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The engagement of foreign governments and foreign private actors with civil society is significant, especially inas it pertains to different states and in different regimes. consequent The significance is manifested into the initiatives by governments and foreign foundations to modify and influence the internal governmental policiesy of governments through funding for human rights organizations.  
The issue of foreign funding is an important way to toin gaugee the response of the state. , fFor example, Oorganizations are required by the law of associations to register and to submit annual, audited financial reports. Many donors are also required to regularly publish information about the programs that they support. The law would provideprovides no additional further transparency regarding with regards to funds received from private foreign sources. 
This research The research herein examines the policies and responses by different states and regimes in different diverse parts of the world (Russia and Israel) to human rights NGOs. Both regions are locked in a situations of war (in Russia's case, the - Chechen wars, 1994-2004) and conflict (in IsraeliIsrael’s case -, the Arab-Israeli conflict, 2003-2013). The to human rights NGOs which tend to operate outside the bounds of consensus and accept funding from foreign sources including both governments and private foundations.	Comment by Author: Why limit it to these dates? They seem somewhat arbitrary, historically and politically speaking. Consider adding a footnote explaining your choice of this year-span.
The central question I will address is: W whether democracies in the situation of in states of war and/or conflict respond to organizations outside the consensus differently than thedo authoritarian states?. Specifically, is there a difference in the attitude toof or treatment ofby Israeli democracy when compared with responses toby the Russian authoritarianismauthoritarian regime?
This research examinedconsiders three main actorsfactor:s: tThe first factor of these are 57 donorsare 57 different donors (gGovernments & Foundationsfoundations) whichwho have funded the second factoractor, the NGOs themselves. -I have chosen to analyze four human rights NGOs which working to change government policy (in Israel:, "Machsom Watch" and "Yesh Din".; Iin Russia:, "the Committee of the Ssoldiers' Mothers" and "Memorial").
According to the Israeli's NGOs, the foreign governments (including the E.U., Norway, U.K., and the Netherlands) are dominant with their foreign donationare foremost among the foreign donors.
According to the Russia's NGOs, the funding mainly comes from European (the E.U.) institutions, and American and German donors.
The results Findings have showed shown that the mostmajority of funding in both in Russia and Israel comes from the E.U. and USA.
The third factor addressed in this research isregards the state's response. For this purpose, I designed a theoretical model that explains each state's (Russia's and Israel's) response at each stage. This theoretical model helpmethod aids in diagnoseanalyzing the state's response to human rights organizations that receive foreign funding, and designates defines the state ats either: 1. Not threatened 2. Threatened 3. At risk -– in three key areas: cCooperation (first phase, including transparency and reporting), Ccontrol (second phase, including taxation, bureaucratic requirements, permit the governmentgovernment permits to obtain foreign funding) and pProhibition (third phase, including a prohibition on activities and, in the most extremeworst case, prohibition on receiving foreign funding). 
The results from this model indicateis that democracy in Israel has reached the second phase –- control, – but has not yet advanced to the final phase of prohibitionnext one, despite difficulties and pressures exercised by a variety of elements. Russia on the other hand, has experienced all three phases. 

In conclusion, the  democracy (such as in Israeli's case) works better when cooperating and protecting organizations, for the reason thatprecisely because democracy views as problematic any restrictive measures enacted against NGOs and has opposed similar proposals in the past. In cContrary to the Israeli case, the authoritarian regime demonstrates little or no respect for human rights or fundamental freedoms, punishing and prohibiting activities by the aforementioned organizations.
Moreover, in democracy, despite the dangers and the pressures from the side ofbrought to bear on the organizations, there are also restrictions applied to governments, and isthey do  not movinge beyond the step of auditing and monitoring onof the organizations. 
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