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​Submission of NGO Monitor on Combating Intolerance, Negative​
​Stereotyping, Stigmatization, Discrimination, Incitement to​

​Violence and Violence against Persons, Based on Religion or Belief​

​NGO Monitor, a project of the Institute for NGO Research,​​1​ ​an organization in Special​
​Consultative Status with UN ECOSOC since 2013, respectfully submits the following​
​information to assist the High Commissioner pursuant to Resolution 58/29 in the​
​preparation of his comprehensive follow-up report on “steps taken by States to combat​
​intolerance, negative stereotyping, stigmatization, discrimination, incitement to violence and​
​violence against persons, based on religion or belief, as set forth in the present resolution.”​
​We hope that the information provided will aid in the preparation of the report to the 61st​
​session of the Human Rights Council.​

​Introduction​

​For over 20 years, NGO Monitor has studied and analyzed the persistent presence of​
​antisemitism within the human rights and humanitarian community. Antisemitism​
​propagated by non-governmental organizations (NGOs), often cloaked in the language of​
​“human rights” and “humanitarianism,” has become entrenched in political discourse on​
​Israel and Zionism, mirroring the surge in antisemitic violence worldwide. Many institutions​
​and individuals who claim to advance human rights and humanitarian values instead​

​1​ ​Members of NGO Monitor’s Advisory Board include Elliott​​Abrams, Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council​
​on Foreign Relations; former Canadian Ambassador to Israel, Amb. Vivian Bercovici; Michal Cotler-Wunsh, former member​
​of Knesset for the Blue and White Party; Hon. Michael Danby, MP, senior member of the Australian Labor Party; Harvard​
​Professor Prof. Alan Dershowitz; Hon. Linda Frum; Hon. Alexander Downer AC, Former Minister for Foreign Affairs of​
​Australia; Maj. Andrew Fox, Henry Jackson Society research fellow; best-selling author and commentator and British​
​journalist and international affairs commentator, Tom Gross; Bonnie Glick, former Deputy Administrator and Chief​
​Operating Officer of USAID; David Harris, former CEO of the American Jewish Committee; Colonel Richard Kemp, former​
​commander of British forces in Iraq and Afghanistan; Douglas Murray, Director of the Centre for Social Cohesion,​
​best-selling author and commentator; former Member of Italian Parliament, Hon. Fiamma Nirenstein, UCLA Professor and​
​President of the Daniel Pearl Foundation, Prof. Judea Pearl; US Jurist and former Legal Advisor to the State Department​
​Judge Abraham Sofaer; Natan Sharansky, former Russian Refusenik, Dr. Einat Wilf, former member of Knesset with the​
​Israel Labor Party and advisor to Shimon Peres; Harvard Professor Prof. Ruth Wisse; R. James Woolsey, former US Director​
​of Central Intelligence; and Israeli Supreme Court Justice, Justice Elyakim Rubinstein​
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​spread intolerance, negative stereotyping, and incitement against Jews and Israelis. Far​
​from condemning this hatred, these NGOs condone antisemitism from executives and staff,​
​with little to no repercussions. These organizations also consistently dismiss considerations​
​of antisemitism as a human rights issue, and openly attack the inherent right of Jews and​
​Israelis to self-determination.​

​This conduct violates not only moral norms, but also States’ legal obligations under ICCPR,​
​CERD, and repeated Human Rights Council Resolutions. As the UN has affirmed, States are​
​obligated to: “​​speak out against intolerance, including​​advocacy of religious hatred that​
​constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility or violence; create mechanisms to address​
​tensions between communities; criminalize incitement to imminent violence; and combat​
​denigration and negative religious stereotyping through education and​
​awareness-building​​.” Yet, when antisemitism is the​​target, these obligations are​
​systematically ignored.​

​Antisemitism as a Human Rights Issue​

​This dynamic is prevalent among powerful organizations such as Human Rights Watch and​
​Amnesty International, numerous Palestinian NGOs, and other groups worldwide.​​2​ ​These​
​organizations frequently denigrate and stereotype Jews and Israelis, justify violence as a​
​reaction to Israel’s existence, and employ rhetoric that incites hostility. This runs counter to​
​the UN’s own acknowledgment that States and civil society must prevent such​
​stigmatization and incitement.​

​At the same time, antisemitic incidents continue to be met with apathy and the absence of​
​accountability and public debate, in particular from governments that fund many of these​
​NGOs and from their supporters.​

​Governments that fund these NGOs are therefore in breach not only of moral obligations but​
​also of legal responsibilities under treaties such as the ICCPR and ICERD, and commitments​
​reiterated by the Human Rights Council to foster religious freedom, pluralism, and​
​non-discrimination.​

​International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance Working Definition of​
​Antisemitism​

​2​ ​For detailed information on these organizations, see NGO Monitor’s website:​​https://www.ngo-monitor.org/​
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​Effectively confronting antisemitism requires consensus on the basic elements. The​
​International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) working definition of antisemitism​
​provides such a framework, echoing the UN’s call for States to adopt clear standards to​
​address intolerance, stereotyping, and incitement.​​According to IHRA, “Antisemitism is a​
​certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred toward Jews. Rhetorical and​
​physical manifestations of antisemitism are directed toward Jewish or non-Jewish​
​individuals and/or their property, toward Jewish community institutions and religious​
​facilities.”​

​In contrast to the widespread adoption and support for IHRA, NGO Monitor notes with​
​grave concern that certain NGOs are actively​​lobbying​​the UN to reject the definition. This​
​campaign is based on​​extensive disinformation​​surrounding​​the adoption and application of​
​the definition. This disinformation includes spurious claims about the authorship of the​
​definition and false claims that it restricts criticism of Israel. The NGOs involved in this​
​campaign include a number of terror-linked groups, NGOs that run campaigns denying​
​Israel’s right to exist as a Jewish state, NGOs that seek to eliminate Jewish and Israeli​
​self-determination, groups that have invoked blatantly antisemitic tropes and imagery in​
​their activities, and BDS lobbyists. The NGOs blatantly acknowledge that their motivation is​
​to shield themselves from widespread recognition that much of their activity related to Israel​
​crosses the line into antisemitism.​

​These campaigns blatantly violate the UN’s own guidance, which calls on States to:​
​“combat denigration and negative religious stereotyping … through education and​
​awareness-building,” and to “ensure that public functionaries, in the conduct of their duties,​
​do not discriminate on the basis of religion or belief.” NGOs that perpetuate antisemitism do​
​the exact opposite.​

​In NGO Monitor’s assessment,  the IHRA definition provides a critical framework to address​
​the deeply ingrained antisemitism present in certain NGOs. It is therefore essential that all​
​UN bodies, mechanisms, and experts adopt the definition and treat antisemitism as a​
​central human rights issue.​​NGO Monitor further recommends​​that all governments​
​integrate the IHRA definition into funding and partnership agreements, alongside existing​
​provisions addressing discrimination, terrorism, and hate speech, ensuring that prospective​
​grantees are fully aware of and bound by these requirements. Governments must also​
​establish robust procedures for vetting NGO partners and grantees, handling complaints,​
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​conducting investigations, and imposing sanctions where necessary. These standards​
​should apply consistently across all UN agencies and frameworks.​

​While these policies alone cannot eliminate the entrenched hatred of Jews and Israel that​
​fuels antisemitism, their implementation can significantly reduce its presence in mainstream​
​discourse and ensure that governments act to combat, rather than enable, antisemitic​
​expression.​

​In contrast to this destructive disinformation campaign, we note:​

​●​ ​As of September 2023, the IHRA working definition has been adopted by​​43 countries​
​including the​​United Kingdom​​,​​Austria​​, Australia,​​Bulgaria,​​Germany​​,​​Cyprus​​,​​Albania​​,​
​Lithuania, Romania, Macedonia, US, and​​Canada​​.​

​●​ ​In October 2022, Special Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial​
​discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerance E. Tendayi Achiume,​​gratuitously​
​attacked the IHRA definition​​in a presentation to​​the General Assembly. Achiume had​
​no expertise on the issue of combating antisemitism and acted in violation of her​
​responsibilities as Rapporteur by failing to consult in advance with mainstream​
​Jewish communities and organizations, with government envoys on combating​
​antisemitism, and with Ahmed Shaheed, the only UN Rapporteur to have studied the​
​issue in depth. In response to Achiume’s unsupported attack, dozens of countries,​
​including the United States, Canada, and the European Union condemned this​
​maligning of the IHRA definition and strongly rejected her false claims. They also​
​reaffirmed the importance of this instrument. Not a single country taking the floor in​
​the debate endorsed Achiume’s attack on IHRA.​

​●​ ​In January 2021, the European Commission published a “​​Handbook for the practical​
​use of the IHRA Working Definition of Antisemitism​​,”​​which relates the IHRA​
​definition “to the contexts of real-world antisemitic incidents and crimes” and​
​illustrates “good practices in the application” of the definition.​

​●​ ​On​​December 2, 2020, the European Commission Against​​Racism and Intolerance​
​(ECRI),​​published an opinion directly addressing the​​false claim raised by the NGOs​
​that IHRA stifles free speech and precludes criticism of Israel. It stated that “any​
​attempts to misuse the Working Definition and its examples to stifle, or stigmatise as​
​antisemitic, legitimate criticism of Israel and its policies, will jeopardise efforts to​
​combat antisemitism and should therefore be rejected. ECRI must reiterate, however,​
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​that it is unacceptable when criticism of the Israeli government is used to stir up​
​hatred against all Jewish people in Israel and elsewhere . . . In the ensuing public​
​discourse, insufficient emphasis is placed on the need to distinguish between criticism​
​of the actions of Israel and the public expression of hatred of Jewish people and​
​racism towards them in general. Jewish institutions, such as synagogues, community​
​centres and cemeteries, are often vandalised, also in reaction to events in the Middle​
​East. The view that attacks on Jewish persons and property could be considered as​
​justifiable reactions to policies or actions of the Israeli government is, regrettably,​
​widespread and not only held by members of extremist groups. Keeping in mind the​
​above observations, ECRI welcomes the non-legally binding IHRA Working Definition​
​of Antisemitism in the sense that it aids and promotes a better understanding of​
​antisemitism.”​

​●​ ​In his historic​​September 2019 report, the UN’s Special​​Rapporteur on freedom of​
​religion or belief​​, Ahmed Shaheed, wrote, “The working​​definition of antisemitism​
​developed by the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance can offer valuable​
​guidance for identifying antisemitism in its various forms…the Special Rapporteur​
​recommends its use as a critical non-legal educational tool that should be applied.”​

​●​ ​Over 1,100​​global entities including cities, universities,​​NGOs, and corporations have​
​adopted and endorsed the IHRA definition.​

​●​ ​The reference to “alternative definitions” of antisemitism are central components of​
​the campaign to undermine the IHRA consensus and are aimed at providing cover for​
​those engaging in antisemitic activity.​

​State and Institutional Failures​
​Despite significant progress in some countries with respect to acknowledging the evil of​
​antisemitism and the need to allocate meaningful levels of government funding and​
​resources to combat it, many European governments have undermined these efforts by​
​providing hundreds of millions of dollars to NGOs that engage in and promote blatant​
​antisemitism as defined by IHRA, including antisemitic tropes, imagery, and incitement. The​
​governments and the EU justify such funding by claiming that the recipient organizations​
​are engaged in advancing human rights and humanitarian objectives, or that grants are​
​provided for specific projects and not for organizations. Setting aside that many of the​
​funded projects include reports and activities promoting antisemitism, these excuses are​
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​themselves unacceptable – any group that engages in antisemitism can in no way be said to​
​be promoting human rights or humanitarian goals.​

​These actions directly contradict HRC commitments that States must “​​foster religious​
​freedom and pluralism​​,” and “​​take effective measures​​to ensure officials do not​
​discriminate​​.” If NGOs engaged in racist or anti-LGBTQ+​​rhetoric, they would immediately​
​lose funding. The continued tolerance of antisemitism reveals a discriminatory double​
​standard.​

​Governmental Best Practices​

​In addition to adopting the IHRA definition, a number of governments have instituted​
​funding guidelines and legislation to counter antisemitism, prevent incitement, stereotyping,​
​and discrimination. These examples reflect concrete application of the obligations​
​articulated by the Human Rights Council: preventing incitement, combating stereotyping,​
​and ensuring tolerance through funding criteria, education, and accountability.​

​Switzerland:​​In June 2017, the Swiss Parliament​​adopted​​a resolution​​to “amend the laws,​
​ordinances and regulations so that Switzerland can no longer subsidize, even indirectly,​
​development cooperation projects carried out by NGOs involved in racism or incitement.”​

​Denmark:​​On October 5, 2018, the Danish Foreign Ministry​​announced new criteria​​for its​
​funding of NGOs. These guidelines specifically state that projects that promote BDS,​
​organizations that question Israel’s right to exist, and those with ties to terror will not be​
​eligible to receive funds.​

​Netherlands:​​According to the​​Dutch MFA’s “2018 Work​​Plan,”​​contracts signed between​
​the Dutch MFA and NGOs include funding guidelines that ensure the Netherlands does not​
​finance “organizations that promote hate-speech, racism, antisemitism in any sort or​
​format” (NGO Monitor translation)​

​Germany:​​On May 17, 2019, the German Bundestag passed​​a​​landmark resolution​​defining​
​BDS campaigns against Israel as antisemitic. The joint resolution, “Stand Resolutely Against​
​the BDS Movement: Combat Antisemitism,” was supported by the CDU/CSU, SPD, FDP, and​
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​Green parties. The Bundestag called for ending German government funding to groups that​
​promote BDS. The resolution states that Germany will:​

​●​ ​“Combat every form of antisemitism, from the beginning and in all consequence and​
​to condemn the BDS campaign and their call for a boycott of Israeli goods, businesses​
​and of Israeli scientists, artists or athletes;​

​●​ ​Not provide premises and facilities under public administration to organizations that​
​express anti-Semitism or call Israel’s right to exist into question. The Bundestag calls​
​on the Federal Government not to support events of the BDS movement or groups​
​actively pursuing their goals;​

​●​ ​Expresses its support of the Federal Government and the Commissioner for Jewish​
​Living in Germany in their efforts to fight against anti-Semitism and any extremism;​

​●​ ​Not financially support organizations that question Israel’s right to exist;​
​●​ ​Not financially support any projects that call for a boycott of Israel or actively support​

​the BDS movement;​
​●​ ​Call on all countries, cities and municipalities and all public actors to jointly share this​

​stance.”​

​Recommendations​

​NGO Monitor recommends that governments and international institutions adopt clear and​
​specific implementation mechanisms in order to maximize their commitments, as well as​
​ensure that no resources and support are given to NGOs that engage in antisemitism.​

​●​ ​Adopt IHRA definition​​: All States and UN bodies must​​adopt the IHRA working​
​definitions of antisemitism and Holocaust denial and distortion. In particular, this​
​should be a requirement for countries seeking positions on international bodies​
​related to the promotion of universal human rights.​

​●​ ​Apply IHRA to funding and partnerships​​: NGOs promoting​​intolerance, incitement,​
​or negative stereotyping of Jews must be excluded from funding and ECOSOC status.​

​●​ ​Enforce standards​​: States and UN bodies must establish​​mechanisms to investigate​
​and sanction NGOs and officials who spread intolerance or antisemitism.​

​●​ ​Appoint a UN Coordinator on Antisemitism​​: This individual​​should oversee​
​education, training, monitoring, and reporting consistent with HRC guidelines. As in​
​the EU, this individual would coordinate with the IHRA and UN member states to​
​encourage the adoption of the IHRA working definitions and ways to implement it.​
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​●​ ​Mandate consultation with Jewish communities and experts​​: Special Procedures​
​and Commissions of Inquiry must engage with mainstream Jewish communities,​
​IHRA experts, and former UN Rapporteurs.​

​●​ ​Create a UN complaints mechanism​​: Victims of antisemitism,​​including​
​discrimination by UN mandate holders or NGOs, must have a pathway for remedy.​

​●​ ​Require transparency​​: Public disclosure of NGO partners,​​criteria, and funding is​
​essential to ensure compliance.​

​Conclusion​

​Antisemitism remains an enduring scourge targeting Jews globally, as well as Israel, the​
​nation-state of the Jewish people. As the Human Rights Council itself has affirmed,​
​combating intolerance requires States and institutions to criminalize incitement, prevent​
​stereotyping, foster pluralism, and ensure equality. Applying these standards to​
​antisemitism is long overdue.​

​NGO Monitor urges the High Commissioner and UN Member States to ensure that​
​commitments made in the Human Rights Council are not applied selectively, and that​
​combating antisemitism is treated as an integral part of the universal struggle against​
​intolerance and discrimination.​
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