	financial	flows. 	46

Despite	these	very	few	tangible	legal	impacts	
related	 to	 a	 lisDng,	 Canadian	 lisDngs	 have	
also	 resulted	 in	 non-legal	 impacts.	 For	
example,	 the	 Canadian	 2019	 decision	 to	 list	
Blood	 &	 Honour	 and	 Combat	 18	 had	 the	

	Royal	Canadian	Mounted	Police,	“One	Individual	Charged	With	ContribuDng	To	Terrorist	AcDvity	Following	An	41

RCMP	InvesDgaDon,”	News	Release,	May	6,	2022,	hSps://www.rcmp-grc.gc.ca/en/news/2022/individual-charged-
contribuDng-terrorist-acDvity-an-rcmp-invesDgaDon.

	Ibid.42

	Mack	Lamoureux,	“Man	Accused	of	ASack	a	Trans	Centre	Charged	With	Terrorism	ConnecDons,”	Vice	News,	May	43

6,	2022,	hSps://www.vice.com/en/arDcle/pkpnzv/trans-centre-aSack-seth-bertrand-neo-nazi-group.	

	Remarks	by	Jessica	Davis	at	The	Soufan	Center	Roundtable,	“Deterrence	and	Denial:	The	Impact	of	SancDons	and	44

DesignaDons	of	Violent	Far-Right	Groups,”	May	24,	2022.

	Ibid.	There	are	no	pending	legal	challenges	in	the	Canadian	court	system	at	this	Dme.45

	For	more	on	this	topic,	see	the	other	Issue	Briefs	in	this	series,	and	in	parDcular:	Jessica	M.	Davis,	"Lessons	46

learned	from	LisDng	Violent	Far-Right	Extremist	Groups	in	Canada,”	The	Soufan	Center,	July	28,	2022,	hSps://
thesoufancenter.org/projects/deterrence-and-denial-the-impact-of-sancDons-and-designaDons-on-violent-far-
right-groups/.

11



COMPARING VIOLENT FAR-RIGHT TERRORIST DESIGNATIONS AMONG FIVE EYES COUNTRIES

concrete	 effect	 of	 Facebook	 removing	 their	
Facebook	 Group	 pages,	 which	 were	 an	
important	 tool	 for	 recruitment	 and	 the	
dissemination	of	virulent	neo-Nazi	propaganda. 	47

Simply	put,	the	Canadian	lisDng	of	these	neo-
Nazi	groups	had	 the	 impact	of	 curtailing	 the	
group’s	 access	 to	 the	 world’s	 largest	 social	
media	plarorm,	thus	removing	an	important	
portal	into	the	lives	of	prospecDve	recruits.	

Like	Canada,	there	are	anecdotal	reports	that	
the	United	Kingdom’s	proscripDon	of	REMVE	
actors	 has	 had	 an	 impact.	 Like	 Canada,	 the	
U.K.	 does	 not	 provide	 comprehensive	
staDsDcs	regarding	the	impact	its	proscripDon	
regime	has	had	in	countering	terrorist	actors.	
The	 U.K.’s	 2000	 Terrorism	 Act	 outlines	 a	
severe	 set	 of	 offenses	 for	 those	who	 violate	
it.	 First,	 unlike	 Canada,	 the	 U.K.’s	 Terrorism	
Act	of	2000	criminalizes	mere	membership	in	
a	 proscribed	 organizaDon.	 Second,	 the	 Act	
criminalizes	 support,	 such	 as	 financing,	 to	
proscribed	organizaDons.	 Third,	 and	perhaps	
most	controversially,	the	U.K.	criminalizes	the	
publicaDon	 (and	 wearing)	 of	 images	 and	
public	 support	 for	 propaganda	 associated	
with	 a	 proscribed	 organizaDon. 	 Since	 the	48

U.K.	 designated	 its	 first	 violent	 far-right	
organizaDon,	 NaDonal	 AcDon,	 three	 years	
prior	to	any	other	FVEY	country	designaDon,	
the	 government	 has	 had	 ample	 opportunity	
to	 operaDonalize	 the	 proscripDon.	 On	 May	

17,	 2022,	 U.K.	 courts	 convicted	 Alex	 Davies,	
the	cofounder	of	NaDonal	AcDon,	for	being	a	
member	of	the	group	and	for	recruiDng	on	its	
behalf.	Specifically,	the	press	release	detailing	
Davies’	convicDon	noted	that	NaDonal	AcDon	
is	determined	to	incite	a	“race	war.”	The	U.K.	
counterterrorism	 policing	 press	 release	 also	
noted	 that	 Davies	 represented	 the	 19th	
individual	connected	to	NaDonal	AcDon	to	be	
successfully	prosecuted	because	of	 links	to	a	
proscribed	 organizaDon. 	 In	 2019,	 the	 U.K.	49

successfully	 prosecuted	 two	 teenagers	 who	
were	 members	 of	 the	 proscribed	 group	
known	 as	 the	 Sonnenkrieg	 Division	 for	
threatening	 violence	 against	 BriDsh	 royal,	
Prince	 Harry.	 Again,	 like	 Davies,	 the	
individuals	 were	 moDvated	 by	 race,	 saying	
that	 violence	 against	 Harry	 was	 jusDfied	
because	he	was	a	“race	traitor,”	reflecDng	the	
vitriolic	 commentary	 against	 his	marriage	 to	
Megan	 Markle. 	 The	 marriage	 between	 a	50

BriDsh	royal	and	a	woman	of	color	has	been	a	
flashpoint	 for	 white	 supremacist	 groups	 like	
NaDonal	AcDon.	

The	U.K.’s	ability	 to	prosecute	 individuals	 for	
membership,	incitement	of	violence,	or	mere	
advocacy	 on	 beha l f	 o f	 p rosc r i bed	
organizaDons	raises	quesDons	about	how	far	
the	 U.K.	 system	 of	 proscripDon	 could	 go	 to	
imposing	 limitaDons	 on	 free	 speech.	 Other	
governments,	 most	 notably	 the	 United	

	The	Soufan	Center,	“White	Supremacy	Extremism:	The	TransnaDonal	Rise	of	the	White	Supremacist	Movement,”	47

September	27,	2019.

	U.K.	Terrorism	Act	of	2000,	accessed	on	May	28,	2022,	hSps://www.legislaDon.gov.uk/ukpga/2000/11/contents;	48

	“Policy	Paper:	Proscribed	terrorist	groups	or	organizaDons,”	United	Kingdom	Home	Office,	last	updated	November	
26,	2021,	hSps://www.gov.uk/government/publicaDons/proscribed-terror-groups-or-organisaDons--2/proscribed-
terrorist-groups-or-organisaDons-accessible-version.

	U.K.	Counter	Terrorism	Policing,	“NaDonal	AcDon	Co-founder	Alex	Davies	Guilty	of	Membership	of	Banned	49

OrganizaDon,”	Counter	Terrorism	Policing	News,	May	17,	2022,	hSps://www.counterterrorism.police.uk/naDonal-
acDon-co-founder-alex-davies-guilty-of-membership-of-banned-neo-nazi-group/.	

	Lizzie	Dearden,	“Teenage	Neo-Nazis	Jailed	for	InciDng	Terror	ASacks	Against	Prince	Harry	and	Other	Targets,”	50

Independent,	June	18,	2019,	hSps://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/crime/neo-nazi-trial-terror-prince-harry-
michal-szewczuk-oskar-dunn-koczorowski-a8963396.html.	
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States,	 would	 not	 be	 able	 to	 replicate	 the	
U.K.’s	ability	to	prosecute	members	of	REMVE	
groups.	Specifically,	in	a	response	to	inquiries	
by	The	Soufan	Center,	U.S.	officials	explained,	
“ I t	 i s	 important	 to	 stress	 that	 U.S.	
counterterrorism	 sancDons	 authoriDes	 can	
only	 be	 applied	 to	 foreign	 persons	 or	
organizaDons	 and	 cannot	 be	 used	 to	
designate	 individuals	 or	 organizaDons	 that	
are	 predominantly	 based	 in	 the	 United	
States,	 and	 that	 the	 United	 States	 cannot	
designate	 groups	 based	 solely	 on	 protected	
speech.” 	 This	 lack	 of	 consonance	 between	51

FVEY	 regimes’	 use	 of	 designaDons	 or	
proscripDons	 to	 include	 (but	 not	 limited	 to)	
violent	 far-right	 actors,	 is	 no	 more	 acutely	
apparent	 than	 the	 poliDcal	 differences	
between	the	U.K.	and	the	United	States.	

While	 the	 U.K.	 has	 successfully	 prosecuted	
numerous	individuals	associated	with	violent	
far-right	groups,	 the	United	States	has	not. 	52

Despite	this,	the	United	States	has	had	some	
successful	 prosecuDons	 of	 individuals	
associated	with	 REMVE	 groups.	U.S.	 officials	
have	 noted	 the	 consequences	 of	 its	 FTO	
designaDons	 as	 follows:	 “All	 funds	 of	 the	
organizaDon	 under	 the	 control	 of	 U.S.	
insDtuDons	 are	 frozen”;	 “Aliens	 who	 are	
members	 or	 representaDves	 of,	 provide	
material	 support	 to,	 solicit	 funds	 for,	 or	
recruit	members	for	the	FTO	are	ineligible	for	
U.S.	 visas	 and	 other	 immigraDon-related	

benefits”;	and	“It	is	illegal	for	persons	subject	
to	 the	 jurisdicDon	 of	 the	 United	 States	 to	
knowingly	 provide	 material	 support	 or	
resources	 to	 the	 organizaDon,	 and	 violators	
are	 subject	 to	 significant	 civil	 and	 criminal	
penalDes,	 including	 lengthy	 terms	 of	
imprisonment.” 		53

U.S.	 officials	 explained	 the	 consequences	
associated	with	an	E.O.	13224	designaDon	as,	
“all	property	and	interests	in	property	of	the	
designated	 individuals	 and	 enDDes	 that	 are	
subject	 to	 U.S.	 jurisdicDon	 are	 blocked,	 and	
U.S.	 persons	 are	 generally	 prohibited	 from	
engaging	 in	 any	 transacDons	 with	 them.	
Foreign	 financial	 insDtuDons	 that	 knowingly	
conduct	 or	 faci l itate	 any	 significant	
transacDon	on	behalf	of	SDGTs	could	also	be	
subject	to	U.S.	sancDons.” 	54

In	 terms	 of	 measuring	 the	 effecDveness	 of	
the	U.S.	 regime,	as	noted	earlier,	 the	United	
States	 does	 maintain	 publicly	 available	
informaDon	 regarding	 blocked	 assets	
associated	with	 FTO	 and	 SDGT	designaDons.	
According	 to	 the	 U.S.	 Department	 of	
Treasury’s	 Terrorist	 Assets	 Report	 (TAR),	 65	
groups	have	had	assets	blocked,	of	which	the	
most	 significant	 impact	 has	 been	 on	
Hizballah,	 which	 has	 close	 to	 $23	million	 in	
assets	 currently	 blocked. 	 The	 TAR	 is	 the	55

world’s	 gold	 standard	 when	 it	 comes	 to	
measuring	 the	 financial	 impact	 of	 terrorist	

	U.S.	Government,	“Survey	Response	by	U.S.	Government	Regarding	REMVE	DesignaDons,”	provided	to	the	51

Soufan	Center	on	May	2022.

	Intelligence	and	Security	CommiSee	of	Parliament,	“Extreme	Right-Wing	Terrorism,”	July	2022,	hSps://52

isc.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/E02710035-HCP-Extreme-Right-Wing-
Terrorism_Accessible.pdf.

	U.S.	Government,	“Survey	Response	by	U.S.	Government	Regarding	REMVE	DesignaDons,”	provided	to	the	53

Soufan	Center	on	May	2022.

	U.S.	Government,	“Survey	Response	by	U.S.	Government	Regarding	REMVE	DesignaDons,”	provided	to	the	54

Soufan	Center	on	May	2022.

	U.S.	Department	of	the	Treasury,	“Terrorist	Assets	Report,”	September	8,	2021,	accessed	on	May	29,	2022,	55

hSps://home.treasury.gov/system/files/126/tar2020.pdf.	
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designaDons.	 While	 the	 U.S.	 government	
does	 not	 make	 data	 related	 to	 the	
prosecuDon	 of	 individuals	 for	 providing	
support	 to	 FTOs	 publicly	 available,	 a	 2015	
U.S.	Government	Accountability	Office	 study	
that	 reviewed	 the	 State	 Department’s	
implementaDon	 of	 the	 FTO	 regime	 noted,	
“between	January	1,	2009	and	December	31,	
2013,	 over	 80	 individuals	 were	 convicted	 of	
terrorism	 or	 terrorism-related	 crimes,	 that	
included	 providing	 material	 support	 or	
resources	 to	 an	 FTO.” 	 While	 the	 U.S.	56

Government	 does	 not	 provide	 publicly	
available	information	regarding	determinaDons	
to	reject	visa	requests	of	individuals	who	are	
linked	 to	 designated	 FTOs,	 the	 2015	
Government	 Accountability	 Office	 (GAO)	
report	 uncovered	 useful	 data	 regarding	 the	
immigraDon	impact	of	FTO	designaDons.	The	
report	explained,	“according	to	State	Bureau	
of	Consular	Affairs	data,	between	fiscal	years	
2009-2013…	 187	 individuals	 were	 denied	
immigrant	 visas	 on	 the	basis	 of	 involvement	
in	 terrorist	 acDviDes	 and	 associaDons	 with	
terrorist	organizaDons.” 	57

Between	 the	 2021	 TAR	 and	 the	 2015	 GAO	
report,	the	United	States	designaDons	regime	
is	 having	 an	 impact	 on	 countering	 the	
acDviDes	 of	 individuals	 associated	 with	

designated	 terrorist	 groups.	 While	 the	
metrics	 are	 incomplete,	 there	 are	numerous	
Department	 of	 JusDce	 press	 releases	 that	
indicate	 that	 the	 U.S.	 government	 rouDnely	
prosecutes	 individuals	 for	providing	material	
support	 to	 designated	 FTOs.	 This	 was	
parDcularly	 the	 case	 during	 the	 rise	 of	 the	
Islamic	 State	 (2014-2016)	 and	 Jabhat	 al-
Nusrah	 in	 Iraq	 and	 Syria	when	 a	 number	 of	
American	 foreign	 terrorist	 fighters	 and	
would-be	terrorist	fighters	were	arrested	and	
prosecuted	for	material	support.		

Nonetheless,	 the	 U.S.	 has	 not	 been	 able	 to	
replicate	 this	 success	 on	 the	 REMVE	 front	
because	 designaDons,	 simply	 put,	 have	 only	
been	 deployed	 against	 RIM.	 In	 part,	 this	 is	
because	 of	 a	 concern	 regarding	 the	 use	 of	
designaDons	 tools	 that	 could	 infringe	 First	
Amendment	 rights	 and	 because	 the	 United	
States	does	not	have	 the	 legal	 framework	 in	
place	to	designate	domesDc	terrorist	groups.	
Despite	 this,	 the	 U.S.	 Government	 on	
September	 4,	 2020,	 creaDvely	 charged	 two	
far-right	 individuals	 associated	 with	 the	
Boogaloo	 Bois 	 (undesignated	 pursuant	 to	58

U.S.	 law)	 for	 trying	 to	 provide	 material	
support	 to	 Hamas,	 a	 U.S.	 Department	 of	
State	designated	FTO. 	While	this	represents	59

an	 imaginaDve	 way	 to	 leverage	 terrorist	

	U.S.	Government	Accountability	Office,	“Combawng	Terrorism:	Foreign	Terrorist	OrganizaDon	DesignaDon	56

Process	and	U.S.	Agency	Enforcement	AcDons,”	Report	to	Congressional	Requesters,	June	2015,	Page	13.

	Ibid.57

	While	the	Boogaloo	Bois	is	tradiDonally	seen	as	an	anD-government	group,	the	organizaDon	has	disDnct	REMVE	58

qualiDes	to	it.	See	Alex	Newhouse	and	Nate	Gunesch,	“The	Boogaloo	Movement	Wants	To	Be	Seen	as	AnD-Racist,	
But	It	Has	a	White	Supremacist	Fringe,”	Middlebury	InsDtute	of	InternaDonal	Studies	at	Monterey’s	Center	on	
Terrorism,	Extremism,	and	Counterterrorism,	May	30,	2020,	hSps://www.middlebury.edu/insDtute/academics/
centers-iniDaDves/ctec/ctec-publicaDons/boogaloo-movement-wants-be-seen-anD-racist-it.

	U.S.	Department	of	JusDce,	Office	of	Public	Affairs,	“Two	Self-Described	“Boogaloo	Bois”	Charged	With	59

ASempDng	to	Provide	Material	Support	to	Hamas,”	News	Release,	September	4,	2020,	hSps://www.jusDce.gov/
opa/pr/two-self-described-boogaloo-bois-charged-aSempDng-provide-material-support-hamas.	
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designaDons,	 it	 is	 not	 a	 sustainable	 way	 to	
tackle	 the	 significant	 REMVE	 and	 anD-
government	challenge	in	the	United	States;	it	
is	highly	unlikely	 that	other	anD-government	
or	 white	 supremacist	 groups	 would	 work	
with	 an	 Islamist	 organizaDon	 like	 Hamas. 	60

Nonetheless,	 in	 a	 survey	 response	 to	 The	
Soufan	Center,	 representaDves	 from	the	U.S.	
Government	noted,	“In	addiDon	to	terrorism	
designaDons,	the	United	States	also	relies	on	
other	 tools	 to	 counter	 terrorism	 and	 violent	
extremism,	 including	 REMVE,	 such	 as	
informaDon	 sharing,	 counter-messaging,	
watchlisDng	 and	 screening,	 engaging	 with	
technology	 companies,	 and	 building	 partner	
capacity	 to	 protect	 sog	 targets	 including	
synagogues	and	mosques.” 		61

AddiDonally,	 the	 U.S.	 Government	 has	 been	
able	 to	 prosecute,	 albeit	 not	 for	 terrorism-
related	 offenses,	 a	 number	 of	 REMVE	 and	
anD-government	 linked	 individuals,	 most	
notably	 members	 of	 the	 Proud	 Boys,	 Oath	
Keepers	 and	 Three	 Percenters—all	 of	whom	
played	 notable	 roles	 in	 the	 January	 6,	 2021	
insurrecDon.	 The	 United	 States	 has	 not	
pursued	terrorism	related	charges	against	the	
January	 6th	 insurrecDonists	 because	 U.S.	
laws	 that	 aim	 to	 prosecute	 terrorists	 are	
primarily	oriented	towards	acDviDes	that	are	

conducted	 on	 behalf	 of	 foreign-based	
groups. 	62

There	 is	very	 liSle	 informaDon	regarding	 the	
impact	Australian	 and	New	Zealand	 terrorist	
lisDngs	have	had	against	individuals	linked	to	
violent	 far-right	 groups.	 Between	 the	 two	
countries,	 they	 have	 only	 designated	 five	
groups	and	one	individual.	However,	there	 is	
evidence	 that	 Australia	 has	 arrested	
individuals,	 such	 as	 Thomas	 Sewell	 who	 is	
associated	 with	 the	 Australian	 neo-Nazi	
group	 known	 as	 the	 NaDonal	 Socialist	
Network. 	 Sewell	was	 charged	 in	May	2021	63

for	 armed	 robbery	 amongst	 other	 alleged	
crimes. 	 New	 Zealand’s	 designaDon	 of	64

Tarrant,	 a	 high-profile	 violent	 far-right	 actor,	
has	had	liSle	preventaDve	effect	on	him	since	
he	 is	 in	 prison.	 In	 an	 interview	 with	 The	
Soufan	 Center,	 a	 representaDve	 of	 the	 New	
Zealand	 Government	 clarified	 that	 Tarrant’s	
designaDon	 has	 had	 an	 important	 pracDcal	
effect; 	 specifically,	 Tarrant’s	 manifesto	 is	65

ostensDbly	outlawed,	making	it	more	difficult	
for	his	outlandish	theories	to	spread.	

As	demonstrated,	comprehensively	measuring	
the	 effecDveness	 of	 terrorist	 designaDons	
deployed	 against	 violent	 far-right	 actors	 has	
been	 difficult.	 While	 there	 is	 limited	

	Jason	M.	Blazakis,	“The	Intangible	Benefits	of	a	DomesDc	Terrorism	Statute,”	Georgetown	Journal	of	Interna<onal	60

Affairs,	June	24,	2021,	hSps://gjia.georgetown.edu/2021/06/24/the-intangible-benefits-of-a-domesDc-terrorism-
statute/.

	U.S.	Government,	“Survey	Response	by	U.S.	Government	Regarding	REMVE	DesignaDons,”	provided	to	the	61

Soufan	Center	on	May	2022.

	Mary	B.	McCord	and	Jason	Blazakis,	“A	Road	Map	for	Congress	to	Address	DomesDc	Terrorism.”	Lawfare,	62

February	27,	2019,	hSps://www.lawfareblog.com/road-map-congress-address-domesDc-terrorism.

	This	organizaDon	is	not	currently	listed	as	a	terrorist	group	by	the	Government	of	Australia	and	is	disDnct	from	63

Australia’s	lisDng	of	the	NaDonalist	Socialist	Order	which	has	three	aliases	(Atomwaffen	Division,	AWD,	and	Nuclear	
Weapons	Division)	under	Australia’s	lisDng.

	Michael	McGowan,	“Australian	neo-Nazi	Tom	Sewell	Charged	By	Counter-Terrorism	Police,”	The	Guardian,	May	64

14,	2021,	hSps://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/may/14/australian-neo-nazi-tom-sewell-arrested-by-
counter-terrorism-police.

	TSC	Interview	with	senior	counterterrorism	and	sancDons	officials,	Government	of	New	Zealand,	June	2022.65
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anecdotal	evidence	that	the	U.K.	and	Canada	
have	 operaDonalized	 their	 violent	 far-right	
proscripDons,	neither	country	provides	public	
evidence	 regarding	 the	 impact	of	 its	 lisDngs.	
Moreover,	 since	 the	United	States,	Australia,	
and	New	Zealand	have	selecDvely	used	their	
terrorism	 designaDon	 authoriDes	 against	
violent	 far-right	 actors,	 there	are	 insufficient	
or	no	metrics	of	 success,	or	 failure,	 that	can	
be	evaluated.	The	lack	of	evidence,	however,	
does	 not	 mean	 that	 these	 countries	 cannot	
tackle	 the	violent	 far-right	 challenge,	or	 that	
sancDons	are	the	only,	necessary	tool	to	such	
ends.		

In	 fact,	 one	 non-FVEY	 country,	 Germany,	
which	 does	 not	 have	 a	 domesDc	 terrorism	
lisDng	 regime,	 has	 been	 able	 to	 prosecute	
several	 individuals	 associated	 with	 neo-Nazi	
groups.	 Terrorism	 expert	 Anna	 Meier	 has	
explained	that	Germany	has	been	able	to	do	
so	 because	 its	 laws	 have	 deemed	 neo-Nazi	
groups	 as	 unconsDtuDonal,	 since	 they	 are	
predisposed	 to	 being	 against	 “German	
values.” 	 The	 German	 consDtuDonal	 ban	 of	66

neo-Nazis,	 and	 the	 proscripDon	 approaches	
taken	 by	 governments	 like	 the	 U.K.	 and	
Canada,	 are	 unlikely	 models	 for	 the	 United	
States	 because	 its	 legal	 system	 makes	 it	
impossible	 to	 designate	 domesDc	 groups,	
such	 as	 the	 Proud	 Boys	 and	 Atomwaffen	
Division.	 One	 possible	 excepDon	 could	 be	
some	flexibility	the	United	States	may	have	in	
designaDng	foreign-based	affiliates	of	REMVE	
groups,	 like	 the	 Proud	 Boys	 or	 Atomwaffen	
Division.	 Despite	 the	 lack	 of	 terrorist	
designaDons,	the	United	States	has	been	able	
to	 prosecute	 REMVE	 actors	 successfully.	
Moreover,	 shortly	 ager	 the	 U.S.	 designaDon	
of	the	RIM,	Facebook	was	quick	to	take	down	
the	 group’s	 page,	 and	 YouTube	 removed	 its	
channel.	 These	 acDons	 highlight	 that	
technology	companies	take	U.S.	designaDons	

seriously	 and	 that	 government	 applied	
sancDons	drive	content	removal	decisions.		

Nonetheless,	 unlike	 its	 Canadian	 and	 U.K.	
counterparts,	 the	 United	 States	 has	 been	
deprived	 of	 the	 powerful	 signaling	 and	
normaDve	benefits	ogen	associated	with	the	
deployment	 of	 designaDons	 against	 REMVE	
actors.	 In	 this	 sense,	 heretofore,	 the	 United	
States	has	missed	the	chance	to	unequivocally	
state	that	it	holds	the	threat	posed	by	REMVE	
actors	 at	 the	 same	 level	 posed	 as	 Salafi-
jihadist	and	ethno-naDonalist	terrorist	groups	
which	 dominate	 the	 State	 Department’s	 FTO	
list.	 This	 glaring	 discrepancy	 has	 prompted	
mulDple	 iniDaDves	 by	 the	 legislaDve	 branch	
and	 broader	 public	 to	 call	 upon	 the	 U.S.	
Government	 to	 designate	 more	 REMVE	
actors	 as	 terrorists.	 As	 will	 be	 discussed	 in	
the	 following	 secDon,	 the	 United	 States’	
ability	to	heed	these	calls	or	emulate	the	U.K.	
or	 Canadian	 approaches	 will	 be	 difficult	
unless	 other	 pracDcal	 maSers	 are	 first	
addressed.	

It	is	also	important	to	consider	what	role	the	
mulDlateral	community,	especially	the	United	
NaDons,	 can	 play	 in	 complemenDng	 FVEY	
country	 terrorist	 designaDon	 programs	
designed	to	counter	the	financial	acDviDes	of	
REMVE	actors.	The	UN	has	played	a	vital	role,	
by	 adopDng	 UNSCR	 1373,	 in	 creaDng	 the	
underlying	 basis	 for	 governments	 to	 use	
domesDc	 designaDons	 as	 a	 tool	 to	 counter	
terrorist	 financing.	 The	 UN’s	 importance	 in	
the	 area	 of	 sancDons	 has	 been	 underscored	
by	 the	 Financial	 Action	 Task	 Force	 and	
specifically	its	recommendation	(recommendation	
6)	 that	 calls	 on	 “countries	 to	 implement	
targeted	 financial	 sancDons	 regimes	 to	
comply	 with	 the	 United	 NaDons	 Security	
Counci l	 ResoluDons	 re laDng	 to	 the	
prevenDon	and	suppression	of	terrorism	and	

	Anna	Meier,	“Is	Official	Terrorist	Content	Illegal	Online?	Terrorist	DesignaDon	and	the	Online	Realm,”	The	Tech	66

Against	Terrorism	Podcast,	Season	2,	Episode	9,	April	12,	2022.	
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terrorist	 financing.” 	 Moreover,	 there	 are	67

bodies	 within	 the	 United	 NaDons	 that	 are	
able	 to	 assist	 states,	 to	 include	 FVEY	
countries,	in	countering	REMVE	financing.	As	
Naureen	 Chowdhury	 Fink	 and	 Jason	 M.	
Blazakis	 have	 observed,	 “states	 could	 work	
through	 CTED	 to	 develop	 a	 stronger	
monitoring	capacity	on	internaDonal	far-right	
financing	 and	 develop	 more	 tailored	 legal	
and	policy	responses,	as	they	are	already	doing	
on	broader	counterterrorism	compliance.” 	The	68

UN’s	 capacity	 building,	 research,	 and	
experDse	and	convening	authority	could	help	
operationalize	the	use	of	terrorist	designaDons	
as	a	 tool	 to	counter	REMVE	financing.	While	

UN1267	 lisDngs	 of	 REMVE	 actors	 are	 not	
likely,	they	may	not	be	necessary	if	domesDc	
terrorist	 lisDng	 capaciDes	 are	 augmented.	
The	 UN	 could	 also,	 with	 appropriate	 state-
based	 funding,	 potenDally	 develop	 metrics	
that	can	measure	state	success	in	countering	
REMVE	financing.	

The	 challenge	 of	 violent	 far-right	 extremism	
must	 be	 met	 by	 a	 whole-of-community	
approach.	 SancDons	 alone	 will	 not	 stop	 the	
financial	 or	 operaDonal	 acDviDes	 of	 violent	
far-right	 actors.	 Nonetheless,	 there	 are	
terrorist-designaDon	 related	 steps	 that	 FVEY	
countries	can	take	to	meet	the	challenge.	

	The	Financial	AcDon	Task	Force,	“Targeted	Financial	SancDons	Related	to	Terrorism	and	Terrorist	Financing	67

(RecommendaDon	6),”	accessed	on	June	20,	2022.	hSps://www.far-gafi.org/documents/documents/bpp-
finsancDons-r-
r6.html#:~:text=FATF%20RecommendaDon%206%20requires%20countries,successor%20resoluDons%2C%20and%
20UNSCR%201373.	

	Jason	M.	Blazakis	and	Naureen	Chowdhury	Fink,	“The	InternaDonal	Far-Right	Terrorist	Threat	Requires	a	68

MulDlateral	Response,”	Lawfare,	April	4,	2021,	hSps://www.lawfareblog.com/internaDonal-far-right-terrorist-
threat-requires-mulDlateral-response.	
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1. Establish	 common	metrics	 for	 assessing	
the	impacts	of	sancEons:	FVEY	countries	
should	 establish	 metrics	 for	 measuring	
the	successful	implementaDon	of	terrorist	
designaDons.	 It	 will	 otherwise	 remain	
difficult	 to	 determine	 the	 amount	 of	
financial	 and	 bureaucraDc	 capital	 that	
should	 be	 expended	 in	 developing	
terrorist	 lisDngs.	 The	 United	 States	 TAR	
should	 be	 replicated	 in	 the	 other	 FVEY	
countries	since	it	illuminates	the	financial	
impact	of	U.S.	terrorist	designaDons.	

2. Consider	 designaEng	 foreign	 based	
affiliates	 or	 supporters	 of	 U.S.	 REMVE	
actors:	 The	 United	 States	 is	 the	 world’s	
leader	 in	 the	 deployment	 of	 terrorist	
designaDons,	 but	 it	 has	 never	 labeled	 a	
REMVE	 actor	 as	 an	 FTO	 and	 has	 only	
listed	one	group,	RIM,	as	a	terrorist	enDty	
pursuant	to	E.O.	13224.	In	this	regard,	the	
United	 States	 should	determine	whether	
any	non-U.S.	based	 individuals	or	groups	
on	 the	 U.K.,	 Canadian,	 or	 Australian	
terrorist	 lists	 can	 be	 sancDoned	 under	
either	 its	 FTO	 or	 E.O.	 13224	 designaDon	
authoriDes.	 While	 there	 is	 liSle	 doubt	
that	 the	 U.S.	 has	 requested	 addiDonal	
informaDon	 from	 these	 countries	
regarding	 the	 underlying	 bases	 for	 their	
own	 proscripDon	 of	 REMVE	 actors,	 the	
engagement	 on	 these	 issues	 should	 be	
iteraDve	and	regularly	occuring.	

3. Invest	 in	 greater	 informaEon	 collecEon	
to	develop	lisEngs:	If	the	United	States	is	
unable	 to	 receive	 sufficient	 informaDon	
from	 U.K.,	 Canadian,	 or	 Australian	

counterparts	regarding	the	bases	for	their	
own	 proscripDons	 of	 REMVE	 groups,	 the	
United	 States	 should	 invest	 more	
resources	 into	 collecDng	 intelligence	 on	
foreign-based	 REMVE	 actors.	 This	 is	 an	
area	 the	 Department	 of	 State’s	 Deputy	
Coordinator	for	Counterterrorism	recently	
idenDfied	as	a	deficiency,	noDng	that	the	
department	 “would	 love	 to	 be	 able	
deploy	this	tool	everywhere,	[but]	we	just	
don’t	 have	 the	 resources	 and	 staff	 and	
the	 informaDon.” 	 The	 U.S.	 Congress	69

should	review	whether	the	Counterterrorism	
Finance	 and	 DesignaDons	 Office	 in	 the	
Department	 of	 State's	 Counterterrorism	
Bureau	 has	 sufficient	 staff	 resources	 to	
pursue	 REMVE	 designaDons.	 Because	
intelligence	informaDon	is	highly	relevant	
to	 the	 State	 Department’s	 terrorist	
designaDons	 process,	 the	 U.S.	 Congress	
should	idenDfy	what	level	of	prioriDzaDon	
the	 U.S.	 Intelligence	 Community	 has	
given	 to	 the	 overseas	 collecDon	 of	
informaDon	of	REMVE	actors.	

4. Make	 greater	 use	 of	 mulElateral	 tools:	
MulDlateralism,	 such	 as	 the	 sancDoning	
of	 terrorists	 under	 UNSCR	 1267	 and	 the	
adopDon	of	UNSCR	1373,	has	been	a	key	
feature	 in	 demonstraDng	 internaDonal	
resolve	 in	 the	 fight	 against	 terrorism	
financing.	While	 emulaDng	 the	 UN	 1267	
regime	 in	 the	 REMVE-space	 is	 unlikely	
due	 to	 the	 lack	of	 consonance	 (including	
differences	between	FVEYE	countries	that	
stem	from	vastly	different	legal	tradiDons)	
amongst	 countries	 in	 how	 they	 define	
terrorism,	 the	 United	 NaDons,	 especially	
the	 UN	 Counter-Terrorism	 ExecuDve	
Directorate	(CTED)	can	play	a	pivotal	role	
in	 defining	 the	 REMVE	 threat.	 In	 this	
regard,	 CTED	 could	 build	 upon	 its	 April	

	Irfan	Saeed,	interviewed	by	Natasha	Del	Toro	and	Mark	GreenblaS,	“Episode	Six:	Limits,”	Verified	(podcast),	69

Season	3,	Episode	6,	March	1,	2022,	accessed	May	29,	2022,	hSps://www.verifiedpod.com/episodes/episod-six-
limits.	
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2020	 report	 that	 documented	 a	 320%	
increase	in	aSacks	by	far-right	individuals	
over	 the	 past	 five	 years. 	 InformaDon	70

collected	 by	 CTED	 and	 its	 analysis	 could	
be	 leveraged	 by	 countries	 that	 are	
interested	in	sancDoning	REMVE	actors.	

5. Ensure	 that	 counterterrorism	 sancEons	
do	 not	 adversely	 impact	 civil	 society	
space,	financial	inclusion,	or	the	delivery	of	
principled	 humanitarian	 assistance:	 With	
the	global	rise	of	far-right	violence,	there	
will	be	increasing	pressure	on	governments	
to	 counter	 the	 REMVE	 threat.	 Avoiding	
the	 temptaDon	 to	 designate	 REMVE	
actors	 without	 thinking	 through	 the	
secondary	or	third-order	effects	will	be	a	
mistake.	 Thus,	 considering	 past	 civil	
society	 and	 human	 rights	 concerns	 can	
make	 for	 a	 more	 effecDve	 targeted	
designaDons	regime.	To	do	that,	engaging	
with	 civil	 society	 and	 legal	 organizaDons	
in	 advance	 of	 rapid	 expansion	 of	
sancDons	 will	 be	 paramount.	 If	 FVEY	
countries	 continue	 to	 use	 terrorist	
designations	as	a	tool	against	REMVE	entities	
and	 individuals	 or	 consider	 some	 form	of	
an	internaDonal	or	regional	regime,	it	will	
be	 important	 to	ensure	 that	 civil	 society	
prevenDon	and	rehabilitaDon	work	is	not	
sDfled,	and	that	sancDons	do	not	become	
a	 poliDcized	 tool.	 SancDons	 can	 have	
u n i n t e n d e d	 c o n s e q u e n c e s ,	 a s	
demonstrated	 in	 Somalia	 and	 Yemen	
where	 delivery	 of	 important	 services	
were	 perceived	 as	 being	 jeopardized	 by	
the	 U.S.	 designaDons	 of	 groups	 like	 al-
Shabaab	 (Somalia)	 and	 the	 Houthis	
(Yemen).	 In	 places	 like	Afghanistan,	U.N.	
designaDons	 of	 groups	 and	 individuals	
relaDng	to	al-Qaida,	ISIS	or	the	Taliban	have	

prompted	 concern	 among	 humanitarian	
agencies	 about	 the	 potential	 risks	 or	
interacting	with	designated	groups.	Verdicts	
like	the	Kadi	case	in	Europe	highlight	also	
the	 importance	 of	 integraDng	 a	 due	
process	 mechanism	 into	 any	 sancDons	
regime	in	order	to	boost	compliance	and	
effecDveness.	

	United	NaDons	Counter	Terrorism	ExecuDve	Directorate,	“Member	States	Concerned	By	The	Growing	and	70

Increasingly	TransnaDonal	Threat	of	Extreme	Right-Wing	Terrorism,”CTED	Trends	Alert,	April	2020,	hSps://
www.un.org/securitycouncil/ctc/sites/www.un.org.securitycouncil.ctc/files/files/documents/2021/Jan/
cted_trends_alert_extreme_right-wing_terrorism.pdf.	
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