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Introduction 

The action taken by states and international governmental organisations (IGOs) to counter antisemitism over the past few years should be examined  organisationally or thematically, before any attempt is made to assess the progress they have made.

We could, for example, look at the elements which most concern us. Are states prosecuting Holocaust deniers; are they monitoring antisemitic violence; do they have legislation which recognises antisemitic violence as a specific crime, or at least have legislation which criminalises racist violence, and if so do they so prosecute, or at least recognise racist motivation as an aggravating factor in prosecuting, and do they either indict the case on the aggravating element, or do they impose sentence enhancement on conviction.
I have opted to examine the issue organisationally for two reasons. First, there are clear differences in approach between organisations. Second, it is possible to establish the effectiveness of certain international organisations, and compare them with others. 

The main IGOs and multilateral agencies which have recognised some or all of the themes coursing through current antisemitism are: the United Nations (UN), UN Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR),                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      European Union (EU), European Commission (EC), European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia (EUMC), Council of Europe (CoE) and its human rights monitoring agency, the European Commission Against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI), Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and its human rights subsidiary, the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR).1
The effectiveness of states’ initiatives can be measured, and we can also examine the effect that the antisemitism monitoring bodies, such as the Stephen Roth Institute, Berlin Technical University Centre for Research on Antisemitism and Vidal Sassoon International Center for the Study of Antisemitism, have on IGOs. Jewish agencies, such as the World Jewish Congress and its regional affiliates, American Jewish Committee, Anti-Defamation League, Simon Wiesenthal Centre, have likewise played a part in alerting IGOs and states and in securing action. 

Lastly, and to a lesser extent, the human rights agencies such as Human Rights First, (formerly the Lawyers Committee for Human Rights), Amnesty International, and Human Rights Watch, have examined the threat but their approach has been an inconsistent one, with the notable exception of the former, since 2000
International Agencies 
As a consequence of discussions over an extended period, the UN finally marked International Holocaust Memorial Day in January 2006, but in the preceding year it had failed to muster enough support to pass a stand-alone resolution against antisemitism, drafted by Ireland.2 In June 2006 it also held its first debate addressing the growth in antisemitism, but very few states attended, and the overwhelming majority of participants were representatives of Jewish NGOs, and of the speakers, only a handful were non-Jews.3 
It could be argued that the world’s foremost security and human rights agency is too big and too subject to Arab influence, and if it has failed to prevent genocide or remedy human rights abuses in former Yugoslavia, Rwanda, Darfur, Somalia, etc. it is hardly likely to be able to address the problem of antisemitism.
The same accusation can legitimately be levelled, with added emphasis, at the UNCHR, with its unhealthy and self defeating preoccupation with demonising Israel. It has received regular reports on antisemitism for years, yet has failed to condemn antisemitic discourse or violence. Despite its recent reorganisation, it looks likely to continue its meandering towards irrelevance.4
The UN was even shamed into investigating antisemitic incidents among its own security staff in 2006 and its World Conference Against Racism in Durban became a vehicle for promoting antisemitic discourse.5
But it might now be argued that developments from late 2005 onwards marked a turning point for the UN, which finally repealed its 1975 resolution equating Zionism with racism in 1991.
This was the view taken by Jewish leaders and Israel’s diplomats, and that by taking the steps it did the UN has begun to acknowledge its problems.6
On 15 June 2006, the European Parliament passed a resolution condemning the increase in racist and homophobic violence in Europe, which specifically referenced, inter alia, the Treaty on European Union, the EU Charter on Fundamental Human Rights and directives which established a framework to fight racism and antisemitism. It noted the increase in anti-Jewish violence and discourse in specified countries and called on member states to withdraw funding from political parties that failed to abide by their Charter and Treaty obligations, launch public awareness campaigns to promote cultural diversity and pay proper attention to the fight against racism and other forms of intolerance.7 

While this fell short of Jewish organisations’ requests for a specific resolution against antisemitism, it must be recalled that the European Parliament had earlier passed a resolution almost unanimously on 27 January 2005 ( the 60th anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz-Birkenau) which called for European remembrance of the Holocaust, with associated educational programmes, and welcomed the declared intention of the then Luxembourg Presidency to restart the stalled discussion on the proposal for a Council Framework Decision on combating Racism and Xenophobia, and urged the Council to reach an agreement on banning racial and religious hatred.8
Moving on from the embarrassment surrounding the launch of its 2004 report on antisemitism, when it sought to hide and then undermine the conclusions of its own contracted researchers, the EUMC published a perceptive and realistic summary report in May 2006 on Antisemitism in the EU from 2001 to 2005.9 
This noted the spill-over effect of Middle East tension and the increasing role  of “young Muslims”, “people of North African origin” or “immigrants” in promoting anti-Jewish violence. However it noted that this perception is sometimes difficult to substantiate due to the inability of states to collect data, and the failure of many to provide official or even unofficial statistics. It lists those countries which do monitor antisemitic violence in accordance with their international obligations (only France and Denmark), those which go some way towards doing so (Netherlands and UK) and those which fail even to monitor racist violence at all.10 

The EUMC report also notes that the failure of states to adopt its Working Definition on Antisemitism is hindering the capacity of their law enforcement and justice agencies, to recognise and therefore monitor, antisemitic incidents.11
The CoE and ECRI have taken determined steps to address the problem in recent years. 

ECRI country reports address the threat of antisemitism in each of the countries they investigate as part of their wider research on racist violence,  and their findings are conveyed directly to states’ parties and representatives of the NGOs they consult. More publicly, ECRI adopted a General Policy Recommendation on the Fight Against Antisemitism in June 2004, which advises states on defining anti-Jewish incidents, legislation, training for criminal justice professionals, educators and a wide array of other means by which governments can harness the efforts of political actors, opinion and religious leaders.12 This followed previous advisories in December 2000 and 2002 on combating the dissemination of antisemitic and racist material via the Internet, and on national legislation to combat racism.13 
In January 2003, the CoE agreed an additional protocol to its cybercrime convention which criminalises racism and xenophobia transmitted via computer systems.14 In this states are called upon to criminalise, under domestic law, the distribution of racist and xenophobic material and the ‘denial, gross minimisation, approval or justification of genocide or crimes against humanity’ (which includes Holocaust denial or belittling).To date, this has been ratified by 9 countries and signed by a further 31 countries.15
The OSCE is likewise taking effective measures which will also have long- term consequences. Prior to the Berlin conference, the OSCE Ministerial Council meeting at the end of 2003 tasked ODIHR to monitor antisemitic and other racist incidents, to report its findings to the Permanent Council and the annual Human Dimension Implementation Meeting (HDIM) and to make them public. Among the results was the 12th October 2006 Report on Challenges and Responses to Hate-Motivated Incidents in the OSCE Region, which, like the EUMC report, noted the failure of some states to implement the agreements they had entered into, but equally proposed that the information gained be used to enable states to further implement their OSCE and other commitments.16
Reflecting the Declaration agreed at the 2004 Berlin conference, the June 2005 Cordoba conference commended ODIHR for establishing a new Tolerance and Non-Discrimination Programme and encouraged the continued work of the Three Personal Representatives of the Chairman in Office, one of whom is tasked with dealing with antisemitism.17
At the October 2006 HDIM in Warsaw, ODIHR launched its Tolerance and Non-Discrimination Information System, a computerised data base which will give easy one-point access to information. It will contain all relevant national and international legislation and agreements, important documents and provide a data base of antisemitic and other racist incidents, drawing on the data bases of the Stephen Roth Institute and Berlin Centre, among others. It is intended that the primary users be states’ parties but the system is accessible by all.18
The HDIM also accepted the Romanian offer to host a further high level conference on antisemitism and related forms of intolerance in the summer of 2007.  It is generally agreed that such conferences focus governments’ attention on their implementation of agreements, provide a useful arena for key-note speakers to make strategic comments and for experts to exchange ideas.

It did however duck a recommendation to reappoint the Personal Representatives, although the appointment is a personal one by the incoming Chairman in Office, pending a reassessment of their role, which is intended to add political clout to the work of ODIHR.19
Other ODIHR initiatives however are proceeding on course. The Law Enforcement Officer Training Programme on Combating Hate Crime, designed to teach police officers to recognise, monitor and combat hate crime, including antisemitism, is being extended to an increasing number of national police forces.20 At the end of 2005, ODIHR also published Combating Hate Crimes in the OSCE Region, a useful overview of statistics, legislation and national initiatives for law enforcement agencies.21
The Holocaust and antisemitism education projects, which are advised by the Educational and Academic Working Groups of the Taskforce for International Cooperation on Holocaust Education, Remembrance and Research, have published several books on the Holocaust, antisemitism and history of the Jews’ presence in Europe for educationalist and secondary school children These are either being distributed by education ministries or are in preparation. Ultimately it is planned they will be distributed throughout central and eastern Europe, Russia and central Asia.22 
The progress made in the educational arena was the focus of an OSCE expert meeting in Dubrovnik at the end of October 2006. The two day event brought together decision-makers and senior government and NGO representatives to review teacher training and improve curricula and Holocaust education, which is perceived to be a key element in combating antisemitism.23
States’ Responses
According to the EUMC Director, only two EU states ‘can be said to have comprehensive data collection systems in place. These two collect extensive data and incorporate indicators, such as victims’ characteristics and place of victimisation’.24
Thus only two states are capable of providing data on racist incidents from which can be extracted data on antisemitic attacks. 

A further nine states ‘can be said to have good data collection mechanisms in place for registering racist incidents’, but that they are capable of improvement. Yet another nine states have limited data collection systems, which might include data on racist violence and crime. From information provided by these eighteen states it might be possible to extract some data on antisemitic incidents and crime, but it is not certain.25
The 56 OSCE states, which of course include those of the EU, fare no better despite their 2003 and 2004 commitments on collecting data. Only 50 responded to the 2004 ODIHR questionnaire and of this total only 38 stated that they collect any data at all, let alone what they have committed to do.26
It therefore follows that few states collect official data on antisemitic incidents or violence.
The ODIHR report notes specific incidents against Jews and reports and commends action taken by the states concerned, but concludes that ‘law enforcement agencies frequently launch investigations into hate-motivated incidents of vandalism, yet the perpetrators remain unidentified. In some countries there is a tendency to charge the attackers with mere ’hooliganism’.27 
Certain of them have yet to overcome the challenges posed by confronting and combating antisemitism. Such challenges may be a reflection of the state’s own history during and after the Holocaust, its relationship towards its surviving Jewish community and the ability of that community to speak out in an organised and authoritative manner. It may also be a consequence of a state’s jurisprudential outlook, which hitherto may not have allowed its criminal justice agencies to monitor events and people by reference to their religion or ethnic background. Alternatively, it may be a consequence of the evolving nature of the criminal justice and other agencies’ role, where they are now expected to protect their citizens’ human rights whereas they formerly acted to enforce the will of the state.
Given these conflicting and conflicted histories and outlooks it is worth recording that some states are making progress against considerable financial, philosophical, religious and other odds.

For east European and central Asian states which have recently acceded to the EU or OSCE, or which seek to do so in the future, it has become axiomatic that they address the issue of antisemitism, start to make restitution to their devastated Jewish communities and confront the growth of racist violence, which targets Jewish and other minority communities, which ultimately also threatens democracy.

Inevitably, certain states give the lead, for historical or other reasons connected to their open and democratic nature.
In passing the Global Anti-Semitism Review Act 2004, the USA committed itself to the establishment of a monitoring office within the State Department and to reporting on antisemitic incidents world-wide. This should enable  Jewish communities to voice their fears and frustrations, and will press certain  states to pay attention to the issue.28 The one-off Report on Global Anti-Semitism, for the July 2003 to December 2004 period, was applauded by the Helsinki Commission on Security and Cooperation, the statutory monitoring body, and by Jewish organisations, which noted that it had referred to the increasing blurring between anti-Jewish and anti-Israel rhetoric, without ignoring that ‘traditional far right groups still account for a significant proportion of attacks against Jews and Jewish properties.’29
The appointment of Dr Greg Rickman, the President’s Special Envoy on Antisemitism will strengthen US government’s efforts to focus European states on the growth of antisemitic violence within their midst once again.30  However its own systems are somewhat inadequate and grossly understate the volume of crimes against the Jewish community.31
Other countries are also demonstrating a determination to confront antisemitism. Croatia signed a memorandum of understanding on 27 October 2006 under which it commits to institutionalise hate crime training within the existing national curriculum for police training.32 The Serbian police are about to institute police training and several others have already done so. The Belgian government’s Ten Point Plan against Racism involves better classification of racially motivated crime, the Czech Republic has evolved a method for recording antisemitic crime within its Evidence Statistics System and Sweden is testing a project to record racist crime.33 In the UK, where law enforcement agencies have recently been criticised for failing to record antisemitic crime on a national basis by a parliamentary inquiry, the Metropolitan Police Service is trialling new computer systems to record racist and religious crime more accurately.34
Assessment

Clearly, IGOs which have a regional and not a global focus have been more    effective in combating antisemitism. European institutions are less subject to   Arab and other diversionary influences and reflect European and north American concerns over the potential loss of human rights’ gains made since World War Two, the fear of urban violence and the growth of extremism, particularly neo-Nazi and Islamist.

The UN and its agencies should not be seen as capable of providing relief or providing moral direction, at least in the short term. A new Secretary General and US and EU critical pressure may in time force a more effective body  capable of addressing problems but international consensus remain absent on many major issues.
Among the European institutions, it is those with a human rights or legal focus which lead the way in providing effective initiatives. Since the 2004 OSCE Berlin Declaration and the preceding OSCE Permanent Council Decision on Combating Anti-Semitism, the OSCE and ODIHR have begun to put in place effective mechanisms which will, in time, educate against antisemitism and enable law enforcement agencies to monitor and combat antisemitism. It is not doing this alone, but is working with the CoE, ECRI and the EUMC, which provide convention and jurisdictional parameters.  
However some of the basic tools are still missing. An urgent task is to assist states to implement the agreements they have entered into, most particularly on data collection. Without consistent and accurate data on antisemitic incidents and discourse it is difficult to prove Jewish communities’ arguments that, sixty years after the Holocaust, antisemitism is once again a problem for Europe, but that it is coming from some new and different directions
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