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Introduction
This research examines the response of states with different regimes (Russia and Israel) to activities by a small subset of NGOs, especially those bringing human rights claims in the context of conflict zones. These organizations tend to operate outside the bounds of consensus, and the majority of their work focuses on the period of the Chechen wars (1994-2004) and the Arab-Israeli conflict (2003-2013). The relevant NGOs further accept funding from foreign sources including both governments and private foundations.

Despite the obvious differences in the narratives of the respective states, both Russia and Israel have coped with war, terror and conflict. Russia twice dealt with armed conflict in Chechnya, as well as with Chechen terror
. In the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Israel continues to deal with long-standing Palestinian terrorism.
The central question addressed in this dissertation is: How do democracies in a situation of war and conflict respond to organizations outside the consensus and restrict their activities? Furthermore, is there a difference in the attitude to or treatment of Israeli democracy when compared with responses to Russian authoritarianism? 
The conclusion I have reached is that democracy works better when cooperating and protecting said organizations, for the reason that democracy views as problematic any restrictive measures enacted against NGOs and has opposed similar proposals in the past. Israel is a case of a democracy that protects and respects human rights and fundamental freedoms such as freedom of association and freedom of speech, which are paramount.
What is it that leads a democracy to choose this path of action? The tension between basic rights such as freedom of expression, freedom of association and the freedom to vote, and defending the de facto existence of the democracy, is one of the more complex issues democratic states are forced to address. It is the right of every democracy to defend itself, however the quality of said democracy is measured in its willingness to allow scope for the expression and actions of those who espouse dissenting opinions.
Contrary to the Israeli case, authoritarian regimes, such as Russia, demonstrate little or no respect for human rights or fundamental freedoms, punishing and prohibiting activities by organizations.


The thesis deals with policies and responses by different states around the world consequent to the initiative by governments and foreign foundations to modify and influence the internal policy of said governments through funding for human rights organizations.
 In the 1990s, Guillermo O’Donnell introduced the conceptual framework of vertical and horizontal accountability to contemporary debates about democracy.

1. Vertical accountability is exercised by societal actors  vis-à-vis state actors.

2. Horizontal accountability is exercised within the state by different state agencies, with the agents of accountability (human rights organizations and foreign funding sources) being limited to those within the state, wherein the accountability is limited to actions that are illegal, and in which the means of accountability include the application of sanctions.
In the case of Russia as authoritarian regime – there has been a strengthening of the “vertical power” by President Vladimir Putin, who refers to it as “managed democracy.” Referring to the still-unresolved conflict in Chechnya, Putin justifies the existence of a strong state, and the strengthening of said “vertical power.” Notwithstanding, empirical research on democracies in almost all regions of the world demonstrates that defective horizontal accountability and lack of rule of law tend to negatively affect aspects of pseudo-democratic regimes. Israel’s polity and society are confronted with precisely this risk.
I would posit that in the case of Israeli democracy - horizontal accountability is stable, while it would be better- described as extremely weak/absent in the case of an authoritarian regime like Russia.
The research specifically examines two different states with different regimes to highlight the fact that the phenomenon of state response to foreign funding of human rights organizations operating in the area of conflict is an issue not only in dictatorial or authoritarian regimes, but can also be found in democratic regimes. It is important to understand that regimes merely provide context for observing the phenomenon, while the organizations serve as a means of analyzing it.
Theoretical Model

The issue of foreign funding is important when gauging the response of the state. Is the state more sensitive to financing by other governments or to private foundations in the case of organizations such as NGOs and how different is the response regarding each of the organizations? For this purpose, I designed a theoretical model that explains each state’s (Russia’s and Israel’s) response at each stage.
The tri-phase theoretical model to help diagnose the state’s response to human rights organizations that receive foreign funding defines the state as either: 1.Not threatened 2.Threatened 3.At risk - in three key areas:
1. Cooperation (the state is not threatened) - including transparency and reporting.
2. Control (the state is threatened) - including taxation, bureaucratic requirements, permit the government to obtain foreign funding.
3. Prohibition (the state is at risk) - including a prohibition on activities and, in the worst case, prohibition on receiving foreign funding.
The conclusions from the theoretical model are:

Democracy in Israel has reached the second phase - control, but has not yet advanced to the next one, despite difficulties and pressures exercised by a variety of elements. Russia, on the other hand, has experienced all three phases.

Human Rights NGOs

Using the above model, I have chosen to analyze four human rights NGOs that represent Israel, on one hand, and Russia, on the other.

The players in question (human rights NGOs) work to change government policy. For example, in the Israeli case, an organization such as “Machsom Watch” has been able to effect changes at the checkpoints in the West Bank due to its cooperation with the military. This organization, dedicated to defending human rights at Israeli army checkpoints, began operating in Jerusalem in February 2001. On a daily basis, members of the organization monitor the West Bank checkpoints, the separation fences, the agricultural gates, the military courts and Palestinian villages. They document what they see as well as what is reported to them by local Palestinians.
Another Israeli organization, “Yesh Din,” are acting to change Israeli law enforcement’s long-standing policies of non-intervention in cases of violations perpetrated against Palestinian civilians and their property by Israeli civilians in the West Bank.

“Yesh Din” was established in March 2005. Israeli citizens volunteer for the human rights organization, to oppose the continuing violation of Palestinian human rights in the Occupied Palestinian Territory. Their focus includes criminal accountability of Israeli civilians and members of the Israeli security forces in the West Bank, and human rights violations related to takeover of Palestinian lands and restrictions on Palestinians’ access to their land.

In the Russian case, the organization known as “the Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers” succeeded in changing legislation for the soldiers. “The Union of the Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers” in Russia is a human rights non-governmental organization created in 1989 and developed as a result of political opportunities, opened by glasnost in the course of the perestroika reforms (1985-1991). The image of mothers as protectors of their sons resonates strongly in Russia, as it does in other societies. Though the Soldiers’ Mothers organization is mostly known in connection with their peaceful activities during the Chechen war of 1994-1996, the Soldiers’ Mothers NGO began to work for peace long before Chechnya happened (Baku, Tbilisi, Vilnius, Nagorny Karabach).

Another notable organization in Russia is “Memorial.” This is the short name for the international volunteer public organization “Memorial Historical, Educational, Human Rights and Charitable Society.” It was founded at the end of the 1980s as the result of a major movement which occurred in October, 1988. The human rights NGO has reported from the zone of the armed conflict within the Chechen Republic, and the resulting information has been highly valued by international organizations such as the United Nations, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, and the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe.
Contribution to Research
This thesis proposes a number of contributions to the study of states, governments and NGOs:
First, democracy permits the freedom of association and of expression, and in doing so protects human rights organizations within the space in which civil associations function, despite the inherent critique aimed by said organizations at the government’s actions.

Notwithstanding, in authoritarian regimes such as Russia, free elections are allowed, but restrictions are placed upon civil society.

Second, the NGOs contribute to the state’s ethical image and its legitimacy on the world stage as a democratic country that respects international law, thus contributing to a discourse that reflects public opinion (as in Israel) while bolstering democracy. It is noteworthy that, public opinion remains opposed to legislation in which the legislature limits the judicial system in its checks and balances.

Third, the principle of political pluralism is implemented in the democratic state through laws and arrangements such as the division of authorities, realization of freedom of expression and freedom of association, as well as through the exercise of democratic elections. All of these prevent the over-concentration of power or arbitrary attacks on a coalition. The fact that the “NGO Funding Transparency” law in Israel (a bill proposing the duty to expose those who receive support from foreign entities) passed only with great difficulty several times while other bills were “frozen” (until 2016), along with the international pressure brought to bear, are proof of this.
Part 1: Theories and a Comparative World Perspective
Chapter 1

 Theoretical Perspectives
1.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the set of ideas which inform my analysis, along with an examination of the conceptual basis of allegations relating to the influence of human rights non-governmental organizations in different civil societies in democratic and non-democratic political systems (Israel and Russia), and their important role in conflict zones.
The paper will initially outline the concept of civil society and political power in the neo-liberal era and the role of NGO’s as an important component located in a space between civil societies and the state. Support and assistance received by the civil society from foreign sources such as governments and foundations will then be addressed.
 The following section will examine the human rights NGO’s and state sovereignty - the approaches and the principles of human rights protection, while also examining organizational theory from the resource dependence perspective and considering the neo-institutional theory - important concepts in explaining the dynamics of the Aid Chain.
Subsequently, the paper will address the conceptual framework of vertical and horizontal accountability with regard to contemporary debates about democracy in the cases of Israel and Russia.
1.2 The Civil society concept and political power
The operating space referred to as “civil society” is derived from the concept of space as an element of third sector activities. There are, however, several differences that distinguish it from all other network actions
 that define this sector and delineate civil society not only as an activity where a business profits, but also as a volunteer who often carries critical character, and completes tasks facing the government.

The term “civil society” appears in works by Cicero and other Roman intellectuals, as well as among ancient Greek philosophers.  “Civil society” is often used in reference to social frameworks that provide an alternative to the dominant interest, or “selfish interests” of individuals, governments and formal political organizations.

To this difficulty in defining the concept of “civil society,” Foley & Edwards
argued that despite widespread use in recent years, the term cannot be found qualified and therefore, defining civil society results in a vagueness rooted in the confusion that stems primarily from the work of what they call “many civil societies” incurred in various parts of the world and in different historical periods. In fact, each of the various approaches to defining civil society raises questions about the nature of the relationship between the state and higher expectations  vis-à-vis its politics.

Foley and Edwards further indicate two concepts to define the civil society. On the one hand, it is perceived  as challenging the state, its institutions and its policies, and on the other hand, as an approach which separates the state and its institutions, placing the focus instead on shared aspects of the networks and civil associations and their importance to society.

Initial considerations of “civil society” are generally attributed to Robert D. Putnam, whose early research in “Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy”, stressed the important role that these groups play in raising social capital, and social interaction as alternative frames during a period of systematic government weakness in performing these tasks.
 A discussion ensued regarding reduction of civil society in the United States and the subsequent impact.

Additionally, the modern concept of the civil society emerged at the end of the 18th century, when political theoreticians, such as Thomas Paine and Georg Hegel, developed the concept of civil society as a separate sector of the country, wherein citizens rallied in accordance with their interests and their aspirations. This new conceptualization, once again addressed changing economic realities: the growth of private property, market competition, and the bourgeoisie. In addition, the idea of independence developed, following its appearance in the American and French Revolutions. The term was further developed and theorized in the middle of the 19th century, when political philosophers turned their attention to the social and political consequences of the industrial revolution. Later, after World War II, the term civil society returned to the headlines with the Marxist theories of Antonio Gramsci, who described civil society as a unique group politically and independently, working against tyranny or despotism. Gramsci, who was particularly concerned with dictators, and right-wing parties, spoke about the fight against dictatorial elements who he perceived to be controlling politics in Eastern Europe and Latin America. Civil society received a boost following the Polish, Hungarian and Czech uprisings against the Communist regime in the 1980s, and this contribution won media echo with the fall of the Berlin Wall.

1.2.1 The Israeli civil society
Yael Ishai
 specifies three key steps regarding Israel’s civil society in relation to the state:
1. The first phase – she refers to the period from the establishment of the state until the end of the 1960s as “the active economy phase”. This stage was characterized by the state playing a major role, and the voluntary organizations were mostly professional associations operating throughout the country. At this stage, autonomous groups were rare.

2. Phase two refers to the “ active glory stage”. This phase lasts from the end of the Six Day War until the early 1980s. This stage is characterized by the loss of ideological principles and loss of power by the political parties, alongside growing materialism and an increase in the standard of living. At this point we see the emergence of strong protest groups such as the “Black Panthers” and the feminist movement. The government reacted negatively to both of these.  This, nonetheless, represented an important step in the development of Israeli civil society.

3. The third phase began in the early 1980s, and was characterized by a centralized economy and the privatization of social services. These processes plus increased pluralism increased the activity of civil society both in terms of the country and the formation of organizations representing various groups in the population.

Yishai argues that the Israeli model of civil society differs from models in other countries, because the core values of Israeli society make it difficult for a complete separation between the state and society.
Peled and Ophir
 present a position similar to that of Ishai, and indicate that Israeli society become a civil society, while emphasizing its neo-liberal character.

Gidron, Katz and Bar
 assert that the research indicates that Israel has numerous “civil society” organizations and that the majority are involved in the supply of services, apart from advocacy organizations and corporate members of the third sector. Their conclusion is that the nature of Israel’s civil society is mainly participatory. The point is made that more than three-quarters of these organizations are conducted without direct or indirect public support and funding,  adding up to a thousandth of the total government funding for the non-profit sector. In addition, civil society in Israel is characterized by considerable activity by religious organizations, but lacking in representation of Jewish organizations (with a majority being Arab).

Ben Eliezer
 questioned whether civil society in fact exists in Israel. He argued that, despite the wide use of the civil society concept engrained in recent decades, it is not all that common
. His claim is that the development of civil society is a product of specific conditions in Western countries, which do not necessarily exist elsewhere, i.e. in Israel. Ben Eliezer claims that a significant change has occurred in public discourse in Israel in recent years, with a variety of topics previously not discussed  now open for debate. This new discourse addresses matters of state, nation, territory, religion, war and loss, etc. and is opening up a new dialogue around peace, human rights, ecology, women, lifestyle, and even manner of death.

To conclude, Ben Eliezer posits that the emerging societies in Israel are part of the trend in which global, universal, cosmopolitan principles clash with a conflicting set of principles that are local, particularistic and even fundamentalist in character. With a weak civil society, exponents of the military society in Israel have been engaged during the last four years in a struggle to force Israel to continue to use its military power over the Palestinians. In addition, the al-Aqsa intifada demonstrates the influence not only of the army generals and the Statesmen, but of Israeli military society as well upon a conflicted reality.  The obstacles to peace in the Middle East are numerous.

 Certain crucial questions emerge: Does civil society exist only in the West? Is the existence of a functioning civil society possible under non-democratic states as well?
Kimerling
 asserts that scholars use the term civil society currently, to distinguish analytically between a state and society, and that this definition applies equally to the political social contacts not from the West. In order to support the thesis, Kimerling mentions the example of “|Solidarity” in Poland; a case that illustrates persistent civil unrest that existed under the Communist totalitarian regime, and eventually, came out publicly against the regime and won with the backing of the Polish church and the Polish education system, in addition to dramatic political processes that occurred throughout the Soviet bloc.

1.2.2 The Russian civil society
According to Barrington Moore Jr.’s theory, the emergence of democratic institutions in the West was promoted by the growth of civil society acting as a balance to absolutist monarchic power.

Russia’s case is different. Russia has never had a strong civil society. The Soviet regime banned all public activities. Social organizations which existed were dependent on the government for financing, with social control providing another aspect of power. In fact, the party was in full control of the population, which denied the Russians  basic rights like freedom of expression, freedom to publish, public opinions or even viewpoints, leading people to assemble in their homes, with their families, in an effort to minimize their contact with and to rely less on members of society. This situation did not allow the creation of a coherent civil society.
 
Russia changed like the rest of the former Soviet Union and Eastern European countries in the 1990s, when civil society opened up to all members.. Global changes in support of democracy flourished, opening opportunities for civil society, especially in places where there were dictatorial regimes. In the United States and Western European countries, support for civil society developed because of the need for social renewal and the fatigue resulting from party politics. The need for civil society grew; especially in the developing countries in the processes of privatization and market reforms, all of which created civil society, the ability to step forward and work towards goals. In addition, the information revolution was an important tool to in providing new methods of creating and reinforcing the power of citizens. Civil society came into its own following the Cold War.

Discourse on civil society arrived on the heels of unstable, authoritarian regimes that were on their way out., The anti-authoritarian 
movement in Latin America in the nineteen-eighties sowed the seeds, which bore fruit in 1989. The speed with which the old regimes in Eastern Europe found themselves displaced, and the manner in which the spontaneous opposition protests began cemented the notion of “people power.” The love-affair with civil society was also due to the effect of the American broadcasting network CNN, as their images were transmitted on television stations, showing a cheering crowd dancing atop the Berlin Wall as it fell and thousands of people marching through the streets and singing. These images concretized our understanding of civil society as a physical force in the collapse of dictatorships and authoritarian regimes in countries with Communist governments. Civil society expanded as opposition to the authoritarian regimes increased; the unions organized in Gdansk, Poland, citizens protested in the streets of Prague, and older women on Moscow streets.
Although civil society plays a vital role in the political climate, its function differs from authority or from a regime change or democracy. For instance, an authoritarian civil society is rarely autonomous from the state and the subject of public mood is sometimes replaced by organization from above or by the state from below in an attempt to suppress the development of political pluralism through political repression.

These models of civil society, “top-down” and “bottom-up”, are very important to understand the processes of government  vis-à-vis civil society. The first model called “bottom-up” represents the effect of spontaneous civilian groups and their influence on the government either directly or indirectly. The government produces policies that affect or will not affect the group’s activities: civil groups > government > policies and procedures. However, the model can vary in case of unstable civilian groups and subsequently, the impact of civil society on the government is reduced significantly.

The second model is known as “top-down”. In this case, the government encourages groups of citizens by establishing policies and procedures to produce the conditions necessary for the establishment of groups. The model is expressed in three stages: The government affects the group’s natural shape with policy and procedures, which form the basis for the growth of civilian groups: Government > policy and procedures > civil groups.

Russia was a model example of “top-down”  until 1991 and the return of civil society (NGO) following Gorbachev’s policies (glasnost). Since 1991, the Russian government has sponsored organizations, namely,  by passing national legislation to ensure the existence of civil society.

In a politics of change, civil society - even prior to receiving independence legally - can gain momentum by reaching an agreement to design the new system. Groups can provide an alternative to the old regime, motivate voters in critical elections, organize protests or gather during negotiations and thus speed up reforms. Civil society can act as a fortress against the power of the state; in effect, they can serve as a partner in a democratic administration. Finally, a functioning civil society is different within the democratic framework. The civil society argument is the amalgamation of different theories that social service organizations
 perform in democracy in different ways. Civil society enhances the political life of the citizens by increasing their knowledge, their skills and teaches the meaning of efficiency.

Civil groups also compel citizens to express views and objectives clearly and to achieve those objectives within the political process. Civil society also serves as a vital bridge between private and public citizens. Groups represent the citizens’ interests and reflect their views to the political parties, local government offices and institutions of the state. By functioning as an observer of civilian interests, civil society also works against the state and has power and control over ideas or positions, by ensuring pluralistic ideas
. Civilian groups continue to deepen the contribution of democracy by building social capital. Civil groups perform internal critical operations whose meaning emerges through action. They nurture the habits of cooperation, solidarity and trust constituting the capital in question. Civil society serves as an intermediary between the state and society
, can translate culture, values and support of democracy in both directions, as argued by Juan A. Linz & Alfred Stephan: “Civil society can create political alternatives and control of government when the country can help with the modifications, help to resist the coup, helping to push the changes to completion, helping to formulate and help deepen democracy… Therefore, a vibrant civil society and independent is expensive”.


1.2.3 Support & assistance
There are a variety of tools available that help international players to promote, foster, and support NGOs and civil society. Most of these are made possible through the help of donors who offer political support in various forms. This assistance may be financial or technical, but its purpose is political and is intended to develop democratic institutions, training and ability to understand processes, by making economic and diplomatic assistance available. 
For the purposes of this dissertation, I will consider and address two cases of political support and economic assistance and all they have included, based on worldwide examples of assistance; particularly in the case of the processes in Russia.
 1.2.3.1 Political support - Foreign aid to civil society
As the popularity of the democratic assistance grew, so did the understanding that  a link between civil societies, health and stable government would develop. Assistance to civil society quickly became an integral component of support for democracy. Efforts to support civil society were manifested by a number of Western governments, by agencies such as the World Bank or the UN development program, and by many private funds including mutual funds, the Ford, MacArthur and Soros Foundations. Though  no precise information exists regarding the amount of money earmarked to strengthening civil society worldwide, the number of non-governmental organizations reached 7 billion US dollars, with 2 billion dollars from American funds. The publication of Robert Putnam’s “Bowling Alone”, “Making It Work”, which looks at the relationship between the union of the civil and the democratic, brought the concept of social capital and civil society back into public debate.


Strengthening and stabilization of liberal democracy depends on the strength and healthy atmosphere of participation, and Western donors have adopted these arguments. Assistance to civil society, has become a central component in strategies, not only with regard to donors to Russia but also worldwide. Addressing this, Sara Henderson claimed that, in the 1990s, Russian civil society urgently needed assistance. Many groups were active after 1990 following the legal recognition of non-governmental organizations (NGO), but they had very limited knowledge regarding how and in which way the voluntary sector functioned. Under Gorbachev, many groups faced numerous obstacles which led to a need for assistance. This aid came from foreign agencies directly to the NGO community in the early 1990s, along with plans to build a civil society. The US Agency for international development (USAID) and private foundations like the Ford Foundation have provided huge assistance grants to the civil sector in Russia. Foreign aid was effective and essential in those days because of political chaos, economic and social conditions in Russia.

Grants provided basic needs like computer equipment for offices, salaries, funding conferences and international seminars to teach various applications under the leadership of organization and management. On the one hand, aid in the form of grants went mainstream in Russian society, and on the other hand, Sarah Henderson found four of the striking paradoxes of foreign aid within the Russian civil sector:
1. The main problem was that organizations received funding to carry out their tasks effectively, by foreign donor with established goals, and projects of non-governmental organizations, based on local needs, and were influenced by the values of the sponsor.
2.  Foreign aid increased the gap between the rich and the poor and concentrated sources of assistance, as the organization developed links with the West. This created significant differences between the Russian peripheries.
3. The funded groups, except in civil activities, created some connections and in other cases became less cooperative. Moreover, they were very competitive with other civic groups.
.
4. The goal of Western agencies was to focus on small initiatives, and civil groups, This goal was successful when civil groups imitated the Western style.
 
Foreign aid has generated mixed results, as stated by Glenn and Mendelson in their book, regarding democratic strategies of assistance to NGOs in post-communist societies, wherever there was any foreign aid to non-governmental organization for designing and building democratic institutions. It must be noted, however, that the effect of the activity was limited. Richter also claimed that foreign aid has helped various groups to promote interests that contributed only slightly to the ability to implement initiatives of cooperation, solidarity and trust. Furthermore, Valerie Sperling, in her research on women’s movements in Russia, claimed that foreign aid created the inverted image of what she expected - more envy between groups and more division and separation between rich and poor. In addition, Sperling, Glenn and Mendelson claimed that women’s groups were closer to representing the views of their Western partners. That argument was not unique to women’s groups and became a factor in the democratic assistance to Russia.

1.2.3.2 Economic Assistance

New democracies around the world showed ability in promoting economic reforms. These reforms were accompanied by rising unemployment and difficulty among lower- and middle-class groups. Fear of such results often led politicians to avoid the necessity of reforms, exacerbating the economic instability and plunging the economy deeper into crisis. The economic crisis and hardship caused destruction, gradually damaging the legitimacy of democracy, as well as its quality. Significant erosion of democracy was common in Latin America in countries like Peru, Venezuela and Brazil. The economic dynamics cannot be achieved without reforms to stabilize and eventually lead to economic liberalization. Still, this policy hurts in the short term and therefore creates a risk of potentially strong dissent that could deter, weaken, or cause a withdrawal of funding for the programs.

At the core of the political economy of international assistance, there is a hint of agreement between the lenders and donors on the one hand, and the government implementing the reform on the other side. If the third world countries and post-Communist states “work on economic reform in the Neoclassical Method with direction and assistance of the IMF (International Monetary Fund) and the World Bank, the new bank loans and foreign investment will support the reform efforts
”. This type of agreement failed in most places. Several new democracies received a reward for past assistance to democracy; at least a temporary bonus from the US and other donors. It was helpful, but not enough for the poorest countries, especially in Africa.

Immediate international assistance is needed to help finance safety net programs that provide food, income, jobs, schools, health maintenance, address poor infrastructure, community initiatives, public organizations and local governments. “This is not just generosity based on the total aid to the poor, but rather an investment in economic reform, states and democracies, and in the long-term, political stability. The issue of assistance to countries (such as Russia, but also Ukraine and Eastern European countries), leads to potentially unwanted results with regard to US national safety
 ”.

The state in which the West held the largest interest regarding the success of reforms was Russia - shown by the amount of international aid sent by the G7 in 1992; 24 billion dollars, which has grown to 44 billion. In January 1993, Harvard University Professor of Economics , Jeffrey Sachs, who encouraged efforts of Western help and advice to Russia, stated that the West would help Russia reform with “real” support through stable currency for the ruble, budget, financial support for small businesses, billions of dollars in financing for long-term assistance for the reconstruction of  industry, and support for social programs, especially unemployment compensation to provide the political and budgetary support which is vital to stability. “The failure of the West to support economic reform in Russia with tangible assistance that was promised, gradually reform was led by Yegor Gaidar, “the first architect of the economic reform,”
 and Anatoly Chubais, who was part of Gaidar’s group and was later placed in charge of economic reform
.

Most U.S. financial aid and international aid sent to Russia was earmarked for economic reform. 2.1 billion dollars in 1994, with only 30 million dollars were referred to “democracy and pluralistic” initiatives, such as the development of civil society.

1.3 Human Rights NGO’s and state sovereignty
1.3.1 What are NGOs?

The discussion of civil society as I mentioned in this chapter, included the term NGOs. What, in fact, are NGOs? The term “non - governmental organizations” covers many different agencies, from the locally-based to the global. Those based in the industrialized donor countries are usually referred to as northern NGOs, and those based in developing countries,  southern NGOs. They include direct implementers of projects with grassroots communities, intermediary support organizations and a variety of umbrella organizations.

Since the early 1990s, NGOs have been viewed as a part of what has been termed “civil society”. At its most general level, civil society refers to all people, activities, relationships, and formal and informal groups that are not part of the process of government. It includes an array of civil society organizations (CSOs) of which NGOs involved in development and humanitarian work constitute a subgroup, together with all other non-governmental groups and associations, including trades unions, business associations and looser groups such as social movements, networks and even virtual groups.

The three main sources of NGO aid are private donations, governments, and private foundations. All these income sources have expanded rapidly in recent years. Foundation funding comes from long-standing household names such as Ford and Rockefeller, new organizations such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation in the United States, and hundreds of smaller ones such as the Gatsby Foundation in the United Kingdom. Together, these sources provide hundreds of millions of dollars each year to support NGO activities.

1.3.2 “The new politics”
Non - governmental organizations dealing with human rights constitute one of the most outstanding expressions of “new politics”.
  These are not the politics of the classic forms of national politics (such as political parties and trade unions), but rather social organizations and existing arrangements “from below”; an attempt to try to find the “politics” in unconventional areas, trying to redesign its essence, its boundaries and its contents. The very existence of human rights organizations and social movements, called “new”
 in literature, does not, per se, confirm the existence of civil society. It does, however, indicate the existence of groups that promote their own interests.

In that context, the American researcher Susan Berger interprets the rise in power of the public appeal of foreign institutional politics from the 1960s onwards using Locke’s approach and considers it a major expression of the “new politics”. According to Berger, this increase is a result of the negative feelings of the general public towards the functioning of the modern, democratic state:
1. The first issue is that state again cannot fulfill its traditional functions because the society has become complex.

 2. The second is the increase in the involvement of the state.
 3. The third problem is that the state, in the current scope, does not allow the fulfillment of the basic human aspiration to participate in determining the direction of the society as a whole, which means that it denies the public the right to “natural” politics.

Another researcher, Claus Offe, argues that foreign institutional politics is due to the disengagement of Western civil society from the power of the state.

German sociologist Ulrich Beck called it sub-politics, which is distinct from classical politics in two ways:
1. Players who are outside the political system - the classical corporatist in designing and shaping policy.
2. The participants are not only collective players, but also individual players competing among themselves  vis-à-vis political processes in the new areas that emerge.

In fact, politics managed by non-governmental organizations - play a crucial role in the process of clearing the centrality of the state as the focus of power. Moreover, they present a new option, though not without limits, of social change. In fact, the influence of non-governmental organizations is one of the main questions troubling researchers. Literature can be found that distinguish between state - oriented organizations and community oriented organizations et cetera.
 State standards for these distinctions are set according to the relationship between the state and the organizations, and the extent to which organizations follow state rules or deviate from them during their activities. Udi Ben Eliezer shows that the politics managed by government organizations and NGOs are grounded in the nature of the opportunities which they wish to exploit and the political culture that characterizes the relationship between state and civil society.

In human rights, an important factor that doesn’t exist in other areas is the ability to take a critical approach - necessary in order to disclose policies that infringe human rights. Further, researchers such as Risse and Sikking, who noted the relationship of activity across the boundaries between human rights organizations and states, claim that organizations do in fact have influence, but that it is difficult to measure “influence” and “effectiveness” by linear models of causality. Instead, they suggest thinking about networks of human rights groups that are often successful in “socializing” states, and that influence them to change the practices and methods, in hopes of leading to a newform of government,
 as in the case of the impact of human rights organizations in Latin America in the case of democratization processes.

1.3.3 “Hyper globalists” and “skeptics” perspectives

Globalization researchers are currently engaged in debating the state’s ability to operate autonomously, in light of the growing globalism, and the strength of players and global forces. In the research literature, there is a division between “hyper globalists”, who claim that we live in a new age in which the state loses power, sovereignty and legitimation. On the other hand, “skeptics” argue, there have been no significant changes in the status of the state and the power.
Scholars including David Held, Anthony McGrew, David Goldblatt and Jonathan Perraton provide an overview of different perspectives on globalization dominant in the 1990s. They describe the general conceptual contours of each perspective and note the limitations of each. The authors identify the perspectives as:

· The Skeptical perspective

· The Hyper Globalist perspective
Held and his colleagues claim that the skeptical perspective on globalization views current international processes as more fragmented and regionalized than globalized. In fact, according to skeptical authors, the “golden age” of globalization occurred at the end of the 19th century. Current processes show, at best, a regionalization.

The authors say that skeptics also disagree whether old cleavages are becoming increasingly irrelevant. The third world is not being drawn into a global economy that destroys old lives of benefit and exploitation. Quite the contrary; the third world, say skeptical authors, is becoming increasingly marginalized.

In contrast to perspectives that emphasize the growth of global capitalism, scholars of the skeptical perspective view global capitalism as a myth. The growth of multinational corporations does not mean that nation-states are no longer relevant for governing the flows of economic benefits. Held and his colleagues say that skeptical authors point to the fact that foreign investment flows into the control of a few advanced economies. Multinational corporations are still tied primarily to their home states or regions, and these ties produce benefits for these states or regions.

The authors, furthermore, reject the notion of the development of a global culture or a global governance structure. What is really going on, they argue, is that global governance structures and culture exist as a disguised version of neo-liberal economic strategies that benefit the West.

The second perspective is the hyper globalist.  Theorists describe the hyper globalist perspective as an approach which sees globalization as a new epoch in human history. This new era is characterized by the declining relevance and authority of nation-state, brought about largely through the economic logic of a global market. Economies are becoming “denationalized.”

Held and his colleagues point out, however, that even within this school of thought, different authors assess the value of these changes in very different ways. While hyper globalist scholars may agree on the general factors behind globalization and the likely outcome of this process, they disagree sharply over whether these forces are good or bad. The authors distinguish between neo-liberal versus neo-Marxist orientations, and describe their different assessments of the outcomes of globalization.

Moreover, the hyper globalists claim that since the late 1980s, we have witnessed a process of decline of the state, and in a sense, its disappearance. The state loses its power and ability to independently formulate socioeconomic policies and execute them. In the international arena, previously populated only by state, there are suddenly new players: the forces of global capital, multinational societies and international financial institutions like the IMF and the World Bank. These are forces that determine the rules of the game and the activism of state.

The state’s role is as the executor of policy, but the state has no hope of controlling it. With privatization, the state is increasingly ceding its material or breaking down. The liberalization process is separate from the ability to navigate social and economic movements. Against the helplessness of the state,  a new global capitalist status is developing. All that remains is to provide the physical and social infrastructure required for the activity of that status.

The threats to the state’s status and its centrality are coming not only from the economic arena. Another threat comes from the significant increase in “cross-border problems”, as defined by David Held. Most of the problems confronting the state are coming from outside.

While people talk about capital and others about diseases and environmental hazards, there is a particular group which focuses on the principle of human rights and the central role of the normative principles of the international political system. The rise of human rights within the agenda of the international political system is evidence of the erosion the autonomy and sovereignty of the state.
 It is customary to define human rights in contrast to civil rights. Human rights are defined as natural rights, inalienable, universal, equal, and imparted to any person regardless of belonging to a collective entity, or political or social status.
Civil rights, however, derive from the status of belonging to the political community and are granted by political authority. So, if we define sovereignty as legitimate and constitutional independence,
 namely the absence of any other legislation and state action except basic arrangements, internal politics, then human rights may violate the sovereignty. In accordance with the principle of state sovereignty, the state should be the sole ruler and the last judge sitting as to the fate of the people in her field, and not be limited in its ability to grant or deny the rights of various groups in its territory. The principle of human rights, however, limits the authority of the state to do what it wants with its inhabitants and its citizens.

As proposed in the previous section, an array of non-governmental organizations work to promote human rights in various countries around the world.
 It could be said that, despite the repeated violations of human rights, based on an international agreement there is an interest in embedding the idea of human rights in the universal vocabulary, insofar as it is a concept that expresses ambition and civilian challenge to the legitimacy of the state.
 As political scientists posit
, there is a need to create an international regime of human rights - an array of cultural concepts and methods of organizing relationships between governments, individuals, and movements for national and state organizations dealing with human rights.

In light of these processes, the hyper globalists argue that the logic underlying the existence of the state - its ability to set policy and implement it in accordance with the interests and wishes of the people, the elite, or the institutions - is questionable. Of course, this argument is irrelevant if we examine the two meanings of the term sovereignty: one refers to the internal sovereignty - controlling territory and the people who dwell there, and the other is the external sovereignty - mutual recognition of states and the principle of non-intervention.

The conclusion is that the state has lost its relevance in the international system and its internal system for the people that it controls.

1.3.4 A zero - sum game

This section will address the theory of reducing the game between the state and the international system or the NGO for human rights amounts to a zero-sum game, assuming that there is a measure of power and legitimacy, and the question is who gets them. As part of the new political order, NGOs are officially recognized as legal entities in international courts, as observers and as partners in the formulation of international institutions. They have become legitimate players, raising  claims against states, multinational companies and international institutions.

Many comparative studies indicate the continuing vitality of the state. According to these studies, the state plays an important role in regulating the market and dealing with external pressures, leading us to seek the explanation for differences in the response of various states. According to Prakash and Hart,
 The resulting reaction patterns of the regime and the political system are unique to each country and their historic and institutional heritage.
Krasner
 says that while changes in the structure of the state, and its ability to prevent external pressures from intervening in internal affairs, characterizes the relationship between the states since the Westphalia agreement, which created the international political system as we know it today. Therefore, he added, it’s a mistake to see the current period as post-Westphalian. The degree of interference in the internal affairs of state is not independent of the commitment to the principles of justice, dictated by external forces, but rather represents the distribution of power in the international system.
The conclusion is that according to those skeptical of the zero-sum game, the state does not have to share available power with other players. state sovereignty and governmental powers are not eroding as a result of pressure from external forces or organizations.
1.3.5 Organizational Theory - The Resource Dependence perspective and the Neo-institutional Theory
The resource dependence perspective was developed by Pfeffer and Salancik,
 in an attempt to understand organizations. These concepts took into account other organizations within their sector, as well as other stakeholders, suppliers, associations, federations, and the social-legal structures that regulate the relationships between these actors.
Organizations must acquire and maintain resources through interacting with other organizations in order to survive. These interactions shape their activities and lead to different outcomes. In environments with large amounts of resources, the interdependence between organizations is minimized, while environments with more resource scarcity and greater uncertainty pose greater challenges between organizations.

Pfeffer and Salancik claim that organizations have an interdependence with other organizations within which they exchange monetary or physical resources, information, or social legitimacy. These asymmetrical relationships often bring organizations up against conflicting demands, where satisfying one group’s demands may come at the expense of another. Organizations are vulnerable to the extent that they become dependent on particular types of exchange in order to operate.

Moreover, Pfeffer and Salancik define dependence as the importance of a given resource to the organization and the extent to which the resource is controlled by a relatively small number of organizations.
 Dependence, then, is a measure of the extent to which another organization is perceived to be important and is taken into consideration during decision making.

Resource exchange consists of two dimensions; the first is the relative magnitude of the exchange and the second is the criticality of the resource.
 The magnitude of exchange can be measured by the proportions of total resources accounted for by the exchange.
To summarize the issue of organizations insofar as the perspective presented by Pfeffer and Salancik, the organizations choose strategies in order to maintain organizational autonomy and power within their environments. Individuals within organizations are thought to be rational actors who weigh out the costs and benefits of choices and behaviors to maximize their own benefits.
In contrast, The Neo-Institutional Perspective was developed as a reaction to the rational assumptions, in order to account for the non-rational behavior often seen within organizations. This perspective provides an account for organizational change that is not necessarily driven by actors’ interests and emphasizes the cultural and cognitive influences shaping organizations. These non-choice-based actions may occur and be maintained through habit, convention, convenience, or social obligation.

Neo-institutional theory assumes that organizations somewhat passively conform to and adopt the norms in their environment without resistance, even though they may not lead to greater efficiency. Both neo-institutional and resource dependence perspectives acknowledge that within external restraints, organizational choice is available. Compared to the resource dependence perspective, neo-institutionalism attributes an organization’s survival to conformity rather than resistance, passivity rather than activeness, and the internalization of norms rather than political acts of manipulation.

In the last section, resource dependence perspectives were addressed, and the resulting understanding was that both neo-institutional and resource dependence perspectives maintain the legitimacy important for organizations in order to obtain resources, and therefore, to survive.
According to Meyer and Rowan, the process of bureaucratization generates rationalized myths; organizational forms and practices are taken-for-granted. These myths are based on the assumption that they are rationally effective, but they also may include practices that are legally mandated. Organizations can resist these symbolic practices, which may have a rule-like quality, but this may be interpreted as a sign of inefficiency, and damage the organization’s legitimacy and the access to resources that come with being considered legitimate. Therefore, “organizations must not only conform to myths but must also maintain the appearance that the myths actually work” in order to maintain outward legitimacy.

The strength of neo-institutional theory lies in its explanation of the adoption of practices that are either so taken-for-granted or complex that actors cannot exert their influence against them.
 Further, neo-institutional theorists recognize that organizational change is inherently political and depends on the power of the actors who promote, oppose, or support these changes.

Theorists such as Tolbert and Zucker propose that these two perspectives can be seen as two ends of a decision-making continuum to explain how organizational change is either adopted or resisted within a given field.

 After examining organizational literature in the context of institutional and resource dependence theories, I will discuss the links between neo-institutional theory and both the state and human rights organizations.

1.3.6 The State and Human Rights Organizations in Neo-institutional Theory
According to Held, the state faces international agencies and regional organizations as well as the state in its functions in different places. All of the above participate in national politics and global politics.

But with the power of the distribution process, Held and others describe a new process in which the authority of international organizations and the state have expanded.  In the spirit of neo-institutional theory, we can explain the principle of settling down and the expansion of human rights in general, and women’s rights principles in particular.

Another important issue is that the neo-institutional approach believes the global context shapes and influences its actions, without underestimating the importance of the state.
One of the most important cultural materials produced by the global political system is the concept of human rights. The principle of human rights illustrates the changes in the relations of the world polity system, the state and the individual. In effect, the state is ordered to treat its people within its territory, regardless of their civil status, in a particular manner. Behavioral instructions are delivered to the direct authority of the state, along with mention of detailed feasibility about growing groups of people. These groups had no direct link to the state, but apart from civilian mediation.

The neo-institutional approach holds that the expansion process of the modern state and human rights occur side by side. Each stage in the development of the modern state is also significant in the development of human rights principles:
a. The Treaty of Westphalia, which drive the modern sovereign State and the political system. Member States committed to mutual recognition in parts of other countries. For the first time, recognition of the rights of religious minorities and the State’s obligation to protect them appeared.
b. A nation-state model - This phase began in the 19th century, during the struggle for the abolition of slavery. Recognition was noted  vis-à-vis the moral sovereignty of state intervention. Abolition of slavery was a military operation designed to force states to outlaw slavery
.
c. The welfare state model – This model expanded the ability of the state to control the population and socioeconomic systems. During this period the UN was established and recognition of human rights was achieved .

The state, in addition to other roles, becomes an institutional apparatus dedicated to international order, based on human rights. In the past, the state drew its legitimacy from the principle of sovereignty and self-determination. Today, the source of legitimacy has changed and the state has metamorphosed from sovereign agent to an institutional forum of international constitutional orders based on the principle of human rights. The state is required to abide by the international principles. If it does not act properly, then the relevant NGO can sue the international institutions of the Contracting Parties to ensure fulfillment. They become partners in discussions and actions relating to the international legal order.

Another important aspect to note is the change in women’s rights. Beitz’s addresses the principle of equal rights for men and women, and expands the definition of human rights that will include women’s rights as well as simply women - “Human Rights are Women Rights”.

As mentioned earlier, the state cannot do whatever it wants with its citizens when there is the perception of human rights abuse. This concept sets norms that define the state as a legitimate player. The state is required for an array  of institutional changes and to establish a base for its legitimacy. One can conclude that the state expands its areas of internal operations, while on the other hand losing control of the external.
The conclusion emerges that the state became an address for collective action and for the claims of individuals seeking to solve problems defined as a violation of human rights. On the other hand, the expansion of the human rights discourse increases the ability of the state to control the intensity of the human rights discourse, providing a source of legitimacy and tools to present their demands.
1.4 Vertical and horizontal accountability
1.4.1 Responses of different states
On the heels of Guillermo O’Donnell’s research on delegative democracy, the literature on democratic transition and consolidation was fundamentally altered. In a series of case studies, O’Donnell managed to classify and characterize a number of government systems which initially appeared democratic and yet failed en route to complete democratic consolidation.
During the 1990s, many countries, in Latin America and in other places, became political democracies, or to borrow Robert A. Dahl’s
 term, “polyarchies,” satisfying the criteria of fair and free political competition that Dahl stipulates. Notwithstanding, a cross-regional comparison along the lines of delegative democracy has not yet been presented, especially regarding the so-called “third-wave”
 democracies according to Samuel Huntington’s definition.
According to Barrington Moore
, the regulations are the result of all the different ways in which the traditionally patterned societies were modernized. In fact, the ability to achieve democracy (a polyarchy), has created a situation where any group or single homogenous layer may have insufficient economic and political power to achieve hegemonic control, thus leading to the need for different groups to reach some sort of settlement or arrangements. In these cases, each team hopes to reach the optimal gains, without damaging the vital interests of the other layers and groups. This give and take leads to arrangements increasingly based on power sources and the inclusion of a variety of centers of power - two essential conditions for the development of the polyarchic order.
Moreover, adapting rules to the politics of coalitions contributes to the formation of a political culture of leverage and tolerance, which is a prerequisite for further consolidation of polyarchy.

There are countries that meet the definition of polyarchy but whose horizontal accountability is weak or non-existent. This description fits almost all South American countries, including Colombia and Venezuela, as well as new Asian polyarchies and post-Communist countries. During the 1990s, Guillermo O’Donnell brought the conceptual framework of vertical and horizontal accountability to contemporary debates about democracy.

According to O’Donnell, accountability runs not only vertically, making elected officials answerable to the ballot box, but also horizontally, across a network of relatively autonomous powers that can call into question, and eventually punish, improper ways of discharging the responsibilities of a given office.

Moreover, horizontal accountability refers to the existence of state agencies that are legally enabled and empowered, and factually willing and able, to take actions whose span ranges from routine oversight to criminal sanctions or impeachment in relation to actions or omissions by other agents or agencies of the state that may be qualified as unlawful.

Three aspects of horizontal accountability are hereby specified: who exercises horizontal accountability (state agencies), what the exercise of horizontal accountability consists of (oversight, sanctions, impeachment), and with respect to what actions or omissions horizontal accountability may be exercised (those qualified as unlawful).

Philip Schmitter (1999) has questioned the idea that horizontal accountability should be limited to state agencies and to unlawful actions. On the first point, he argues that “non-state actors - media organizations, party secretariats, trade union confederations, business peak associations, lawyers’ guilds, mass social movements, and even large capitalist firms” should be included among those capable of exercising horizontal accountability.
 According to the second point, Schmitter argues for a conceptualization of horizontal accountability that would “hold rulers accountable for the political and not just legal consequences of their behavior in office”.

O’Donnell’s
 argument for limiting horizontal accountability to state agencies is convincing. The horizontal and vertical planes in his conceptualization of accountability correspond to the distinction between state and society. Vertical accountability is exercised by societal actors with respect to state actors, and horizontal accountability is exercised within the state through different state agencies. The accountability exercised by non-state actors, as described by Schmitter, is consequently conceived of as vertical, not horizontal accountability.

Schmitter argues that non-state actors could “not only denounce the infractions of officials but even bring appropriate sanctions to bear on them”.
 Sanctions, however, whether of the legal variety or those involving impeachment or removal from office, are the exclusive prerogative of state agencies. Criminal and civil punishments are the providence of the courts, and the removal of an office-holder from office prior to the expiration of the office-holder’s term can be affected only by other office-holders. The only exception is where recall elections are allowed, and then removal from office becomes a form of vertical accountability, not horizontal.

Andreas Schedler, in turn, has raised questions about the centrality of sanctions in the concept of horizontal accountability, and in the concept of accountability more generally. Schedler argues that the concept of accountability contains two irreducible dimensions, those of enforcement and answerability.
 Noting that accountability is defined by some in terms of answerability, he holds that answerability implies the requirement that agents both inform about and explain their actions, and that accountability implies something more than just information and explanation: it connotes the ability to punish unsatisfactory behavior. Schedler goes on to argue, however, that in some cases “accountability may be divorced from sanctions . . . without necessarily creating ‘diminished subtypes’ as a result”.

1.4.2 Accountability and democratic legitimacy
Horizontal accountability (O’Donnell) is cast within a broader theoretical construct that emphasizes the importance of distinguishing and recognizing the tension between the democratic, republican and liberal traditions intertwined in modern representative democracy.

The core of the democratic tradition, according to O’Donnell, is located in the idea that “citizens can exercise their participatory right to choose who is going to rule them for some time, and they can freely express their opinions and demands”.

According to O’Donnell, these traditions are in many ways compatible, but attention to vertical and horizontal accountability help illustrate the ways in which they conflict with one another. Vertical accountability - the idea that those who govern are chosen by and can be removed from office by those who are governed - is essential to the democratic tradition, for example, but is not strictly necessary in the republican and liberal traditions.

Horizontal accountability, on the other hand, is supported by the republican and liberal traditions due to their distrust of political power, while the democratic tradition may be hostile to horizontal accountability when this appears to wrest authority from the sovereign decisions of the people.

O’Donnell coined the term “delegative democracy” to distinguish a type of polyarchy in which vertical accountability is present, but in which horizontal accountability is extremely weak or absent, from “representative democracy” in which both vertical and horizontal accountability are present.
 O’Donnell posits that delegative democracy “is more democratic, but less liberal and less republican, than representative democracy”.
 This statement, however, is inaccurate because delegative democracies are polyarchies - regimes in which inclusive and competitive elections for the most important offices are held under conditions of broad respect for freedom of association, expression and access to information.
 So, if a regime is a polyarchy, it is also a delegative democracy.

In delegative democracies it is often the case that the rule is more strongly majoritarian, and in this limited sense more democratic, than in representative democracies in which the majoritarian impulse is constrained by agencies of horizontal accountability. Delegative democracies may be less liberal and republican than representative democracies, but if their respect for the liberties of expression, association or information is stretched too thin, they will no longer qualify as polyarchies.

An example for this in Latin America, appears in Kenney’s research
. He argued that delegative democracy did not exist in Peru during Fujimori’s first democratic period (1990-1992) because his lack of control over the legislature, the judiciary and the constitutional tribunal entailed a degree of horizontal accountability incompatible with delegative democracy. Between 1992 and 1995, and after approximately 1997, Peru probably did not qualify as a polyarchy and for this reason could not be considered a delegative democracy.

The conflict between the democratic, republican, and liberal traditions is also important in understanding why leaders such as Fujimori in Peru, Chavez in Venezuela and also Putin in Russia have been able to present themselves - and be perceived by many - as more democratic than their predecessors.
1.4.3 The cases of Russia and Israel
1.4.3.1 Russia within the context of delegative democracy

The case of Russia puts O’Donnell’s theory on delegative democracy in a different context. Russia has never experienced any degree of representative democracy.
In Russia, institutions of horizontal accountability have been traditionally weak, which would be expected to facilitate the emergence of delegative democracy.

However, according to the diagram in chapter 8 on Russia (Cooperation), there was democracy after the arrival of Boris Yeltsin, an outsider who managed to mobilize the masses and lead a bloodless coup in 1991. A closer look at Yeltsin’s nine years in power, however, reveals the power dynamics between the various branches of government; an important feature of the Russian case that has remained largely unchanged since Putin’s election in 2000.
Neil Robinson suggests in “The Politics of Russia’s Partial Democracy”
, that the Duma has always been merely a rubber stamp for decisions by the president. If it rejects his nominee for Prime Minister more than three times, the president has the power to dissolve it and appoint whomever he wants, triggering parliamentary elections. Regarding the same situation, Shevtsova discusses the near impossibility of removing the Russian president from power: “(T)wo-thirds of the state Duma must vote to charge him with treason or some other grave crime, these charges must be validated by the supreme and constitutional courts. Then two-thirds of the Federation Council must vote to remove him”.

The constitutional strength of the executive, relative to other governmental branches would suggest that O’Donnell’s claim of weak horizontal accountability stemming from fragile institutions is supported by the facts. Nevertheless, Robinson refutes this assumption: “(T)he ability of the Duma to present a unified face has allowed it to pass much more legislation than it is commonly given credit for”.

In 2000, Russia was already a delegative democracy, in terms of the strength of the executive, the marginalization of institutions of horizontal accountability, and the high but declining popularity of the president.
While it is evident that horizontal accountability has been weakened and the executive has disproportionately larger prerogatives than any other branch of government, questions about the presence of vertical accountability in Russia have emerged. This has led some to venture the argument that Russia is, in fact, a country on the path towards authoritarianism.

To sum up the case of Russia, in “Russian Democracy under Putin”, Colton and McFaul
 provide a useful analysis of democracy in Russia:

1. The situation in Chechnya has widely been recognized as a persistent violation of human rights that Putin has staunchly defined in terms of the country’s sovereign right to address internal conflicts and overall domestic policy.

2. The president has initiated periodic crackdowns on any domestic media attempting to criticize his controversial policies. Broadcast content has been openly censored, outlets have been closed or closely monitored, and journalists have often been threatened or physically abused because of the reports and analysis they attempted to present to the general public.
3. Human rights organizations and various other NGOs in the country have been pressured not to release information about internal issues in Russia. Even international non-profits have been subject to the watchful eye of the state.

4. The super-majorities that Putin has assembled in the Duma, as well as his efforts in weakening the Federation Council have convinced Colton and McFaul that democracy in Russia has to be qualified at least as “managed”, if not completely delegative.
1.4.3.2 Israel within the context of embedded democracy
Israel has experienced representative democracy. According to Merkel, if one follows Freedom House, Polity, or the Democracy Barometer, Israel is the only liberal democracy in the regions of North Africa and the Middle East.

This achievement is the more astonishing given that Israel has to cope with at least two conditions which are seen by democratic theory and empirical research as eminently adverse to sustainable democracies: First, the extreme religious, ethnical and socioeconomic heterogeneity of Israeli society. According to John Stuart Mill (1861) and Robert Dahl (1971), it is difficult to sustain democracies in ethnically deeply divided societies. Second, Israel resides in a “bad neighborhood”, since it is surrounded by deeply autocratic regimes. Moreover, most of these autocratically governed countries are declared enemies of Israel, with some of them openly declaring their intent to eliminate the State of Israel from the map.

If a democracy performs relatively badly in partial regimes closely associated with two of the three core principles of democracy, namely freedom and control, the logic of the democratic game is severely disturbed.

The unequal distribution of these negative defects along ethnic and religious cleavages violates the third core principle of democracy, equality, as well. All three core principles of democracy are impaired within the political regime of Israel.

Merkel emphasizes that from empirical research on democracies in almost all regions of the world it emerges that defective horizontal accountability and rule of law tend to infect all the other partial regimes of democracy. Israel’s polity and society are confronted with exactly this risk.

Chapter 2
A Comparative World Perspective: Foreign Funding sources, Legislation and State Sovereignty
2.1 Introduction
During the 1990s, many countries experienced a dramatic upsurge in voluntary activism, and international donors understandably responded with enthusiasm. Donors’ goals, for the most part, were laudable. The money was meant to help local NGOs promote democratization, markets, gender equality, good governance, and respect for human rights.
In Western democracies, the regulation of the operation of NGOs is almost entirely administrative in nature and rarely, if ever, rises to the level of active interference with organizational activities.
By contrast, in less open societies, the wide latitude and hands-off approach to regulation enjoyed by NGOs in the West is entirely absent.  Instead, a climate of oppressive regulation, monitoring, and control results from the adoption of broad and vague legislation regulating the activities of domestic and foreign groups acting in the public sphere.

In addition, it is important to note the widespread use of charities and public benefit companies operating in different areas (the third sector). In this dissertation, the focus is on organizations (in conflict zones) working to promote legislation to protect people or represent public people and change their status, to correct injustices or to struggle to change policy.
2.2 Arrangements throughout the world
An examination of existing arrangements throughout the world raises the following points:  
1. States around the world require corporations operating in their territory to notify the registrars or other entities operating on behalf of the state authorities of their activities (quarterly, annual reports or other reports, for special occasions or exceptions, etc.). but not necessarily in the various mechanisms operated in the world to require examination by the impressions or by the bodies reporting to the threads these organizations receive donations from different sources.  

2. Various mechanisms are employed worldwide to regulate the activities of bodies in the sector to cope with issues related to foreign funding. To this end, the following measures have been proposed:
2.2.1. Transparency and reporting requirements of global transparency and reporting are part and parcel of most states worldwide. It is necessary to notify any particular period in relation to the Act on behalf of the State. However, there are cases where the obligation to report financing from foreign sources includes obligations requiring that all donations from foreign entities be reported to the relevant authorities (USA).

2.2.2. Revocation tax: This refers to the tax benefits granted to the third sector organizations funded by foreign bodies and which are not included in the special list located by the Government (Russia, see in chapter 8). The tax benefits of charitable donations to organizations that are not related to non-profit activity or revocation tax benefits are provided to these entities if involved in political activity (USA). These measures did not receive strong criticism, but in relation to the means of producing special lists by the Government, there were those who argued that there might be negative consequences resulting from voluntary activities.
 
2.2.3. Bureaucratic requirements: These requirements include, in some cases, the requirement for prior authorization on behalf of the Government, before the body can receive foreign funding (Egypt and Algeria).
2.2.3.1. Egypt
Government approval is required for associations to receive foreign funding in Egypt. Associations that do not receive such approval face strict penalties. An association may be fined 2,000 Egyptian pounds (approximately $350), and its leaders may be imprisoned for six months.
 While the Ministry of Social Affairs is reviewing the application to receive foreign funds, the funds must be placed in a designated bank account, where the association cannot access them.
 While technically the government should take no more than 60 days to review the application, it often takes longer, leaving the association with no operating budget and facing insolvency.
 In addition, the government has taken a step not authorized by the 2002 law. In September 2007, the governor of Cairo issued a decree dissolving a human rights NGO for its failure to obtain government approval prior to receiving funds from abroad.

As in other less-developed nations, foreign funding is a vital source of income for the non-profit sector. While Egypt has a more developed civil society than many of its neighbors, the availability of outside funding remains extremely important.
 The Egyptian civic sector accounted for $1.5 billion in expenditures in 1999, with much of its funding coming from the sale of goods and services.
 The Muslim tenet of zakat, or charitable giving, “contributes significantly to the strength and operation of many charitable organizations with religious association”.

Clearly, international sources remain a crucial element of NGO funds, and the situation is exacerbated for human rights organizations. Because these groups directly challenge the government, they do not receive public funds, and there are limited resources available to them at the local level.

2.2.3.2 Algeria            
Under Algeria’s 1990 Associations Act, the “relevant public authority” must agree to any donation to an association from a foreign source.
 Before granting permission, the government must “verify the source, amount, compatibility with the stated goal in the statues of the association and any restrictions that may arise therefrom”.
 In reality, the “relevant public authority” that oversees all associations is the Ministry of the Interior, known for being especially corrupt and ineffectual.
 In addition, Algerian NGOs seeking foreign funding must obtain permission from the Ministry of National Solidarity.
 As a result, government approval for a foreign donation to an association is “extremely difficult” to obtain, and few civil society organizations will be able to receive any funding from foreign sources.

2.2.4. Government Approval Required to Receive Foreign Funding: 
Some countries, while allowing NGOs to receive funds directly from foreign sources, require that the organizations obtain government approval before the funds are received. This process, in addition to being lengthy, may result in the rejection of the application for foreign funds, especially if the organization’s activities are seen as a threat to the government’s goals and stability.
2.2.4.1 Uzbekistan
In 2004, the Uzbek Cabinet of Ministers issued a banking regulation requiring increased governmental scrutiny of money transfers to NGOs through local banks.
 Furthermore, it stipulated that foreign funding for NGOs must be channeled through one of two government-controlled banks.
 According to reports, by examining the transfers to NGOs, government officials could decide whether the proposed use of the funds would be “beneficial” for Uzbekistan and whether they were going towards goals the government felt it was achieving on its own.
 Officials are also able to take a portion of the transfer, whether as an administrative fee, a tax, or a personal payment.
 Furthermore, the process is not transparent and can take several months to complete.
 The effect of these regulations has been to curtail severely the foreign aid reaching civil society groups in Uzbekistan, forcing local NGOs to rely on personal sources of income from their leaders and members, such as wages from a second job or individual savings.

Quite simply, the Uzbek government has been engaged in a coordinated battle against foreign NGOs and the funding they provide to their domestic counterparts. Interestingly, the government’s plan seems to be working; in the last few years, an estimated 3,000 NGOs have either disbanded or ceased their work under mounting governmental pressure and diminishing resources.
 
2.2.4.2 Venezuela
In 2006, the Venezuelan legislature began deliberation on a law creating an International Cooperation and Assistance Fund, through which donations to civil society organizations intended for “international cooperation” must be funneled.
 The bill, introduced by Hugo Chavez’s government, was preapproved by the legislature and has remained under consideration in a legislative committee.
 The law leaves it to government officials to determine what donations, whether foreign or domestic, are meant for “international cooperation”.
 The government will also control how these funds are obtained, who can receive them, and how they will be doled out.

2.2.5.   Prohibitions on activities:
2.2.5.1 Moldova 
In 2006, the president of the Moldovan separatist government in the Transnistria region signed a decree prohibiting foreign funding of NGOs registered in the region.
 The comprehensive prohibition forbade NGOs from receiving direct or indirect funding from any international or foreign organization, foreign government, Transnistrian organization with a foreign capital share in excess of twenty percent, foreign citizen or stateless person, or anonymous source.
 Any foreign funds received by NGOs could then be seized by the government, and a court could order them expropriated into the state budget.

As a result, most NGOs rely exclusively on foreign donors for their income and must effectively cease functioning once foreign funds are no longer available.
 Thus, cutting off foreign funding sources for any amount of time in the Transnistria shutters civil society. The Transnistrian measure, although it continued for only one year, was a dramatic and broad assault on the non-profit sector in a country where social services provided by NGOs are very much needed.
2.2.5.2 Eritrea
In May 2005, the government issued a proclamation prohibiting all NGOs, whether domestic or foreign, from receiving funding to engage in relief or rehabilitation work from the United Nations, its affiliates, other international organization, or through bilateral agreement.
 Furthermore, organizations are only authorized to operate if they have “at their disposal in Eritrea one million US dollars or its equivalent in other convertible currency”.
 Eritrea, even more so than Moldova, is extremely poor and has little domestic money to allocate to civil society: it rates 157 out of 177 on the UN Development Index, and its GDP per capita is only about $800.

Soon after the proclamation was issued, an international organization operating in Eritrea predicted that “if the new proclamation results in the closing down of the few independent local NGOs and the departure of the few remaining international NGOs, there will be no independent civil society left”.
 The prediction has largely become a reality; in the ten months between the proclamation in May 2005 and March 2006, the number of NGOs operating in the country fell from 37 to 13.
 Without foreign funding, the number has further dwindled, and the US Department of state reports that only 11 NGOs were registered in the country in both 2006 and 2007.


2.2.6 Cannot Receive Funding
Governments have been able to allow foreign funding of NGOs they find desirable and prohibit foreign funding of those they dislike by limiting the activities an organization receiving foreign funds may undertake. Often the proscribed activities relate to human rights, the effective functioning of the government, and equality among citizens.                             
2.2.6.1 Ethiopia
In early 2009, the Ethiopian legislature passed a Charities and Societies Proclamation that drastically reduces the rights of NGOs.
 It defines “Ethiopian Charities” as those that receive no more than ten percent of their funds from foreign sources and whose members are all Ethiopian.
 The proclamation then prohibits non-Ethiopian charities from participating in a variety of activities, including human and democratic rights; equality of genders, religions, and nationalities; the rights of children and the disabled; conflict resolution and reconciliation; and “the promotion of the efficiency of the justice and law enforcement services”.
 The activities unavailable to charities receiving any significant foreign funding seem clearly targeted to those pursuits that will threaten the government’s power: the advancement of democracy, human rights, and the executive and judicial branches of government. Violation of any of the provisions of the proclamation, including those relating to permissible activities of non-Ethiopian charities, will result in prosecution under the criminal code.

Organizations that advocate for human rights, gender equality, and conflict resolution, although virtually banned under the proclamation, are extremely valuable in Ethiopian society today. Human rights abuses include politically-motivated killings, torture, arbitrary arrest and detention, and taking political prisoners.
 Domestic violence and rape are widespread problems, with perhaps only forty percent of rapes ever reported.
 Laws codify the inferior status of women in family, divorce, and inheritance matters, and discrimination against women is most severe in rural areas, home to eighty-five percent of the population.
 The Ethiopian army has been engaged in warfare with Islamist insurgents in Somalia for the last two years.

Within its borders, the government is facing a rebel movement in the Ogaden region and has forced untrained civilians to take on a military role.

2.2.6.2 Zimbabwe
Zimbabwe’s 2004 Non-Governmental Organizations Bill, which was enacted but never signed into law, prohibited organizations from receiving “any foreign funding or donation to carry out activities involving or including issues of governance”.
 The Bill defines “issues of governance” as “the promotion and protection of human rights and political governance issues”.
 As in Ethiopia, because virtually all NGO funding comes from abroad, the prohibition on foreign-funded organizations participating in these activities is a de facto prohibition on work in the fields of human rights and political governance altogether.
 In Zimbabwe, a country known for its political turmoil, leadership struggles, and human rights abuses,
 even a proposed law prohibiting foreign-backed NGOs from engaging in human rights and good governance advocacy adversely affects the activities of organizations and robs the country of needed services. The mere act of proposing such a law places foreign-backed NGOs on notice that their activities are under scrutiny and that the government is hostile to their operations.
2.2.7. No limitation on foreign funding
2.2.7.1. Australia
There is no limit on foreign funding of political activities designed to influence public opinion in Australia. It should be noted that terrorist organizations are not allowed to operate in Australia, nor are they permitted to receive foreign funding for their activities.

 Norway.2.2.7.2
No limitation on political activity or registry of such activity.

2.3. Foreign Funding and State Sovereignty
Many countries have justified restrictions on foreign funding of the non-profit sector by claiming that such funding infringes on state sovereignty.
 Leaders often portray foreign funding as a new sort of imperialism; responsible for importing Western values, especially in the realm of human rights.
 In Egypt, those in power accuse NGOs of representing a homogenous block of Western interests seeking to dominate Egypt.
African nations, such as Zimbabwe and Eritrea, view foreign-supported NGOs as “Trojan horses”, masquerading as aid groups, but in fact intent on diminishing the government’s sovereign authority.
 When the Zimbabwean Non-Governmental Organizations Bill was introduced, President Robert Mugabe declared that “we cannot allow CSOs to be conduits or instruments of foreign interference in our national affairs”.
 
When countries enter into such instruments and agree to their terms, they do so willingly as an exercise of their sovereignty. As a result, signatories cannot claim that allowing organizations to exercise their right to free association by obtaining funding from abroad violates their sovereignty.
 Many of the activities prohibited by laws restricting foreign funding of NGOs, such as human rights and equality before the law, are protected by these instruments.
Allowing NGOs, even those funded by foreign sources, to participate in the political and civil life of a country does not lead inevitably to a reduction in state sovereignty. Public international law scholar Steve Charnovitz points out that “a state is not weakened just because its citizens speak through diverse voices”.
 When a nation’s citizens form domestic organizations, determine their policy agendas, and then seek funding, whether at home or abroad, to advance those agendas, the result does not undermine state sovereignty. It produces a growth in the domestic capacity of a state vis-à-vis other states.
2.4 Conclusions
In this chapter, arrangements from around the world were addressed, as well as  the condition of states regarding activities by NGOs in receipt of foreign funding. . The arrangements in some cases are moderate, i.e. those related to bureaucracy, transparency and reporting. However, in some other cases the state acts using more extreme measure, when it prohibits activities or in the worst case prohibits funding.
The following table shows the arrangements in various s, as presented and discussed in this chapter, along with the conditions and criteria that will help a further analysis of the states - Israel and Russia (see chapter 6).
In the following table, expressions of the state’s response appear, in those cases where the state is: 1.Not threatened, 2.Threatened 3. At risk - in three key areas:
1. Cooperation (the state is not threatened) - including the transparency and reporting.
2. Control (the state is threatened) - including taxation, bureaucratic requirements, governmental permits to obtain foreign funding.
3. Prohibition (the state is at risk) - including a prohibition on activities and in the worst case prohibition on receiving foreign funding.
Table 2.4.1: States’ responses around the world
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Part 3: Dimensions Affecting: Human Rights NGOs, Women’s Rights NGO’s and States’ States’ Responses to Foreign Funding
Chapter 3
The Arena of the Human Rights NGOs in Russia and Israel
3.1 Introduction
The role of human rights begins with respect for those rights in states where grave violations take place, making it, in many cases, a dangerous enterprise. Human rights defenders risk their lives, sometimes disappear or are tortured. Nevertheless, thousands of individuals around the world put their lives at stake every day for the protection and promotion of human rights and fundamental freedoms.
These courageous individuals come from all spheres of society:

1. Lawyers who seek to ensure that human rights violations do not go unpunished.

2. Journalists who denounce crimes in which their government or military are involved.

3.Doctors who treat victims of torture and want to bring the perpetrators to justice.

4. Trade unionists – Such as in Gdansk, Poland, the demonstrators in Prague in 1989, representatives of churches and religious communities, –women from Argentina’s Madres de la Plaza de Mayo in the 1980s, students in Tiananmen Square in 1989 and in the streets of Jakarta in 1998.

Following the end of the Cold War, powerful NGOs - international human right organizations such as Human Rights Watch, Amnesty International and others, sought new issues and means of maintaining and increasing their influence. Mary Caldor refers to the emergence of a “global civil society” resulting from “a growing consciousness of a set of duties towards mankind, which developed as a consequence of the wars of the 20th century
.” The increased role of NGOs in conflict regions was justified by moral concepts such as the “duty to interfere” in the context of humanitarian disasters.

But, before examining the work of NGOs at the international and regional level, it is important to understand what a human rights NGO is. 
It is difficult to define NGOs because they come in very different shapes and sizes; large and small, well-off or poor, professional or less professional. There is, however, consensus regarding certain characteristics. What distinguishes human rights NGOs from other private associations is that NGOs are private, non-profit-seeking organizations independent from governments, both financially and politically. With regard to the financial aspect, ECOSOC
 resolution 1996/31 concerning consultative status for NGOs explains that NGOs can accept some government funding, but it should not form their main source of income.

It is very important to understand that NGOs have also come to play an important role under the UN treaty-based system, especially with regard to the strengthening of reporting mechanisms. As it is impossible for the committees supervising the implementation of the UN Conventions to be experts on the human rights situation of every country, they rely on NGOs to counter - balance information provided by states. NGOs serve to provide them with dependable information on the human rights situation and main areas of concern in specific countries. Many NGOs prepare their own parallel reports to the state reports, which are then passed on to the relevant committees prior to the meetings with the representatives of the reporting states. For those treaties establishing individual complaints mechanisms, NGOs play a vital role in assisting victims to bring complaints and have them addressed.
In summary, NGOs play a significant role in the human rights arena. They have made important contributions to human rights standard setting through their active involvement in the drafting of international treaties as well as helping to strengthen supervisory mechanisms by providing reliable information to supervisory bodies both at the international and regional level. Many NGOs further offer advice and assistance, as well as representing individuals who have suffered human rights violations.
All of these factors and reasons have contributed to making the work of NGOs essential to the promotion and protection of human rights in many states around the world. The next section will highlight the phenomenon and the role of human rights NGOs in different regimes: Russia (in the 1990s) and Israel (since 2001).
3.2 The Russian human rights NGO’s
Mendelson and Glenn asserted that, despite the crucial importance of human rights NGO’s in Russia, we still know considerably little about their institutional capacity and practices.
 
Little is known - although much, both positive and negative, is assumed - about the impact of NGOs on the Russian policy-making process. In the cases of Russia, this section aims to provide insights into the development of Russia’s human rights NGO community by using an  approach which examines several aspects of the community’s development in order to better understand its capability to project a European vision of human rights in Russia and to be a catalyst for policy change.
3.2.1 The phenomenon of human rights NGOs in Russia
The human rights movement has experienced rapid geographical expansion. While throughout the entire Soviet period the movement was almost completely concentrated in Moscow, human rights NGOs currently operate in all 89 regions of the Russian Federation.
Russian human rights NGOs are considerably diverse in size, structure and policy ambit. They set the agenda, establish standards, monitor and advocate enforcement, and act as aid and education organizations within the field of human rights. Some human rights NGOs primarily handle individual complaints and concern themselves with concrete cases of human rights violations. Others do not concentrate on defending individual cases but rather adopt a broad approach to human rights issues and offer general recommendations regarding the national human rights situation and proposals for changes in legislation or policies. Some human rights NGOs focus more on research, in-depth human rights education and providing expertise on specific policy issues, while others are less research-driven and instead engage in advocacy and the dissemination of ideas in accessible forms.

While the diversity of instruments, mechanisms and practices among human rights NGOs in Russia is striking, an important characteristic of the Russian human rights NGO community in general is its intense involvement in various national and transnational knowledge, advocacy and policy-based networks. Many human rights NGOs have already invested and continue to invest substantial effort and resources into fostering these NGO networks. Examples include the Memorial Society, the Moscow Helsinki Group (MHG) and the Association of Regional Human Rights Organizations, to list just a few.

Interaction between human rights NGOs at both the Russian and international (European) level has created forums where information is transmitted and skills and expertise are shared. It also appears that many Russian NGOs have become deeply involved, either directly or through their umbrella organizations, in pan-European human rights policy networks wherein NGO, government and international organization actors share the rhetoric, language, and scholarly discourses that shape the terms of public debate over human rights issues and underpin relevant policies.

3.2.2 Human rights policy-making

Accordance to Klitsounova, another crucial challenge for Russian human rights NGOs involves building cooperative engagements with the government and establishing themselves in state-dominated policy networks. In the early 1990s, many human rights activists were members of federal and regional parliaments and governments and were deeply involved in drafting and implementing legal reforms in Russia.

In the 1990s, numerous legal reforms originated with human rights activists who, in the course of the post-Communist transformation, became prominent members of the decision and policy-making community. However, by the end of the Yeltsin era, the political window that had allowed radical legal reform closed more quickly than anyone expected, and human rights activists and organizations were “squeezed out” of government. By the end of the 1990s, they had relatively little access to decision- and policy-making and faced serious problems in their attempts to build new formal and informal channels of access to politicians and bureaucrats.

The human rights groups rarely receive financial support from the government or local businesses and are dependent on foreign aid.
 The contemporary network of human rights groups is historically related to the democratic movement, which was rooted in the political underground of the 1960 - 1970s. An organized movement of dissenters, shaped in 1965 - 1967, raised human rights issues and acted by gathering signatures on petitions and disseminating copies of samizdat writings.

In their public writings, letters and petitions to the official authorities and in the samizdat texts, the dissidents built their political identity and strategy around the socialist legality. The dissidents drew upon the official rights-based and law-oriented discourse, which became widespread in the post-Stalin Soviet Russia. A discursive break in the official rhetoric was associated with Khrushchev’s 1956 report on Stalin’s cult after which the rhetoric of norms and law begun to return. The dissidents secured a strong political position by identifying with a rights-based discourse.

Moreover, in 1968, the main journal of the dissident movement, Chronicle of Current Events was first published. After 1968, the movement became more political and learned to communicate their concerns via the media to the world outside the country’s borders. In the early 1970s, the KGB tried to suppress the movement and by 1974 the first generation of dissidents had been imprisoned or forced to emigrate. While the dissidents received great publicity in the West, the movement included only a small percentage of the scientific and cultural intelligentsia and remained isolated from the majority of the Soviet citizens.

Petro
 notes that the human rights activists during that period lacked a clear objective. The concept of human rights was too abstract to implement. The general population considered the dissident activists to be either alien or insane.
 The community of dissidents included networks organized for offering aid to the political prisons and their families. Material support was gained from friends or work colleagues, the anonymous donors were mostly from the intelligentsia, or from foundations created in the West by Sakharov and Solzhenitsyn.

During the period of glasnost and perestroika, human rights groups expressed strong anti-establishment ideas and beliefs.
 The democratically-oriented groups, however, were partly absorbed into the new political elite or abandoned by the old-new establishment. They did not achieve any administrative power or influence over the reforms.

3.2.3 Techniques of work
Strategies and methods of work within the human rights NGOs include free legal consultation, assistance with legal proceedings, interceding with official instances on behalf of the poor and disadvantaged.
Information is exchanged and disseminated through their print periodicals, brochures, and Web sites on the Internet. Analytical reports, conference papers, as well as self-help instructions for conscripts, soldiers, prisoners, and other groups of the population, are published. International contacts and links are essential parts of their activities. Joint projects, actions, seminars, and conferences are organized in cooperation with women’s, peace, and religious movements, as well as with human rights organizations. Hearings on the human rights issues, organized in the framework of the United Nations and European Union, are attended.

Another notable issue is the isolation of the human rights NGOs from the broader society and within the community of NGOs is related to two conditions:
1. The first problem is that while the Activists need to communicate constantly with society at large about what they are doing, they lack access to the means of communication. The only human rights newspaper was closed because it lacked financial resources. Other mass media outlets materials publish materials at a non-regular basis. For example, while there are ten-fifteen freelance journalists in Moscow who write about civic organizations, they have difficulty publishing their materials. The amounts of printed material from the civic organizations are small, from 50 up to 1000 copies, due to high costs of formally registering the NGO and the lack of financial resources for print. The style in which the materials are written makes them publications for the “own people” (activists) and “sponsors”.

2. The second condition is the foreign financial grant system. The activists stress that goals defined by donors differ from the activists’ view on which issues are important at any given moment. The grants are usually linked to projects aimed at developing “civil society” and a “law-based state” rather than offering aid to people who experience grievances. The activists therefore feel guilty regarding the thousands of people who suffer. Further, the self-isolation of many NGOs has to do with the constant, severe competition over financial grants.

In addition, the organizations draw upon a discourse of familiarity with the rights, the private self, and a private space which are usually not respected in the Russian conditions. The activists not only advocate for rights and check how laws are followed. They also attend to the moral grounds and demand improvement of laws. The organizations also demand one-time decisions, based on the principles of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in order to prevent abuses.

3.3 The Israeli human rights NGO’s
3.3.1 The human rights NGOs phenomenon in Israel
After the outbreak of the “first intifada” in 1987, the Association for Civil Rights in Israel (ACRI) began to focus its activities in the Occupied Territories. Around the same time, several human rights activists founded the B’Tselem human rights organization, which was devoted to monitoring human rights violations that occurred in the West Bank and Gaza Strip (at that time these areas were under Israeli control).
The two organizations were labeled as “pro-Palestinian organizations” in the public discourse, and were perceived as working against the government’s policy on Israel.
The collapse of the Oslo process, the “second intifada” (October 2000) and the decade that followed, led to the establishment of a number of non-profit organizations that employed advocacy, petitions to the courts, public campaigns and similar tactics in order to raise these issues on the public agenda and to highlight their opposition to the effects of occupation on Palestinian society.
In addition, the network of human rights NGOs has played a critical role in contributing to and reinforcing the intense focus on Israel within the UN human rights structures.
Following the collapse of the Oslo negotiations and during the period of violence between 2000 and 2004, referred to as the “second intifada”, NGOs with ECOSOC resolution and status frequently supported the Islamic governmental delegations that dominated the Human Rights Commission.

The NGO statements, testimonies, and reports highlighted allegations against Israel and repeatedly called for “independent investigations”. Major international NGOs, including HRW, AI, the ICJ (International Commission of Jurists), and FIDH (France) submitted numerous reports and statements to the UN Human Rights Commission (UNHRC) during this period.

Today these organizations deal inter alia with issues such as:
1. Legal rights of Palestinians (“Yesh Din”).
2. The accountability of the Israel Defense Forces actions in the Occupied Territories (“Breaking the Silence”; B’Tselem).
3. House demolitions (“Rabbis for Human Rights”; “The committee against House Demolitions”).
4. Torture (“Public Committee against Torture in Israel”).

5. Freedom of movement (“Gisha”; “Machsom Watch”).
6. Monitoring the expansion of settlement construction (“Peace Now”- initially a social movement that turned to non-profit).
7. Promoting dialogue and other subjects. 
The Israeli human rights NGOs became a source of information for local and international politicians, journalists and other professionals engaged in the conflict. These organizations are also considered as part of the political opposition’s position regarding the most important political controls in recent decades.
Another crucial issue to address is the funding for the human rights organizations.
3.3.2 Funding for human rights organizations
Most of the funding for human rights activities in the occupied Palestinian territories and in Israel comes from foreign funding sources. Israel’s government does not supporting human rights in the Palestinian territories and donations from private citizens and business are very limited.
It is important to note that, since the creation of Israel, the Jews of the Diaspora support a variety of projects and institutions - donations to military, sports associations and civil society. The human rights community in Israel, more than any other sector, relies on Israeli society for its support by world Jewry, mostly because of the lack of government support or any other local funding framework.
When Israelis contribute money for the purposes of human rights, they would rather contribute to the promotion of environmental, social justice, human rights and other issues that are unrelated directly to conflict.
For example, the journalist Noam Sheizaf (covers the Israeli political system and the conflict) said that: “The people at the head of human rights organizations tell me in conversations, that they find it difficult to raise money from civilians in Israel concerning the Palestinian cause, especially because they perceive their jobs as the interests of the other side in the conflict”.

In the same case, the share of foreign government funds received by human rights organizations, within the overall sum allocated to Israel (for government ministries, public sector bodies and other organizations), is tiny, relative to other sectors.
In 2007, for example, the European Union allocated grants totaling €261 million for activities in Israel, including economic cooperation, peace and security, democracy and human rights, scientific and technology cooperation, environmental cooperation, education and cultural cooperation. These activities are based on various agreements between the State of Israel and the EU
, and their shared commitment to values of democracy, good governance and the rule of law, respect for human rights and basic freedoms, sustainable development, and market-economy principles. Of these grants, the funds allocated to human rights organizations amounted to €1.4 million or 0.5 percent of EU resources for Israel in that year. By way of comparison, from 2007-2009, Israeli universities, researchers and industry received €241 million from the EU. In addition, over the past five years, the European Investment Bank has financed infrastructure projects in Israel valued at €453.3 million.

On the other hand, Sheizaf claims that among international donors: “this is exactly the opposite: they tend to contribute more to organizations engaged in the promotion of peace and the protection of the rights of the Palestinians under occupation”.
 
Many human rights organizations are supported by grants from foreign governments, including the European Union, USAID and government funds and various other programs (See chap. 7). Scandinavian governments are active in addressing the Palestinian cause, and there are five German political foundations operating in Israel, that support a variety of political issues in Israel and a main source of funding for the human rights community.
Despite their importance, data on foundations and their funding activity in the third sector in Israel is very limited. Formal data about foundations registered in Israel do not make it possible to obtain information about their assets or about their allocations. As for the foundations active in Israel but not registered there - there is no official data is available about their identity.
 By law, such foundations are not required to report on their activity in Israel, and in most cases, the report on such activity is in the country in which they are registered.
  
This partial data on foundations in Israel raises two major issues:  
A. The vast majority of the foundations registered in Israel deal with giving grants to individuals (scholarships, financial assistance to those with low incomes) or to a particular institution (hospitals, universities, museums). The number of Israeli foundations that support issues, and therefore a variety of organizations, is very small. This is significant because it is only by supporting a range of organizations that foundations can generate social change through strategic, simultaneous, often coordinated support, by a number of organizations dealing with the same issue.
   
B. Alongside the foundations registered in Israel, there are private foreign ones that are active in Israel. These are both foundations founded by Jews (such as Sacta-Rashi from France, Mandel from the US, Kahanoff from Canada, Pratt from Australia, and so on) as well as foundations unrelated to Jewry or Israel, some of which are active in other countries as well (the Ford Foundation from the US, the Adenauer and Friedrich Ebert Foundations from Germany).
  
Foreign foundations have developed a rich variety of activity patterns in Israel. Some of them have no registration in Israel at all, others have set up a registered branch; some cooperate with the government and develop complementary services, while others challenge it; some are financing classic charitable causes and others are involved in innovation and social change.

3.4 Conclusions

The Russian example has shown that while independent organizations existed previously, they were illegal. In the first decade following the collapse of the USSR, Russia’s continued financial crisis provided a relatively unfriendly socioeconomic environment for the NGOs. The non-profit sector that emerged in the first decade of the post-Soviet period was relatively weak, fragmented, and poorly connected with both the political elites and with the populations it claimed to represent.
In addition, many organizations today are either holdovers from the Soviet era, or depend on Western support for their survival. Leaders of many organizations tend to perceive themselves mainly as concerned with concrete problems of people’s survival.
Relatively few NGOs attempt to shape the public agenda, public opinion and/or legislation. The largest challenges facing NGOs include an unconcerned public and a divided civic sector.
Part 3: Analysis: Human Rights NGOs, Foreign Funding, and the State’s Response: The Cases of Israel and Russia

Chapter 4
Introducing the Researched Organizations: A Short Presentation
4.1 Israeli organizations:
4.1.1 Machsom Watch 
4.1.1.1 Background

Machsom Watch was founded in January 2001 in response to repeated reports in the press about human rights abuses of Palestinians crossing army and border police checkpoints. The excessive Israeli response to the El Aksa Intifada, the prolonged closure and siege of villages and towns on the West Bank provided the stimulus and the motivation for what at first seemed an impossible mission. The initiative of three women - Ronnee Jaeger, a longtime activist with experience of human rights work in Guatemala and Mexico, Adi Kuntsman a feminist scholar who emigrated from the former Soviet Union in 1990 and veteran activist Yehudit Keshet, an orthodox Jew.
The goals of the group are threefold:

1. To monitor the behavior of soldiers and police at checkpoints.
2. To ensure that the human and civil rights of Palestinians in the Occupied Territories are protected.
3. To record and report the results of their observations to the widest possible audience, from the decision-making level to that of the general public.
 The socio-political context .4.1.1.2
Israeli women’s political activity was always subject to the doctrine of national security. This Israeli social ethos evolved during the struggle for national liberation and shaped national identity. Holocaust trauma 
following the death camps, nourished the security doctrine and the desire for national unity and cohesion.

Also, the Israeli political debate, focused on questions of peace and security, divides the society as a whole, including women - to the detriment of organizing women working to promote issues related to the advancement of women. Living in the shadow of the security threat created social walls between Jews and Arabs, and the national solidarity expected of women, prevented  the understanding that women in both national groups have space for cooperation in the struggle for their advancement.

The compulsory army service and later, reserve service, serve as a basis for a sense of fellowship and belonging to the land and the country. The man is the ultimate civil servant of his country, while women are denied
 the entry ticket essential to a full partnership in society. Men devote considerable time of their lives to military service, while women get secondary roles and are responsible for creating a happy home for the heroes. Feminist claims, especially in time of war or a military conflict ongoing, are considered threatening to the collective solidarity. The close relationship between military and civil society is evident in the phrase “nation
 in uniform”. The phrase highlights how women are ignored
 (and other population groups which do not take part in military service) and exclusion from the hegemonic national identity of reserve servers.

Over the years, few women have served in senior command positions, and career opportunities and advancement in civilian life were not available to them. Besides, during military service women are defined as playing a minor role. The ongoing problem of national security and military service pushed the women, like other social issues, to the sidelines.
 
The vast majority of the ethos of the public agenda was slightly loosened the following Israel’s invasion of Lebanon in the 1980s, and following the first Palestinian intifada. Alternative meanings of national security were made subject to public debate. This change encouraged the establishment of women’s groups, which focused on peace and against war. Nevertheless, despite the added voices discussing defense policy, the national ethos of the ongoing struggle for survival in Israel maintained its power. So many women’s political activities experienced conflict loyalties: on the one side in the national ideology, and on the other, gender loyalty.

Therefore, the ethos of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and its hierarchy of traditional gender roles caused women to take on the role of women soldiers in a developing nation, while those filling senior positions in the military, meaning men, enjoy a crucial political advantage. Women were often silenced on issues relating to national security and defense policy. This situation, which granted the advantage to the national ideology over any other ideology, remains very important and active even when the diversity of world views is legitimate.
.
The activities of women against the occupation, oppression, and patriarchal institutions were perceived as challenging the ethos of national security. This ethos constituted a red line, which most Israeli women avoided crossing, especially under circumstances of an escalating Palestinian-Jewish conflict. Women’s groups, which had a significant impact in the struggle against war, stopped deviating significantly from the consensus. Most members were of “Ashkenazi” origin, with degrees and professions, and despite their politically left-leaning ideology, had completed their mandatory service in the army. They used tactics which reflected a combination of respect for the military, determination and assertiveness.
  A prominent example of this can be seen in the following description of “Machsom Watch”.
4.1.1.3 The organizational profile
Naomi Heimin asserted that in the case of established organizations whose activities focus on civil society, political protest often exists as well, with regard to issues on the agenda. Such participation is generally less organized and shaped by the urgent issues of the day. In Israel,  security is very central and civil actions have arisen both on the left and the right. This type of protest raises questions and claims regarding society, even though security issues have emerged only within the female organizations.
 For example, Herman explains that Israel has more than ten movements incorporating women and peace. Opinion polls in Israel, however, do not portray the differences between the attitudes of men and women’s attitudes on issues related to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
  These movements include, for example, the case of “Women of Machsom Watch”

“Machsom Watch” – a women’s organization for defense of human rights at Israeli army checkpoints - began operating in Jerusalem in February 2001 (four months after the outbreak of the intifada, throughout the duration of the closure policy enforced by Israel in the Occupied Territories. During this period, many checkpoints and roadblocks were established, especially in Judea, Samaria, the West Bank), by Jewish women; three peace activists who decided to go to Bethlehem to see what was going on with their own eyes. Within a few weeks they had increased to 30 activists, and arrived at the entrance barriers in the Jerusalem area.

Borochowitz and De-Sevilia, claim that the women were brought into the new range of radical movements, and unlike other women who joined organization after a short time; they were not committed to the doctrine of national security or the Zionist ideology. They wanted to take extreme measures to change the political agenda of the government. Their goal was to end the occupation in the Palestinian territories.

In addition, the founders of the organization adopted not just a left-wing political orientation, but also explicitly expressed the feminist identity of the organization. The founders supported an active modus operandi emphasizing the presence of the organization and clearly signaling their assessment of actions at checkpoints. Other activists offered a more restrained and moderate view, carefully planned in advance. This approach already expressed the intent not to provoke opposition from the Israeli establishment,  represented at the checkpoints by soldiers and border police.

The group’s initial activity addressed traffic checkpoints around Jerusalem for the most part, including roadblocks at Bethlehem, Qalandia and A-Ram, and Abu Dis. At this point, the group consisted of about 100 women, most of them from Jerusalem. Tel Aviv also fielded a big group, who were mainly activated at checkpoints near Tulkarem, Nablus and Qalqilya. A few months later, in early 2004, a southern movement began to form, who were mainly activate at the Tarqumiya checkpoint and in the south Hebron hills. The last group was from the North, and focused their actions at checkpoints in northern West Bank.

Based on the above explanations, “Machsom Watch” is a volunteer organization, operating in four geographic regions. Each region has a regional coordinator and deputy. The regions are Jerusalem, Tel Aviv and the central region, the North and the South. The organization’s main activity focuses on observations about the conduct of soldiers and policemen at the checkpoints; the data is then collected, registered and reported to the different audiences, including policy makers, public international organizations, human rights and the general public.
 
The fundraising is conducted haphazardly. Most of it is based on personal relationships and personal initiatives with potential donors. The informal nature of fundraising is relatively constant despite the formal establishment of a separate body- the company of record is called the “Women’s Foundation for Human Rights”. This company consists of eleven companies,
 each holding a stock of one shekel. The company operates only as a channel for fundraising and has no authority to make decisions.
 
4.1.1.4 Activities
Machsom Watch’s activities are defined by their two major practices - gaze and intervention.

These two practices are especially relevant in light of the conventional distinction in protest movements surrounding gestures that work “within the consensus” and those that are outside.
a. The Gaze 
The Gaze is one of two major practices of Machsom Watch, and is reflected in its very name. According to Mansbach, the idea of observing what is happening to Palestinians at the checkpoint is an innovation. There already exists one, particular perspective on the Palestinians; that of the soldiers on duty, watching for the Palestinians. This perspective ignores the Palestinians as individuals, and was not exposed within Israeli society but instead remained within the world of the security forces.

A second point regards observing the soldiers. The choice of the movement to come out and watch the soldiers at the checkpoint is outstanding because of the perception that exists in Israel concerning public space and military space in particular. This includes links between masculinity, and military space. The female gaze directed at the soldiers is relatively innovative vis-à-vis the consensus of values within Israeli society, especially given the fact that this view does not match the public activity patterns of stereotypical females.

b. Intervention
The intervention is a practice which examines the interactions that occur between the practice, the political order and gender. There are two different audiences:
The first audience is the Palestinians at the checkpoint, where the intervention practice towards them is characterized by patterns of care and treatment.
The second audience is Israeli society, represented by soldiers at a checkpoint. In contrast to the target audience of the practice - those Palestinians receiving the care and treatment, or the political target audience - the Israeli society is an imitation of those patterns as they fit into Israeli society.

In fact, Mansbach claims that “involvement of the practice of Machsom Watch offers another option for using patterns of mimicry. For the target audience of political intervention practice - Israeli society - the practice is a concern and treatment, patterns associated stereotypically with the feminine and motherhood”.

This interventionist approach involves settling in close to soldiers at their point with the Palestinians for two to four hours and includes drawings and photography, intended to make the soldiers understand that someone is watching their work against the Palestinian population as well as addressing issues that arise during the shift and can no longer be ignored. The report is provided in various forms, with monthly reports sent to Knesset members, the media and human rights organizations around the world.

The significance of this activity, as displayed on the organization’s website is humanitarian and political. The political significance is to demonstrate against the policy on the grounds that:

a. The real meaning is protection against the Jewish settlements.
b. Collective punishment of the Palestinian population is illegal.
c. The policy creates the motivation to terrorism which the state is ineffective in preventing.
The organization’s humanitarian meaning is to try to ensure the protection of the Palestinian population and human rights by providing help dealing with the Israeli bureaucracy.
The activities of “Machsom Watch” are “soft” and less radical with regard to their feminist identity, which serves a rational tool for an organization that belongs to civil society. The group claims that “the quiet but assertive presence at checkpoints is to challenge the dominant ruling militaristic discourse in existence in Israeli society.

The activities of the organization can be summarized on three levels; evidence, gathering information and humanitarian intervention as part of political protest.
In addition, the reports are all on the organization’s website, with the protocols of the meetings of the organization, emails and information of the activists.
4.3 Yesh Din - Volunteers for Human Rights        
4.3.1 Background

Established in March 2005, Yesh Din - Volunteers for Human Rights is made up of Israeli citizens who have organized to oppose the continuing violation of Palestinian human rights in the Occupied Palestinian Territory (OPT). Some of the volunteers have long been active in defending human rights, and others have just recently joined the struggle. We have different personal, professional, and political backgrounds but are united by our deep concerns over the serious damage the occupation is inflicting on both Palestinian and Israeli societies.

Yesh Din’s (Hebrew for “There is a Law”) mission is to create long-term structural improvement in the human rights conditions in the OPT. We work for speedy and meaningful change in Israeli authorities’ practices by collecting and publicizing authoritative and current information about the systematic violation of human rights, applying public and legal pressure to government authorities to end the violations, and raising public awareness of human rights violations in the OPT.

Hence, Yesh Din operates according to a model that is unique to human rights organizations in Israel; the organization is directed and run by volunteers, and accompanied by a professional team of lawyers, human rights experts and strategic media consultants to help us accomplish our
 goals.

4.3.1.2 Who works in the organization?
Yesh Din operates according to a hybrid model, combining the work of a professional staff, including leading human rights experts; and volunteers who participate in the collection and checking of information, and serve on the organization’s steering committee, composed entirely of active volunteers. This combination has been one of the organization’s most important strengths since its foundation in 2005. Yesh Din is also advised and assisted by a Public Council that includes major Israeli public figures.

Yesh Din was founded by several members of Machsom Watch, a highly politicized Israeli NGO also funded by European governments, and involved in monitoring checkpoints between Israel and the Palestinian Authority in the West Bank. Yesh Din’s staff consists of a team of approximately 30 volunteers, a salaried field investigator (Azmi Bdeir), a legal advisor (Michael Sfard) and professional communications consultants. Among its Public Council members are prominent Israeli figures, such as Michael Ben Yair, former attorney general, Colonel (Ret.) Paul Kedar, former consul in New York and head of the Ministry of Defense delegation to Europe, General (Ret.) Shlomo Lahat, former mayor of Tel Aviv, and General (Ret.) Shlomo Gazit, former head of military Intelligence. Lior Yavne is the group’s 
research director and author of its reports.

Leading members of Yesh Din’s staff have close ties to other NGOs operating 
in the Israeli-Arab conflict. Azmi Bdeir was a member of Ta’ayush, and Lior Yavne worked as B’Tselem’s Communications Director and advises Amnesty 
International and Bimkom. Michael Sfard is a signatory to a letter signed by a small number of reserve soldiers refusing to serve beyond the so-called “Green Line”, and has provided legal representation to these soldiers.
4.3.1.3 Projects 
The status of law enforcement in the Occupied Palestinian Territory (OPT) has led many Palestinians to refrain from filing complaints when attacked. It is against this very disturbing background that Yesh Din created and is implementing its Law Enforcement for Settler Violence project.
Yesh Din’s projects include:

1.  The Law Enforcement (for settler violence) Project.
2.  The Lands Project (studying & petitioning the (il)legality of Israeli settlements on private Palestinian land), the Military Court Project (dealing with due process).
3. The Accountability (of security forces for their conduct in the OT) Project.
4. Research Planning and execution as well as report writing is undertaken by professionals. When field work is needed, the volunteers are sent out. They document hundreds of military courts sessions, interview Palestinians hurt by Israeli settlers, or file and then follow up complaints against violent conduct by military personnel.
4.3.1.4 Objective and principal activities

Yesh Din’s overall aim is to bring about speedy and meaningful change and concrete improvement in the human rights conditions and law enforcement in the OPT (Occupied Palestinians Territory), acting to change Israeli law enforcement’s long-standing policies of non-intervention in cases of violations perpetrated against Palestinian civilians and their property by Israeli civilians in the West Bank.
To this end, Yesh Din has set two objectives for this project:

1. To apply direct legal and public pressure on state authorities to ensure the strict enforcement of the rule of law on violent settlers.

2. To heighten awareness among the Israeli public, the media and decision makers about human rights violations and poor law enforcement standards in the OPT.
 Other activities include:
Monitoring: By operating a 24 - hour hotline, Yesh Din receives calls from residents of those Palestinian villages in the West Bank areas most exposed to settler violence. Following these calls, Yesh Din dispatches specially-trained teams of volunteer field researchers to record testimonies from victims and eye-witnesses, as well as to obtain supporting documentation.
Upon request, Yesh Din volunteers to accompany the victims and witnesses to police stations to file formal complaints and to give testimony there. The information gathered by the field researchers is later carefully scrutinized by other volunteers in order to assess the testimony’s credibility and to verify it. Once a case is approved, Yesh Din follows up on the police and prosecution authorities’ handling of each individual case to completion. When the investigation file is closed, Yesh Din’s legal advisor thoroughly examines the file to determine whether the decision to close the case was justified. All information gathered in this process is regularly input into a dedicated database for research purposes.
Reporting: Yesh Din compiles and publishes periodic reports accompanied by policy recommendations, which actively bring the desired issues to the attention of relevant target audiences in the government, civil society and general public, both locally and internationally.
Advocacy: Yesh Din directly advocates with police, prosecution and other relevant state bodies for the implementation of its policy recommendations. Yesh Din’s approach to this effort is bottom-up, starting with creating working relationships with regional police commanders and mid-level prosecutors, which then lays the basis for advocacy with upper-echelon prosecutors and police general staff. Other advocacy efforts are directed at policy makers and the public at large.
Litigation: In cases where executive advocacy efforts do not bear fruit, Yesh Din petitions the courts to force the authorities to adopt elements of the organization’s policy recommendations, based on the evidence provided in its reports.
 Yesh Din’s efforts are reflected in the Israeli public discussion of topics taken up by the organization, as well as being evident in media reports. Though aiming at long-term effects, Yesh Din also produces comprehensive data and written materials, some of which are the first of their kind.
4.4 Russian organizations:
Memorial: An International Historical, Educational, Human Rights and Charitable Society
4.4.1 Background
Memorial is the short name of the international volunteer public organization “Memorial Historical, Educational, Human Rights and Charitable Society”. It was founded at the end of the 1980s as a result of a major movement in October 1988, when Initiative Groups began appearing in Moscow, St. Petersburg and other cities.

The union of regional Memorial societies was the first non-political NGO not organized by the state in Russia’s recent history. Its first leader was Andrei Sakharov. Today Memorial unites 89 organizations throughout many regions of Russia, in Ukraine, in Poland, Latvia, Germany, Kazakhstan and Italy. Its 18-member Board of Directors is elected every 4 years at a conference of all Memorial member organizations.

In January 1989, the several hundred delegates representing about 250 organizations and groups gathered in the House of Culture at the Moscow Aviation Institute and officially established the all-union voluntary historical and educational society “Memorial”.

During the interim years, the mass public movement developed within the organization, or to be more precise, in the union of regional organizations. Subsequently, in 1992, the definition “historical and cultural” was added, as well as the words “human rights”, and the title of “the Union” was replaced by “international”, because the Soviet Union had ceased to exist. The Charter was adopted by the society, the elected Board and its executive body - the Working Party. The “Memorial” society began its existence.

In September 1987, in an era when across the Soviet Union, like mushrooms after the rain, numerous “informal” organizations, as they were then called, sprung up. This strange term was simply reality; at the dawn of perestroika previously unauthorized civil initiatives were no longer considered a criminal offence, subject to immediate care. Instantly, in a matter of months, the country had a network of social clubs, youth associations, voluntary groups and cultural-educational societies, based on different approaches and directions.

4.4.1.2 Who and What Is Memorial?
Memorial is a movement which arose during the perestroika years. Its main task was the awakening and preservation of the societal memory of the severe political persecution in the recent past of the Soviet Union. The movement is composed of a community of dozens of organizations in different regions of Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Latvia, and Georgia.

Memorial is a group of specialized research, human rights, and education centers in Moscow, St. Petersburg, and several other cities; a museum, a repository of documents, and a number of specialized libraries.

The main task of Memorial is to gather information about the violation of human rights within the territory of the former Soviet Union. This information is valued highly not only by international human rights organizations, but also by international organizations such as the United Nations, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, and the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe. Memorial regularly undertakes risky observation missions to “hot spots” within the territory of the CIS.

The information/analytical program “Hot Spots” is devoted to investigating human rights violations and violations of international humanitarian norms in areas of mass conflict, which could develop or already have developed into armed conflict. The program’s main task is disseminating information to the public, the media, politicians and international organizations.

4.4.2.3 How do they work?
To investigate the situation in a conflict zone (or hot spot), Memorial’s Human Rights Center dispatches monitors or establishes observation posts near the conflict. In Moscow, information is collected and analyzed, which includes monitoring the media, continually updating a data bank from various sources, and systematically gathering the monitors’ information. Using the data, reports and papers are prepared for publication while speeches and press releases are written for the media. Press conferences are organized and protest acts are led when required.

“We focus on doing work the media is unable to do: preparing detailed reports that include the history of the conflict, with a methodical description of human rights violations, and naming those guilty of such violations, along with proposals for improving the situation... We have employed a similar approach time and time again. The point is that in every ethno-political conflict, there is a key word which becomes a symbol, playing a significant role in creating public awareness of a conflict. As a rule, it is the name of a settlement or inhabited region where civilians have been killed during armed conflicts. In this way, the key word for the conflict in Pridnestrove was Benderi; around Nagorno-Karabakh - Sumgait and Khodzhali; in the Chechen war - Samashki and Budennovsk.”


4.4.2.4 Working in “hot spots”
The first armed conflict to which Memorial dispatched monitors was Nagorno-Karabakh in the summer of 1990. From 1990 to 1995 work was undertaken in Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia (including Southern Ossetia), Moldova, (including in Pridnestrove), Tajikistan, and a number of regions in Russia (Krasnodarsk Krai, Kabardino-Balkaria, Moscow, Ingushetia, Northern Ossetia). Particular attention was devoted to the activities of the Russian peacekeeping forces within the territory of the CIS.
4.4.2.5 The conflict in Chechnya

The war in Chechnya forced the movement to concentrate their attention on the events in that conflict. Their monitors repeatedly went to the conflict zone, and members of “Memorial” worked in Chechnya as part of a group comprised of Russian human rights representatives. Beginning in March 1995, under the leadership of S.A. Kovalev, observation missions initiated their work, protecting human rights in Chechen conflict zones. The mission was organized by Memorial’s Human Rights Center. 
As a result, reports were written that were widely distributed in Russia and abroad.

Collected data concerning those serving in the Russian military who had either been taken prisoner, are were missing, or killed in the course of the Chechen conflict, as well as information concerning missing civilians, has continuously been shared with government agencies engaged in the search for missing civilians and servicemen. Data has been distributed in Moscow as well as in Grozny, to both Russians and Chechens, as well as to international organizations.
4.4.2 The Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers
4.4.2.1 Background
The Union of the Committees of Soldiers’ Mothers of Russia (UCSMR; before 1998 - the Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers of Russia) is a human rights non-governmental organization created in 1989.

The Soldiers’ Mothers movement, along with other independent initiatives, developed in Russia on the heels of the political opportunities enabled by glasnost in the course of perestroika reforms (1985-1991). The first Soldiers’ Mothers organizations were formed in late 1989, at the peak of democratic mobilization of perestroika when, as a part of the discourse of glasnost, the violation of laws within the Soviet army came to the fore. Before that the Soviet Army was a closed institution which was impenetrable to all forms of civic observation and control. Indeed, little reliable information percolated into mass media, though the information circulated in the informal networks. People mostly got to know about the violation of law and human rights in the army through the personal experiences of the families whose sons went through military service as well as through everyday private conversations.

The founders of CSMR were five women - two engineers, a journalist, a teacher and an economist. An all-volunteer organization with no regular budget, CSMR now acts as the umbrella group for 50 regional organizations of Soldiers’ Mothers and liaises with others. In 1995, CSMR received the Sean MacBride Award from the International Peace Bureau and an award from the Norwegian Committee on Human Rights.

4.4.2.2 The goals as an NGO
“You cannot influence and control the military, when you work in one team with them. It is necessary to oppose them openly, declaring the ideology of human rights and defense of your sons. We, ourselves, have to save our future - our sons - from the war and the military... First, we worked as one of the human rights’ organizations, which cooperated with all branches of power. But later, we realized, that we have to be leaders not assistants to authorities” (interview with Ella Polyakova, March 8, 1994).

The Union of Committees of Soldiers’ Mothers of Russia (UCSMR) has stated their position: “From the very beginning, the Soldiers’ Mothers have said: a degraded, beaten, hungry, and rights-deprived soldier can protect neither the state nor its citizens, since he himself is in need of protection”.

The main specific features of the UCSMR human rights activities include dealing with the individual complaints (personal and written) of human rights violation in the armed forces; organizing human rights education of draftees and their parents; operative consulting of the regional Soldiers’ Mothers’ NGO. One of the most important parts of the UCSMR activities is its peaceful efforts. Though the Soldiers’ Mothers organizations is mostly known in connection with their peaceful activities during Chechen war of 1994-1996, the Soldiers’ Mothers NGO began to work for peace in 1989, long before Chechnya happened (Baku, Tbilisi, Vilnius, Nagorny Karabach).

In addition, the goals of the committees were “to defend the rights of those due to be conscripted into the military, of the military servicemen and the members of their families” (from the statute of SMO). Following these aims, the committees established regular contacts with the military departments, where young men were serving, in order to control the way their military service was going.

4.4.2.3 The movement protest and the war in Chechnya 
“We were the first NGO in Russia, who publicly made anti-war statements in November, 1994. We always were and continue to be against war in Chechnya. For the first time, I flew to Grozny two months before the first Chechen war. We hoped to prevent war. Now, in 2003, the war is still not over”.

At the start of the Chechen War the public anti-military protest was not at all sound. Only three factions of the Duma (Low House of the Parliament) protested against it (“the Choice of Russia”, the Russian Communist Party and “the Women of Russia”). This anti-war lobby which worked mainly in the parliament was unsuccessful. In the streets, only Communists and the Soldiers’ Mothers protested against the war in Chechnya.

The core slogans of the SMOs during the Chechen war were:

1. Return our soldiers from the trenches immediately!
2. Do not send our sons to the slaughter!
3. Residents of the blockaded Leningrad are against blockade and bombarding of residents of Grozny!
4. Soldiers and officers! Do not implement the orders of military criminals!
5. Down with bloody junta in the Kremlin - cynical GKCHP in the name of Yeltsin!
6. Stop the genocide - extinction of the courageous Chechen people with fascist methods!
The special sphere of the UCSMR activity is connected with the consequences of Chechen wars. It included legalization of former prisoners of war, support of medical, psychological and social rehabilitation programs for soldiers etc.
In addition, to using the symbol of the “suffering mother” to solicit support for their cause, a philosophy of public nonviolent protest was endorsed by the Madres de la Plaza de Mayo movement of Argentina. Diana Taylor argues that: “The Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo realized that only by being visible could they be politically effective. Only by being visible could they stay alive…”
 according to Zawilski, this commitment to nonviolent protests enabled the Madres and other mothers’ groups, to mobilize broad support for their cause, without having to directly confront the dominant male discourse or the military forces of the government in power.

Following the example of the Argentinian Madres and the Sri Lanka Mothers’ Front, the Russian Soldiers’ Mothers also entered dangerous conflict zones. During the height of Russia’s campaign against Chechnya in 1995, Russian television showed images of Soldiers’ Mothers braving bombs and artillery fire in around Grozny, the Chechnyan capital city, to pull their sons out of what they believed to be a pointless war. The Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers (CSM) evicted from their offices in Moscow, and both the CSM and the Soldiers’ Mothers organization (SMO) were thrown off trains, and lied to by both Russian and Chechen soldiers.

In addition, Women gave information about events in Chechnya to the mass media. The real face of war was seen: ruined towns, deprived and frustrated Russian and Chechen soldiers, hospitals and camps for the captives, and thus the women’s pacifist conviction was reinforced… using the new opportunities for networking. They initiated the chain of training workshops which gathered women from local SMOs. The technique of this workshop resembles that of the conscious raising groups of the feminist movement in the 1970s.

The committee became famous during the first war in Chechnya, in 1994-1996, especially when mothers whose sons were soldiers in this conflict decided to go on their own straight into the war zone in order to retrieve their sons from the Russian army or to release them from captivity.
Since the middle of the 1990’s numerous local committees have been created by mothers all around Russia. As the organization has gained visibility abroad, it has benefited from grants and awards from international institutions for its activity in the defense of human rights.
In 1999 the new Chechen war started. Again, the members of UCSMR had to work in extreme conditions. Now the main stream of the UCSMR activities was concentrated around problems of HR violations on the North Caucasus concerning soldiers and peaceful citizens. Since September 1999 the UCSMR has organized several press conferences on the HR problems of the second Chechen war and proved that the official figures of the human losses in the second Chechen war are false.

Many Soldiers’ Mothers came to the conflict zone to check the situation with HR, though the military were against giving them permission to move among federal troops outside the officially permitted places.

In 2000-2002 the Union of the Committees of Soldiers’ Mothers of Russia organized three all-Russian forums where the problem of Chechen conflict settlement was one of the main points of the agenda.
 
4.4.2.4 Women’s anti-war in Russia
Women in the Russian Federation are limited in their ability to influence policy, especially in the field of national security. The main barriers are institutional and cultural: the low representation of women in politics, the absence of women in power institutions such as the security council and presidential committee on security, and the gendered power discourse.

Women politicians in the State Duma expressed their attitude towards the war in accordance with the general policy of their parties or alliances. None of the women parliamentarians became an anti-war leader.

Feminist anti-war campaigning in Russia started with the beginning of the military intervention and also their activities against the war have included public campaigning and demonstrations, but, The Soldiers’ Mothers’ movement has been the most prominent campaigner in anti-war activities in Russia. The movement includes the Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers (the CSM), the foundation “A Mother’s Right” which provides legal services, and other public associations and groups. One of the Soldiers’ Mothers’ achievements is that fresh recruits are not being sent to Chechnya. The CSM assemblies help soldiers who have deserted their units and assist women who go to the Caucasus, where the Chechens have agreed to pass captured or dead soldiers only to Soldiers’ Mothers, not to military officials.

Women’s anti-war agenda in Russia is a civic and human rights agenda rather than a maternal one. In the context of war, the formation of civil society in Russia has become more intensive and visible with a remarkable increase in the status of women among civic groups.

To summarize the anti-war issue, Kuklina argues that, “Our organization was the very first NGO in Russia which made the anti-war statement a long time ago - in November, 1994. Since that time, in spite of all our efforts thousands of our sons lost their life in the region, thousands of them was disabled by physical or mental traumas. These days there are about 2000 servicemen prisoners of war in Chechnya and none of the state bodies are able to do anything for their rescue. In their military units the soldiers - prisoners of war are registered as deserters, i.e. criminals. That is why we do not accept the federal policy in Chechnya that is why we will continue to act for peace, for human rights of all people involved in the conflict, for life and freedom, against state terrorism in any form”.

4.4.2.5 Funding and goals
Lacking domestic economic wherewithal, many organizations turned to Western civic groups, foundations, and governments as sources of support. In the early 1990s, meetings, conferences, and seminars took place, sponsored and attended by women’s groups ranging from small women’s studies research centers in Moscow and St. Petersburg and other major cities, to political advocacy groups that lobbied on women’s issues, to organizations of women journalists and other professionals, to women’s employment training organizations, businesswomen’s clubs, charities, single mothers’ groups, and rape and domestic violence hotlines.

By the mid-1990s, many women’s groups, particularly advocacy groups based in Moscow became the recipients of foreign grants. The feminist groups became well-funded, although they lacked ties with a broad constituency. At the same time, charities and service-providing groups received less foreign aid despite larger constituencies.
 A number of service-providing women’s groups instead received financial support from state bureaucracies at the local and regional levels and some donations from Russian businesses.

By the end of 1990s, women’s organizations, particularly those receiving foreign funding, were largely still trapped in a more or less professionalized or elitist structure, lacking mass membership, and devoted more to policy - related advocacy than to social mobilization.

As late as 1995-1997, more than half of the funding stemming from the Ford Foundation, the MacArthur Foundation, and the US Agency for international Development (USAID)…foreign aid to women’s movement groups had “failed most significantly” in promoting outreach to the broader Russian community.

In addition, the women’s movement in Russia is sometimes dismissed as being a non-Russian phenomenon, a movement imported from the West, a movement that does not belong. This type of labeling occurs not only in Russia - feminism or any ideology that promises to change the existing balance of power is almost always blamed on outside agitators, irrespective of global geographic location. As many feminist groups are detached from a domestic constituency, the women’s movement is sometimes criticized for being “foreign”.

Moreover, foreign funding is itself unstable. Not only can it be detrimental in some ways to constituency building, but it can also leave civic groups in the lurch when differences of opinion arise between donors and groups as to what issues to fund and when funding is cut in general.

Foreign grants and resources became centralized in the hands of “an insider, Westernized clique” within women’s organizations,
 by groups mainly located in the capital and big urban centers.
 This situation created resentment within the women’s movement. The unfunded groups believed that they would need to forge a client-based relationship with one of the program officers at the Moscow office to receive a grant.

To summarize the concept of funding women’s organizations - The unequal access to funding from abroad creates tensions and social hierarchies among women’s groups. Feminism was denounced by most women’s groups in the 1990s and the early 2000s. When Western foundations select granting policy, the concept of “gender” was introduced “from above” into the Russian women’s movement.

Chapter 5
Who is Funding the Human Rights Organizations?
5.1 Introduction

The engagement of foreign governments and foreign private actors with Israeli civil society is significant, and it spans the ideological spectrum; from groups promoting human rights to groups advocating for the settlement of Jews in the Occupied Palestinian Territory.
The attempt to restrict European government funding of Israeli NGOs is particularly inappropriate given that the treaty signed by Israel and the European Union regulating relations between the two recognizes human rights as a shared value to be promoted by various means, including financial support.
Organizations are required by the Law of Associations to register with the Registrar of Associations and to submit annual, audited financial reports divulging all sources of income above 20,000 shekels and all sources of income coming from a foreign government donor, no matter the sum. In addition, as of 2008, organizations are required to post this information to their websites.
Many donors are also required to regularly publish information about the programs that they support. The law would provide no additional transparency regarding funds received from private foreign sources.

In this chapter, I will present the main factors helping human rights organizations both in Israel and in Russia to exercise their activity and with funding coming from two places:
1. Government Donors.
2. Foundations.
I have to note that, in data available to the public such as in Israeli Registrar of Non-Profits and organizational Web sites, there is a lack of transparency and gaps between the governments and organizations. It could be said that organizations do not provide all the required reports as I will present in the following data.
I will start presenting the funding of Israeli human rights organizations (Machsom Watch & Yesh Din) and then, I will present the funding of the Russian human rights organizations (Memorial & the Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers).

5.2 Israeli organizations: Machsom Watch and Yesh Din
5.2.1   Machsom Watch / Women’s Fund for Human Rights Ltd
In the following analysis, I will present data of two main Israeli human rights NGOs operating in a conflict zone and receiving funding from foreign governments and foundations which provides partial data in different formats and covering different time frames. Data on funding for NGOs based in Israel was compiled from individual NGO reports filed with the “Rasham Ha-Amutot” (Israel’s Registry of Non-Profits), as well as partial information published by donors and NGO recipients.
5.2.2 The Donations goals and activities between the years 2006-2013
:

1. Promoting human rights projects in Judea and Samaria (West Bank).
2. Shuttle travel.
3. Conferences and activities.
4. Advertising.
5. Disseminating information.
6. Training.
7. Photographs and documentation.
8. Legal expenses.
9. Study Israeli and international law (Dutch project).

5.2.3 Government donors
Table 5.2.3.1: Foreign donations based on reports to Israeli Registrar of Non-Profits (amounts in NIS) 
	Total
	2013
	2012
	2011
	2010
	2009
	2008
	

	1,629,444
	334,816
	314,252
	188,485
	254,853
	305,673
	231,365
	European Union

	1,585,895
	203,804
	383,877
	315,550
	233,801
	187,978
	260,885
	Norway

	288,957
	-
	-
	-
	-
	42,770
	246,187
	Netherlands



Note: There are no details in the years 2006-2007.
5.2.4 Foundations
Table 5.2.4.1: Foreign donations based on reports to Israeli Registrar of Non-Profits (amounts in NIS)
	Total
	2013
	2012
	2011
	2010
	2009
	2008
	

	867,646
	71,876
	89,900
	88,598
	96,020
	184,373
	336,879
	New Israel Fund (NIF)

	590,279
	128,660
	132,405
	109,740
	110,700
	-
	108,774
	Open Society institute (US) 

	660,000
	120,000
	165,000
	90,000
	45,000
	120,000
	120,000
	Samuel Sebba Charitable Trust (GBR)

	41,807
	
	
	
	
	41,807
	
	Gach Foundation

	59,204
	
	
	
	
	59,204
	
	Diakonia (Sweden)

	20,000
	
	
	
	
	
	20,000
	Arledan Investments (Israel)

	58,091
	
	
	
	
	
	58,091
	SIVMO (Holland)

	32,112
	
	
	
	
	32,112
	
	New Israel Fund (USA)

	30,000
	
	30,000
	
	
	
	
	British Shalom-Salam Trust

	20,098
	
	
	20,098
	
	
	
	Norsk Riskrim

	34,000
	10,000
	24,000
	
	
	
	
	Malka Amit Ltd (Israel)

	289,256
	289,256
	
	
	
	
	
	Apple Pickers Foundation (USA)

	636,449
	190,839
	143,057
	98,406
	91,755
	40,972
	71,420
	Another Donations
(Less than 20,000 NIS)




 5.2.5 Findings
5.2.4.1 The Tables: Between the years 2008-2013
1. The E.U. and Norway are the Dominants Government Donors of the Organization.

2. There are three Dominants Foundations: 
New Israel Fund (Israel)
Open Society institute (USA)
Samuel Sebba Charitable Trust (GBR)
In addition, the amount of the category “Another Donations” are in total very high as the three other foundations.
The conclusion from the two categories is: The funding from Donor Governments is double than the Endowment of the foundations.
5.2.4.2 The years 2006-2007
There is a lack of transparency between the years 2006- 2007. But there are some few examples of New Israel Fund (NIF) Endowment in these years: 
In 2006 Annual report of NIF:
1. “For general support of the New Israel Fund (NIF), this works to strengthen democracy and promote social justice in Israel through its four primary issue areas: Civil and Human Rights; Social and Economic Justice; Pluralism; and Promoting the Rights of Palestinian Citizens of Israel”. ($200,000)

2. under the “Building Civil Society Projects”: Machsom Watch, which works to protect the human rights of Palestinians in the Territories and work to end the Occupation perceived $15,000.
   
In 2007:
1.”Machsom Watch”, together with NIF (New Israel Fund), initiated an innovative campaign against the humiliating treatment of Israeli-Arab and other non-Jewish passengers on flights to and from Israel.  New Israel Fund has provided grant support to “Machsom Watch”. Since 2006 and through “Shatil” also provides the organization with consulting and training.

2. NGOs continue to list Ford Foundation as a funding source on their websites, although these are not included in Ford’s 2007 database. For example, New Israel Fund (NIF) website lists the Ford Foundation as under “Special Programs and Partners”. In September 2007 Ford renewed its 2003 five-year partnership with NIF, to support civil society, human rights and social justice organizations in Israel.  NIF, in turns, funds “Machsom Watch” and other NGOs.
5.3 Yesh Din
5.3.1 The Donation Goals and activities between the years 2006-2013
Yesh Din’s activities focus on the extent of Israel’s implementation of its duty to protect the Palestinian civilians under its armed forces’ occupation. These include:
1. Criminal accountability of Israeli civilians.
2. Members of the Israeli security forces in the West Bank.
3. Human rights violations related to use of Palestinian lands.
4. Respect for human rights within the Israeli Military Courts in the West Bank.

Yesh Din is funded exclusively by generous donations: “we receive each year from our supporters. Yesh Din wishes to express our ongoing gratitude to the private individuals, from Israel and around the world, and the following institutional donors for their generous support”.

5.3.2 Government donors
Table 5.3.2.1: Foreign donations based on reports to Israeli Registrar of Non-Profits (amounts in NIS) and other sources (amounts in Dollar/Euro)
	2013
	2012
	2011
	2006-2010

	

	68,290
	1,305,305
	
	2,310,693
	

EU - Commission


	
	
	
	2007 -
€98,621=548,756

2008 -
1,275,561= €225,396

€22,550=127,615

2009 -
1,197,190=
€226,000
2010  -
 €150,000=816,255

	Development & Cooperation - Europe Aid (DEVCO)

	
431,928
	400,000
	331,200

	393,312
	Ireland

	1,044,000

	1,222,826

	
931,507
	
	Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs

	373,208
	363,047
	
	
	Norwegian Refugee Council

	76,080

129,230
22,034
145,864
	90,840
79,927
192,280

	
	
	NRC (Norway, EU, UK)

	
	
	
90,000
	
	Switzerland, Denmark, the Netherlands, and Sweden

	
	243,000

149,670
	
	
	Embassy – Belgium

	608,840
	44,895
	
	3,710,174
	United Kingdom Foreign and Commonwealth Office

	335,525

   273,315
	
	
	
	Embassy - UK


	
	1,222,826
	
	1,203,008
	The Netherlands Foreign Ministry

	
	
	157,280
 
	2007-2006
1,259,810
2009-2008

173,658€
 2009
€28,000 = 148,324
	The Netherlands


	479,500
	500,191
	
	2010

 723,800
	Germany Foreign Ministry

	120,000

	250,000

	
	
	Germany (IFA)


5.3.3 Foundations
Table 5.3.3.1: Foreign donations based on reports to Israeli Registrar of Non-Profits (amounts in NIS) and other sources (amounts in Dollar/Euro)
	2013
	2012
	2011
	2010
	2006-2009
	

	144,783
	18,547$
91,587=
	18,547 $

= 87,874
21,965=$4,636
	$13,910

52,510=
	
	(CAFOD) - Catholic Agency for Overseas Development

	84,505
	
	
	
	
	HEKS-EFER (Switzerland)

	
	30,000$

=148,143
	34,000$

=161,188
	30,000$
 =113,250
	
	Moriah Fund

	
	
	
	
	
	Open Society Foundation (USA)

	1,038,975
	75,000

	
	75,000€

=408,107
	
	Oxfam - Novib Netherlands)
)

	
	
	
	
	2007
Amounts unknown
	The Marc Rich Foundation (Switzerland)

	
	
	
	
	
	NGO Development Center (NDC)


	
	$36,371
	$49,550
	$38,866
	57,182$=311,442
	New Israel Fund (NIF)

	
	
	
	
	2008

10,000
	Naomi and Nehemiah Cohen Foundation (USA)


5.3.4 Findings
5.3.4.1 The Tables: Between the years 2008-2013
1. The EU, Norway, U.K., Ireland and the Netherlands are the dominant government donors of the organization.
2. There are some dominants foundations: 
Oxfam - Novib (The Netherlands)
New Israel Fund (Israel)
(CAFOD) - Catholic Agency for Overseas Development
Moriah Fund (Israel)
The conclusion from the two categories is that funding from donor governments is double and more than the endowment of the foundations.
According to Machsom Watch and Yesh Din, Foreign governments (EU, Norway, U.K., and the Netherlands) are dominant with their donations to this specific human rights organizations in Israel.

5.4 Russian Organizations: Memorial and the committees of Soldiers’ Mothers
5.4.1 Introduction
The first foreign donors began to operate in Russia in the late perestroika period. Among the initial pioneers were the MacArthur Foundation and foundations funded by George Soros. Once the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, dozens of government foreign assistance agencies, international organizations, private foundations, and Western NGO’s quickly began to establish granting and technical assistance programs for Russian NGO’s.

Anglo American and continental European Foreign donors adopted similar aims regarding Russian civil society. Donors largely converged to promote a unified and rather limited definition of the essential players and roles of civil society, focusing on advocacy NGO’s as the main component.
As Russia started to open up to the rest of the world in the late Soviet era, exchanges between Russian and foreign civic activists and groups increased. The first independent groups were often led by people from the intelligentsia, including networks and discussion groups which opposed the communist state. Many of them fostered international ties and relationships through the official social organizations, via academic research institutions or former political dissident activism.                                       
In the early 1990s, collaboration around different issues developed between Russian activists and activist groups in the US and Western Europe. In the mid - 1990s, these exchanges became institutionalized through the work of Western foundations and agencies. Western donors started to channel resources to civic groups as a part of their commitment to assist democratization and a market economy in post-communist countries.

In the 1990s, many Russian grassroots NGOs were neither entitled to any funding from the state, nor could they get income from membership fees or private contributions. The only available sources of income were thus grants from foreign foundations and commercial activities.

Bilateral and multilateral donors, international organizations and foundations were often the only forces, which actively worked to promote a non-profit sector. A new infrastructure for global democracy assistance was shaped. The Russian activists were offered funding, technical assistance, and management training for non-profit organizations.
Though the government agency USAID was the most visible actor, the European Union, Great Britain, Canada, and the Scandinavian countries also sponsored civil society programs in Russia. They were joined by international agencies such as the United Nations and the World Bank, and by foundations.

Small Grants Programs
NGOs could not live only with counseling. The foundation focused on aid efforts in distributing grants given directly to Russian NGOs to realize unique projects or programs. Funding started from several hundred dollars to the project as a local conference or publication or research, and long-term financing, including hundreds of thousands of dollars for institutional support. Direct funding provided to organizations such as: computers, fax machines and printers, they covered wages, money for travel and other expenses. For many organizations, this source lifeline assistance, and it was financial source as possible to ensure the survival of the organization, at least for the duration of the award.

American foundations such as Ford Foundation, Eurasia, MacArthur Soros, OSI, ISAR, were all involved in the distribution of this type of assistance.

For instance, in the 1990s, the Ford Foundation supported the development of the non-governmental organizations in Russia. The Foundation was also one of several donor organizations have chosen to focus on gender issues as part of efforts to develop the civil society.

Prof. James Richter - expert in the subject of NGOs and from Cornell University in the US, claimed that the Ford Foundation has been the most significant factor in contributing to the female groups. The female sector of Russia received large grants for extended periods, and to finance educational programs in women’s studies at academic level.

The levels of funding began to decline in the late 1990s and early 2000s, partly due 
to the changed priorities of international donors.
 
5.4 Memorial 
5.4.1 The Donation Goals and activities between the years 1994-2003
From 1989 to 1991, Memorial was the initiator of fundraising for a memorial to the victims of political repression.  These funds, located on the account of the USSR Culture Ministry, vanished along with the saving of Soviet citizens. 
In the 1990s, memorials and memorial plaques to the victims of repression were established in many regions of the former Soviet Union.  They are being raised even now, regardless of the difficult economic circumstances.
5.4.2 Government Donors

1. National Endowment for Democracy (USA) 
The NED was founded in 1983. A private non-profit organization, dedicated to developing, consolidating democratic institutions worldwide. For several years supported the educational projects of the Memorial.
2. US Aid
The US Aid (Agency for International Development) was founded in 1961 by John F. Kennedy. From 1992, government programs initiated in the fields of economy, public health, environment and education helped Memorial to commemorate the victims of the suppression of political and historical education.
3. Moscow city Government
Moscow city government supported the work of Memorial, to create memory books of political repression victims, funerals of mass graves and historical education. 
4. ECRE (European Council on Refugees and Exiles) + UNHCR
Provided Memorial with tools for legal advice to refugees and displaced persons.
5.4.3 Foundations

USA
1. Ford Foundation
Support Memorial, in human rights projects, archive, library and museum. In the table, there are two examples (from annual reports) of Funding in the years 2000 (850,000$)
 and 2001(3,572,000$)
. 
2. Soros Foundation 
3. Henry M. Jackson Foundation
Founded in 1983, and bears the name of Senator Jackson. Provided support to Memorial for archive and library.
4. Open Society Foundation
Charitable organization founded by philanthropist George Soros. Support Memorial, in education in the fields of history and human rights.
Germany
5. Heinrich Bell Foundation 
The foundation has operated in Russia from 1990 and has provided support for Memorial and support for a young researchers’ project called “Eastern Europe: A common destiny”. 
6. Friedrich Naumann Foundation
The foundation offers scholarships to foreign students that seek higher education in Germany. Support organized by Memorial consists of a history competition for high schools in the subject: “Man in history - Russia in the 20th century”. 
7. Erinnerung Verantwortung Zukunft (EVZ) - Memory Responsibility future Foundation 
The Foundation was established in 2000 by lawyers concerned with critical subjects such as history, human rights, improvement of the situation of the victims of socialism. Memorial received support for a history competition for high schools on the subject of: “Men in History - Russia in the 20th Century”. 
In contrast to the information on Memorial’s website, the German foundation provided the response that, “Our foundation does support NGO in Russia since 2000, but not activities particularly related to Chechnya”.

Russia
8. Dynasty Foundation 
The foundation was established in 2002 and focuses on the development of basic science and education in Russia. They funded the “Last Witness” project  - a series of interviews with victims.
9. Vladimir Potanin Foundation
The Foundation was established in 1999 and focuses on strengthening knowledge, professionalism and philanthropy in Russia. They donated a grant to Memorial.
10. The Yeltsin Foundation 
The Foundation was established in 2000, focuses on the study of historical and political reforms in Russia and promoting international cooperation aid. The foundation supported Memorial for international scientific conference. The subject was - “The history of Stalinism and problems of the study”.
11. Alexander Solzhenitsyn Foundation
The first Manager of the Foundation was a human rights activist who opposed the regime - Alexander Ginzburg. The fund provided support to the prisoners in the camps.
5.4.4 Findings
Some few details about Foreign Funding were in the Annual Reports of the Organizations: 
1. Russian army and Interior Ministry units were deployed in Chechnya amidst resistance by Chechen forces. These events triggered a proxy war in the North Caucuses. Since March 1995, Human Rights NGOs’ Observer Mission headed by S.A. Kovalev has functioned in the region, after the state Duma sacked Mr. Kovalev from the post of Human Rights Commissioner. The mission was initiated by HRC Memorial with representatives from its regional branches (Moscow, St. Petersburg and Ryazan), the Human Rights Project Group and State Duma members working as observers. The Open Society Foundation has provided support.

2. Oleg Orlov, chairperson of the “Memorial” Human Rights Center, stated that, “in summer 1999, we developed the new project to back the network and its development for the next five years. It received financing from the Ford Foundation and Mott Foundation for the two years to come. The foundations agreed to pay two-thirds of our expenses, and the other third is paid by the contract that we have with the UN OHCR (UN High Commissioner for Refugees)
…These are the monitoring of human rights violations, legal aid, and humanitarian aid, the latter being provided through the “Civic Assistance” charity organization, which was instrumental in raising $100.000 to help people in the regions of Chechnya and Ingushetia. Thus, the center works under our program, the “Hot Spots” program, and the humanitarian program of the “Civic Assistance””.
 
3. In 2003, with a grant of €1 million from the European Commission, the European Human Rights Advocacy Center (EHRAC) in partnership with Memorial’s Human Rights Center, began assisting Russians in taking cases against Russia to the European Court of Human Rights. The project, directed by Professor Philip Leach, is still going strong, and a team of dedicated young lawyers work in Memorial’s headquarters in Moscow, with colleagues in Chechnya, Ingushetia and St. Petersburg.

4.  The conclusion from the two categories (Governments & Foundations) is that with regard to funding from American and German donors, governments and foundations are very dominant as well as EU institutions such as the European Commission and the European Human Rights Advocacy Center (EHRAC).  
5.5 The Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers
6.5.1 Donation goals and activities between the years 1994-2003

	1994 - 1996 - The period of active anti-war and peaceful activities of the CSMR during the Chechen war.

1995 - The CSMR is honored with two awards: Shon McBride medal (Germany) and Prof. Rafto Award (Norway) for its human rights and peaceful activities.

1995 - The International Congress of Soldiers’ Mothers For “Life and Freedom” (Moscow).

1995 - 1996 - 500 soldiers who refused to fight in Chechnya as conscientious objectors are liberated from criminal punishments because of the CSMR efforts.

1996 - The Conference of Soldiers’ Mothers about Chechen War and Human Rights.

1996 - The CSMR is honored with the Right Livelihood Award (the Alternative Nobel Prize) for its activities in Chechnya and protection of soldiers’ human rights.

1997 - The State Duma accepts the CSMR project of Amnesty for all the participants of Chechen war (on both sides).

1998 - 1999 - the State Duma accepts the CSMR amendments to the Law of the state budget concerning burials and identification of militaries killed in Chechnya.

1998 - The UCSMR began the broad public campaign for Amnesty of 40,000 soldiers-fugitives suffered from human rights violations. In June 1998, the State Duma accepts this Amnesty.

1999 - The UCSMR begins the broad public campaign in order to prove that the official figures of human losses in Chechnya are false.

1999 - The UCSMR issues several statements and Letters addressed to the highest state Authorities demanding immediately to begin the process of political settlement in Chechnya.

2000 - The UCSMR calls the II International Congress of Soldiers’ Mothers - For Life and Freedom (26-27 February, Moscow). 70 committees of soldier’s mothers and II Russian and European human rights and peaceful organizations adopted resolutions of the further strategy of soldier’s mother’s activities.
2000 - The UCSMR is honored with the Friedrich Ebert Foundation Award (Germany) for the human rights protection activity.

2002 - The UCSMR calls the conference of Soldiers’ Mothers about Chechen deadlock: where to search a road to peace? (18-19th October 2002, Moscow).
The activities of the CSMR Union in 2002 were focused on the following directions:

1. Campaign for the military reform based on abolishment of obligatory conscription and the creation of professional armed forces.

2. Campaign for peaceful settlement of the Chechen conflict.

3. Active participation in cooperation with HR NGO and other democratic forces to advocate human rights protection goals and development of civic society.

4. Developing constructive dialogue between the UCSMR and executive and legislative authorities based on the results of 2001 Civic Forum.

5. Enhancing the mechanisms of soldier‘s protection in court trials.


	

	
	[image: image1.png]




	[image: image2.png]



	[image: image3.png]





5.5.2 Government donors
Russian Government

EC Programs (TACIS)
The only projects, financed from external sources, were Congress - For Life and Freedom, the Conference - Chechen dead-end: Where to search for the road to peace?, and micro - TACIS (European Commission) project - Court protection for soldiers of Russia.

US Aid
“Influence decision-makers through collective action” (USAID 2000). Soldiers’ rights organizations constitute exactly this kind of advocacy group. Indeed, from approximately the mid-1990s, Western donors have financially supported soldiers’ rights organizations, constituting their only significant source of funding.
Swiss Government
The UCSMR had received grants totaling approximately 200,000$ from the Swiss government, the Right Livelihood Foundation and the Ford Foundation.

5.5.3 Foundations
1. Soros Foundation
2. Ford Foundation

In 1999, the Ford Foundation donated (24,000$) for a regional organization concerned with the violations of rights of draftees soldiers and their parents.
3. Friedrich Ebert Foundation

On June 6th, 2000 the Friedrich Ebert foundation awarded the Union of the Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers of Russia. The Committee of Soldiers’ Mothers of Russia was founded in the 80s as a non-governmental organization to enforce human rights in the military sector. It acted as defendant for soldiers that refused to participate in the war of Chechnya for conscientious reasons and supported mothers of soldiers that took their sons out of Chechnya to end the war. It supported the human rights of the Chechen People and is still active “on both sides of the front.”

4. Open Society Institute
5. Amnesty International
5.5.4 Findings
1. According to Valentina Melnikova, “Until the year 1995, the organization had no bank accounts, so funding was not relevant”.
 The union is one of very few Russian NGOs, which generate sufficient funds to operate without a desperate need to rely on foreign donors. It runs regional branches throughout the whole country.
It is necessary to underline that all members of the UCSMR are volunteers. The Biggert’s part of the UCSMR activities, were done by its members on voluntary basis, without any financing.
2. In recent years, because of their growing reputation and track record as established organizations, the major soldier’s mother’s organizations (particularly UCSMR, SMSP, and Mother’s Right) are becoming increasingly successful at maintaining a constant supply of foreign grants to sustain their work.

The lesser-known soldiers’ rights groups receive less foreign funding, but some, such as ARA and the center within Memorial, have received foreign funding in similar amounts as the Soldiers’ Mothers.

5.6 Conclusions
The following table will summarize the main points in Foreign Funding to Russia and Israel.
Table 5.6.1: Dominant Donors in Russia and Israel
	
	Russia
	Israel

	Governments Dominants
	USA

EU


	EU

Norway

The Netherlands

GBR

	Foundations Dominants
	The American (Ford, Soros, Open Society and Mott)
The German (Naumann, Ebert, Heinrich Boell)

	New Israel Fund +  Moriah Fund (Israel)
Open Society institute (USA)
Samuel Sebba Charitable Trust (GBR)
Oxfam - Novib (The Netherlands)
 (CAFOD) - Catholic Agency for Overseas Development





Chapter 6
The State’s Response: Cooperation - Controlling - Prohibition
 Introduction6.1
NGOs operate in states around the world, and are attacked by different regimes, both democratic and authoritarian.
In regard to the response of states to human rights organizations, there is a tendency to think that authoritarian regimes are more aggressive than democratic regimes that represent the protection of human rights and civil liberties. However, the actions of some of the main democratic regimes in the world can be found within the reverse trend from what one expects.
Examples can be found in US policy (carrot and stick approach) in conflict zones such as Vietnam, Afghanistan and Iraq.
In Vietnam, even as the United States dropped bombs creating deaths and destruction on a massive scale, it deployed its NGOs such as: CARE (Co-operative Assistance for Relief Everywhere), CRS (Catholic Relief Services), WV (World Vision), IVS (International Voluntary Services), American Red Cross and Vietnam Christian Service, and the list can continue, all these NGOs - provided relief and rehabilitation to the war victims in Vietnam.

In Afghanistan and Iraq - the most savage bombing by the US - led imperialists was accompanied by humanitarian aid. Bombs and bread were dropped simultaneously.
What is more ironic, the US Congress had amended its act concerning foreign assistance in 1975 stipulating that aid can be stopped in countries where human rights were being vi olated. It was a time when the most notorious dictators were being nurtured by the US in almost every continent - a Pinochet in Chile, a Marcos in the Philippines, a Suharto in Indonesia, a Mobutu in Zaire, an Amin in the neighboring Uganda, to cite a few. And the US itself was guilty of the worst violations of human rights through acts of direct aggression.

The new policy was the rise of human rights NGOs which talk of human rights even as their masters impose fascist dictatorships. The American NGOs act as sub-contractors for the government projects in the third world. They serve as tools of American policy when compared to their European counterparts, the simple reason being the huge funding they obtain from the government.

In light of these examples, I suggest three categories (Cooperation, Controlling, Prohibition) which visualize the responding of the states with democratic regime (Israel) and authoritarian regime (Russia) to human rights NGOs activities in light of the foreign funding that they receive or don’t receive from foreign governments and foreign foundations.
6.1.1 The Russian case
One of the most immediate needs was to reform legislation regarding non-governmental organizations. In the summer of 1995 the president of the Russian Federation, Boris Yeltsin, signed a law, which defined the rules under which charity and voluntary organizations could work. The law enabled citizens to establish the so-
called “public associations”. It also provided a tool to hinder arbitrary interference of state, regional or local authorities. It was the first attempt of the federal government and parliament to eliminate distrust between governmental agencies and NGOs.

Since 2000, the Russian state‘s policy regarding the associative world has changed. While during Boris Yeltsin’s era, the state showed a lack of interest in civil society. Vladimir Putin’s policy is notable for the intention to control the associative world and for regarding command over relations between the state and the associations. 
As an activist from Memorial Human Rights center explains: “the government did not come to talk to us. We talked among ourselves…we were not able to discuss the substance”.
 The state’s initiatives towards the associations appear to be communication operations that do not lead to real cooperation between the public administrations and the associative movements.

6.1.2 Cooperation
The importance of cooperating with the state is one common issue that can be observed throughout both the successful and the unsuccessful cases of human rights NGOs in Russia.
Organizations such as the UCSMR never received direct state support and clearly evolved in a “bottom-up” manner, never directly attacking the state. According to McIntosh, “the organizations that have experienced the greatest success- the soldier’s mothers’ organizations - are the ones that have been most willing to cooperate with the state”.

In discussing women’s organizations, Uhlin agrees that because they did not attempt to lobby for sweeping changes to government policy, “women’s NGOs have not suffered the same form of harassment that many human rights and environmental NGOs have been victims of”.
 The UCSMR’s activities were largely related to fighting against direct military abuses, enhancing conditions for military personnel.
6.1.2.1 The response to women human rights NGOs: The case of UCSMR
When it was first founded, the UCSMR did not voice opposition to wars themselves, but rather strictly towards the treatment of soldiers. Although recently organizations such as the UCSMR have taken a more confrontational attitude towards the government, it was their willingness to cooperate with the state and their focus on concrete material benefits that allowed them to grow.
These mothers’ movements constitute some of the few remaining active social movements in Russia. Putin’s policy has been devoted to controlling, if not silencing, these mothers’ voices. The committees worked through the 1990s to collaborate with Russian state authorities to improve the conditions encountered by servicemen. They vocally denounced the atrocities of the war in Chechnya and played a major role in turning public opinion against the first war. Yeltsin’s Russia was far from respectful of human rights, and the state’s coercive forces did what they could to prevent, or at least hinder, the activities of NGOs. Nevertheless, they were under the lights and could not be completely silenced. Still, the state tried to control them in some measure.

After the election of Putin to the Presidency in 2000, Russian mothers who spoke out became enemies. Pro-Kremlin politicians and journalists engaged in a smear campaign against mothers’ movements. As Marina Liborakina explains: “The women’s anti-war movement has challenged not only the authorities, but the entire hero’s mother myth so popular in Soviet culture. Mothers of soldiers killed in Afghanistan were encouraged to deliver speeches on international solidarity, and not be seen in tears in public”.

Similarly, the Party of Soldiers’ Mothers has experienced constant harassment from Russian authorities. Politicians undermine the party’s effectiveness by aligning the group with Western interests, questioning their funding sources, and invoking conspiracy theories. Officials cite the group’s foreign investors as evidence of a Western plot to destroy the Russian government. In response to such accusations, Melnikova issued a statement that the movement is no longer receiving any money from foreign donors.

Another obstacle to the United People’s Party of Soldiers’ Mothers - UPPSM’s success is government restriction of their activities, and according to 1997 poll in which 25% of respondents agreed with the statement that “politics are better without women”. Russian politicians have often described the UCSMR as hysterical and irrational grieving mothers with no political competence.

Although the obstacles of the government, this group were not only able to make its voice heard to the government, but also successfully helped enact policy changes. Its victories include persuading the government to enact legislation dismantling military units such as the construction battalions that were infamous for their substandard conditions, granting amnesty to soldiers who deserted the army because of abuse, and providing the families of deceased soldiers with social security benefits. Throughout Russia, the UCSMR is currently lobbying to assure that soldiers receive proper treatment including adequate food, clothing, etc.

6.1.3 Control and monitoring
According to Leslie Lutz:
A large part of non-profit tax law serves primarily to control and inhibit the non-profit sector... The Putin administration has clearly sought to extend its control over private businesses, local governments, and the once-independent media; it is logical that the administration would seek to extend its control over the non-profit sector as well. One Russian activist has described this process as a “strengthening of vertical power”, which subjects the civic sector to “attacks launched by the power structures” against its autonomy.

The government illegally monitors the activities of NGOs which it deems politically threatening (such as human rights groups) by tapping their phones and monitoring emails. But, organizations such as women’s groups which are deemed less politically threatening are not subject to these harsh measures.
6.1.3.1 The foreign funding of human rights NGOs and taxation
As discussed, since the collapse of the USSR, human rights organizations in Russia received financing from international aid. They received funding from governments and foundations, especially from USA and European Union and the organizations operated in Moscow and St. Petersburg depend on these international resources.
According to the international financing, Vladimir Putin declared: “Thousands of civil organizations and unions exist and are working in a constructive manner in our country. But far from all of them are devoted to defending the true interests of the people. The principal purpose of some of these organizations is to receive financing from influential foreign foundations, while others serve questionable commercial or individual interests”.

In addition to the attack, the Russian government presented a new instrument: taxation.
In May 2002, Vladimir Putin signed a text modifying article 251 of the Tax Code. It establishes a tax of the order of 24% on subsidies given to non-profit making associations as from January 1st 2002.

However, this bill (Federal Law no. 58666-4) concerning modifications to chapters 23 and 25 of the second part of the Tax Code of the Russian Federation as well as a few other legislative acts concerning taxes and tax collection is an additional move on the part of the Russian state to control the activities of NGOs.

The new bill provides that NGOs, if they wish to benefit from the tax exemption provided by the law, must register their subsidies with a special commission. This commission has been in existence since 1999, but registering was optional.

6.1.3.2 Regulation
Even if organizations pass the draconian registration or reregistration requirements outlined above, they face stiff regulation from the state. According to Squier, “one of the more subtle approaches to the development of state controls over civil society that has arisen over the course of the past three years is legislation intended to regulate NGOs and their activities”
. For example, laws are in places that oblige associations to provide the state with whatever information it seeks, effectively wiping out a group’s right to privacy. As well, the state has the right to inspect any organization without a court warrant. Russian law also makes use of intentional ambiguities to give it the right to regulate civil society.
Another mechanism used by the Russian state to control associations is registration laws.
6.1.3.3 Registration
The system - Before initiating the registration procedure, associations are able to function outside any legal framework. According to a study conducted in Novosibirsk in 1999, only 34% of the associations register during the year, in which they are founded. The others register between one to five years after the informal constitution of the association.
 One example which highlights the situation occurs in a discussion with a representative of the Memorial Human Rights Defense Center: “Our association was registered one year ago. I had many discussions with the Minister of justice. Finally, the outcome of these discussions was positive, in a certain manner. Each week, I went to the Ministry of Justice to defend our positions and to be able to continue our work. We found a solution”.

Refusing registration - Up to 2002, registration could be refused on the basis of activities attempting on the national or religious feeling of other citizens. The federal law adopted on July 25, 2002 (No. 112) prohibits the creation and activities of associations whose goals or actions are considered extremist activity. From this explanation, the period of developing human rights associations is over. 
In 1995, the adoption of the law “Concerning social organizations” led to the re-registration of all of the associations that had been registered prior to that, under the Soviet law. In addition, a 1995 law dictated that only through registration can an organization obtain rights such as being able to hire employees and open a bank account; thus precluding all but small organizations dedicated to hobbies from not registering.

The new law set June 30, 1999 as the deadline for re- registration.
This was the case for the Soldiers’ Mothers organization St. Petersburg. This association was inspected to ensure that its activities complied with its statutes in March 2003. Following the inspection, the Ministry of Justice informed the soldiers that they were violating the legislation in effect, and specifically the laws concerning “social groups” and “non-profit organizations”. In August 2003, the authorities initiated the process to re-register the Soldiers’ Mothers organization from St. Petersburg, requiring them to revise the bylaws of their association.
6.1.4 Prohibition and Punishment: Chechnya: The situation of NGOs for Human Rights is Worsening 
All human rights activities relating to Chechnya are limited. Human rights defenders in Chechnya and Ingushetia were in a very difficult position. Since the beginning of the conflict, Chechen territory and neighboring Ingushetia have been practically off-limits to humanitarian organizations, journalists and international NGOs. Local human rights defense NGOs trying to work in Chechnya were subjected to daily pressure and were faced with an extremely precarious situation.

The Case of Memorial - In Grozny, Memorial members lived in a situation of permanent insecurity. On 19 October 2003, a group of armed men burst into the house of Libkan Bazayeva, a Memorial Human Rights Center member. At that time, Mrs. Bazayeva and her family were not at home but in Nazran in Ingushetia. The armed men questioned neighbors and the temporary occupants of the house about Mrs. Bazayeva’s whereabouts. This operation seems to have been directly linked to Mrs. Bazayeva’s commitment to Memorial since 2000. Indeed, the activist filed a complaint with the European Court of Human Rights against Russian soldiers who bombarded a group of refugees. This complaint was considered to be admissible. In the absence of any guarantees of safety, the Memorial Human Rights center fears for the safety and integrity of Mrs. Bazayeva.

In the rest of the country, NGOs supporting human rights in Chechnya are also experiencing difficulties.  For example: The Memorial NGO of St. Petersburg and the Soldiers’ Mothers of St Petersburg.
The Memorial NGO of St. Petersburg - On August 14, 2003, two people attacked Vladimir Schnittke, the president of the Saint Petersburg association Memorial, and two of his colleagues, after having asked to meet the members of the anti-fascist commission of the organization in vain. Their computers and address books were taken. Owing to the inaction of the police after a complaint was filed, the association Memorial hired private detectives, who identified the attackers. The work of the private investigators paid by Memorial led to the identification and arrest of one of the two assailants, Vladimir Goliakov, on September 26, 2003 (the other has not been found). The assailants, members of violent splinter groups, appear to have been sent by the Federal Security Services (FSB) in order to obtain information on Memorial’s activities. As proof, an FSB officer is reported to have tried to provide an alibi for the jailed attacker. According to Mr. Schnittke, a man tried to enter Goliakov’s prison cell and give him a letter containing names of people able to provide him with an alibi. Mr. Goliakov’s case was heard on June 22, 2004. The Court sentenced him to a five-year suspended jail sentence. He was thus set free.

The Soldiers’ Mothers of St. Petersburg - Following insinuations by the Defense Minister, Sergei Ivanov, concerning the financing of the Soldiers’ Mothers’ organization, the Military Prosecutor of the Leningrad district, Mr. Igor Lebed, demanded that an inquiry be opened into the activities of this association in a letter dated January 20, 2003, sent to the Minister of Justice. Mr. Lebed accused the association of slander and of incitement to desertion and alleged that the activities of the association - particularly monitoring enlistment conditions - did not comply with its bylaws.

The verification procedure ended on June 4, 2003. A letter dated June 23, 2003, sent by the Ministry of Justice for Saint Petersburg, indicated to the Soldiers’ Mothers that they were in violation of current laws, particularly the law on “social groups” and the law on “non-profit organizations”. On August 13, 2003, the authorities of the Ministry of Justice informed the Soldiers’ Mothers of Saint Petersburg that the association would be refused the right to register as an association in the absence of a number of documents.

All of these threats to the association and the unrelenting pressures from the government gave rise to significant tensions among its members, leading to a split in 2003. The association continues its activities, however, and enjoys widespread international renown, reflected by the Aachen Peace Prize that it was awarded in 2004. 
6.1.5 Diagram
The diagram below emphasizes and summarizes the information presented in this chapter, and provides a visual representation of how the Russian state responding to Russian human rights NGOs’ activities (with Foreign Funding or without).

         










Figure 6 .1.5: A graphical representation of how the Russian state’s response to Human Rights NGOs
6.1.6 Conclusions
In the case of Russia, one can characterize the state’s response when it’s in danger or not in danger according to three major phases:
1. Cooperation - In the years 1995-1999, human rights organizations were a part of a civil society that emerged in Russia, benefited proportionately from one of the major women’s organization is the Soldiers’ Mothers which concentrate only on one agenda - “Because they did not fundamentally challenge the Russian government policy and simply resorted to demands such as an end to abuse, the state was able to work more closely with organizations such as the UCSMR and never viewed them as a threat”.

The transition from the first phase of cooperation to the second phase of the control and the silencing is reflected in the “carrot and stick approach”, refers to a policy of offering a combination of rewards and control (and also prohibitions in the third phase) to induce behavior.
2.  Control and Silencing since 2000 - the State’s central argument is that foreign funding has attempted to attack the Russian government, and with this in mind, organizations of women and especially the Soldiers’ Mothers have become enemies. The State responds and causes problems for organizations through: legislation, taxation, regulation and strict registration procedures.
3. Prohibitions - This pattern includes threats to the association and unrelenting pressures from the government. Prohibitions are placed upon the organization to operate in the conflict zone and more than that - the area is closed to the activities of organizations and prohibits them from receiving foreign funding.
It’s very important to note that even if the state was very brutal or crude to the human rights organizations, some organizations managed to survive from 2000 until today, such as Memorial and the UCSMR.
6.2 The Israeli case
In Israel, like other Western countries, there are general requirements for transparency and reporting in relation to the various organizations and agencies operating in the state (periodic reporting obligations, subject to the provisions of the notes, etc.).
Moreover, the Committee of Constitution addressed law and justice of the Knesset legislation regarding discovery of who was supported by a foreign political entity - 2010
. It was designed to handle the issue on an individual basis in order to increase transparency in relation to the financing of foundations and public benefit organizations in the State of Israel.
6.2.1 Cooperation
Until 2009, the relations between the state and the human rights NGOs were possible without obstacles.
6.2.1.1 Women human rights NGOs: The case of Machsom Watch
The success of Machsom Watch is expressed in two main criteria: one is that different bodies have begun to accept it and recognize it, for example: the army, the legislative and law enforcement agencies, the media and the public. The second is policy changes.

Criterion 1: Acceptance or recognition
A. Acceptance by the army
Between the years 2003-2006, held a number of meetings between representatives of “Machsom Watch” and military officials concerning the rights of Palestinians at checkpoints. In 2005 alone, seven meetings were held in the presence of police commanders and military commanders of regional and Central and Northern West Bank. In 2006, there were three meetings. All these meetings face-to-face and indirect contacts with reports of “Machsom Watch”, let a traffic break into the world of military decision-makers. Most discussions focused around issues related to checkpoints. The reports of the movement reveal trends and patterns of practice and thus made it difficult for the military actions in this field.

B. The recognition by legislators and law enforcement agencies
The movement has achieved recognition as an organization for human rights by law enforcement bodies and the Knesset. In 2004, women of “Machsom Watch” met with officials about the humanitarian issue of the separation wall especially regarding to Palestinians in the Jerusalem area. A year later, they participated in a meeting with representatives of two other human rights organizations and a committee dealing with enforcement of Israeli law in the Occupied Territories. Additional meetings were held with the left parties in the Knesset, including “Meretz” , which adopted “Machsom Watch” and chose to represent the movement, when it was attacked by right-wing Knesset members. The movement also has been invited to appear before the Committee on the Constitution on “preserving human rights as part of the war on terror”. An example is given on 22 February 2005, when “Machsom Watch” appeared alongside three other human rights organizations and women’s organizations from the left of the political spectrum called “Women
 in Green” who took advantage of the opportunity to testify against “Machsom Watch” activities.

C. Acceptance by the media and the public
“Machsom Watch” believed, that through the activity of “testimonials”, they would be able to create a mainstream among the public who refuses to see what actually happens to the Palestinian population. The examination of the impact on the public arena has led to a complex picture of effectiveness: the group raised the awareness of the public, but did not get the desired effect.

However, in 2003-2004, the legitimacy of protest by “Machsom Watch” grew in the public eye and they reported about 730 troops conducting investigations against the Palestinians, especially at checkpoints.
The growing concern among the public due to the impact of the intifada on Israeli soldiers, has led to an increase in exposure of “Machsom Watch”. In the newspaper “Yediot Aharonot” the movement was described as “humanitarian” and mentioned grandmothers and political activity. However, a minority in the media associated with the right-wing political movement described the movement as dangerous and classified as “lesbian Hegelian grandmothers ”. In contrast, Ha’aretz newspaper, which represents several of the leftist elite voices, gave the movement credit for its political activities.. And additional exposure to traffic on channel 2 televisions, as a result of the incident in November 2004, in which a Palestinian was forced by soldiers to play the violin at the checkpoint, was recorded as testimony by “Machsom Watch” and was presented at the international meeting.

Arguably, in 2005, after four years of activity, the barriers as a humanitarian issue, entered the public agenda.
Criterion II: Policy changes 
The main aim of “Machsom Watch” is to make a difference in the West Bank closure as it restricts Palestinians freedom of movement. Second, the short term goal was to show sensitivity to Palestinians by young soldiers, despite the difficult situation of violent conflict. In 2006, it was clear that the main goal is not implemented.
Most of the movement’s efforts to change the policy were referred directly to the army, which has been the official sovereign in the Occupied Territories. However, the activities of “Machsom Watch” not played a significant part, in the policy changes.

In light of the changes in the checkpoints, we can say that, the changes are a direct result of complaints of “Machsom Watch” to the army and local contacts between “Machsom Watch” and the region. If so, the physical conditions at the checkpoints were changed in 2003.

In summary, it can be said that the activities of “Machsom Watch” in front of the army led to a change of policy and the paradox result was that contributed to the institutional barriers more than to what happens in them. The army received the requests of the movement and was taken into consideration of several basic human needs of the Palestinian people at checkpoints. However, it was taken into consideration only with respect to the physical conditions that cause checkpoints to operate more efficiently.
6.2.2 Control
6.2.2.1 Legislation

The following series of laws and bills seek to curtail the freedom of association and expression rights of NGOs in Israel. This legislation was introduced mainly in response to claims that the work of these NGOs in defense of the rights of Palestinians constituted a deliberate campaign to “delegitimize” Israel following the publication of the Goldstone Report in September 2009.
 
In addition to these laws and bills, two separate proposals to establish parliamentary committees of inquiry into the funding and activities of human rights organizations were also put forward in early 2011. Due to local and international criticism, Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu announced that he no longer supported these inquiries, and in July 2011 the Knesset rejected both proposals.
New laws
Law on Disclosure Requirements for Recipients of Support from a Foreign State Entity (2011) (“Foreign Government Funding Law”)
The Knesset legislation includes the following provisions:
1. The Bill stipulates that the body which receives financial support from “foreign entity” directly or indirectly, must report to the Israeli Registrar of Non-Profits in relation to the given support (from government or foundations), the support amount, goals or mission, as well as information with respect to all obligations given to the alien cause supported (orally or in writing).
2. Furthermore, the burden of supporting organizations to do everything in their power to determine whether financial support they receive is financial support from a foreign entity, and authorized the Registrar to impose sanctions against those who do not meet the reporting obligations imposed on him by virtue of the Bill.
3. “Financial support from a foreign entity” is defined in the proposal as support, directly or indirectly, by a foreign political entity.
Moreover, since 2011, the government promotes the need to look into organizations and foreign governments for financing actions directed against the state.

These governmental attempts to narrow the space in which human rights groups in Israel operate form the context for a proposed law to restrict the ability of Israeli human rights groups - and a host of additional civil society organizations - to receive funding from foreign governmental sources.
Bill on Income of Public Institutions Receiving Donations from Foreign State Entity (Legislative Amendments) (2011) (“Bill on Foreign Funding of NGOs”)
This new bill, threatens NGOs with closure, especially human rights organizations, by severely restricting access to foreign government funds.
 In addition, this new bill was legislated in Venezuela (see in chapter 5) and also in Russia.

It applies if the goals or actions of an NGO:

1. “Negate the existence of the State of Israel as a Jewish and democratic states”.
2. Incite racism.
3. Support armed struggle against the State of Israel.
4. Support the indictment of elected officials or Israeli soldiers in international courts.
5.  Call for refusal to serve in the Israeli military.
6. And/or support a boycott of the State of Israel or its citizens.
 The bill divides NGOs registered in Israel into three categories:
1. Those that will be completely banned from receiving foreign government funding, namely NGOs deemed to be “political organizations”.
2. Those that are not “political organizations” but do not receive funding from the Israeli government, and which must pay a 45% tax on foreign funding under the legislation.

3. Those that do receive (or have received) funding from the government of Israel, which can continue to receive foreign funding.
The bill was frozen in December 2011 following strong international criticism.
6.2.2.2 The foreign funding of human rights NGOs and taxation

A potential consequence of removing NGOs’ tax exempt status is that their donations would be taxed via Israeli income tax law and perhaps the Israeli Value Added tax law. The specific ramifications are uncertain, as it would depend on how the income is treated. There is no precedent for this situation because, until now, income received by NGOs in Israel has been exempt from taxation.

First, such a revocation could impose significant additional costs on the work of NGOs by subjecting them to heavy taxes reserved for profit making entities. The revocation would not only prevent the possibility of Israeli donors to NGOs receiving a tax benefit, but it may actually force all NGOs affected by the law to pay taxes on income received. Further, “good governance” requirements already imposed by the Registrar of Associations (Non-profits) require transparency and regulation of salaries and expenditures, to ensure the proper handling of NGO funds.

Second, many donors, including foreign governments and private foundations (chap. 7) have contractual regulations regarding their ability to donate to organizations without tax- exempt status.

Third, many foreign governments have restrictions on their ability to pay taxes and essentially fund foreign governments. Their funding of programs, research, and other direct assistance are regulated through various foreign aid programs, but if money were paid via taxes it would be essentially unrestricted.
6.2.2.3 Registration
The human rights organizations operating in Israel are registered as “associations” (in Hebrew - “amutot”) and are bound by the Associations Law of 1980. Other kinds of registration do exist, with similar requirements and regulations regarding transparency of funding sources.
Moreover, organizations are required by the Law of Associations to register with the Registrar of Associations (“Israeli Registrar of Non-Profits”) and to submit annual, audited financial reports divulging all sources of income above 20,000 shekels and all sources of income coming from a foreign government donor, no matter the sum. In addition, as of 2008, organizations are required to post this information to their websites. Many donors are also required to regularly publish information about the programs that they support.  The law is not providing additional transparency regarding funds received from private foreign sources.
.
6.2.3 Diagram
The diagram below summarizes the information presented in this chapter, and provides a visual representation of how the State of Israel responds to Human Rights NGOs activities (with Foreign Funding or without).
         










Figure 6.2.3.1: A graphical representation of how the State of Israel responds to human rights NGOs
6.2.4 Conclusions
The case of Israel can characterize the state’s response when it’s in danger or not in danger according to two major patterns, When it comes to foreign funding that go to human rights NGOs (women and Mix – Women& Men) in the following order:
1. Cooperation
Machsom Watch’s attempt to stay as close as possible to legality, even while criticizing the state and its decisions. Machsom Watch adopts a critical but at the same time respectful position towards the army by trying to maintain good relations both with soldiers who directly affect the way Palestinians are treated at checkpoints and with the chief of the staff, who would make decisions that could either facilitate or inhibit Machsom watch’s functioning.
The transition from the first phase of cooperation to the second phase of the control is reflected in the “carrot and stick approach”, refers to a policy of offering a combination of rewards and control to induce behavior.
2. Control
Since 2009, the Israeli public, media, government and Knesset (legislature) have been conducting an intense debate on massive foreign government funding for highly political NGOs. This ongoing conversation and various legislative initiatives have attempted to address the manipulation of Israeli democracy by foreign governments through NGO funding, and on the influence of these groups.
New Laws (Transparency Bill - 2010) - The purpose of this law is to enhance transparency and to fill lacunas in the legislation regarding funding by foreign government bodies for the activities of associations and corporations for the public benefit (non-profit organizations) in Israel. The proposed law will require the immediate reporting of received support, which will make possible a higher level of transparency regarding the support received and the way in which it is used.
This law carefully balances the right of organizations in a democracy to operate freely, and the right of the Israeli public to know who funds the organizations’ activities.
In comparison to the states in chapter 5, a senior UN official in Geneva listed Israel among the states that she says are restricting the activities of human rights groups. The statement, issued by UN Human Rights Commissioner Navi Pillay, lists Israel along with states such as Belarus, Zimbabwe, Egypt, Ethiopia and Venezuela.

According to Diagram 8.2.3.1, we can see that Navi Pillay is not realistic when compared Israel to states which have reached a stage of prohibition and punishment such as Zimbabwe and Ethiopia and even Egypt and Venezuela that reached the stage of control and are not in the situation of Israel. Israel, according to the diagram, is between the cooperation to control stages because the legislation is incomplete on foreign funding.
But in contrast, she said that, Israel is the only democratic state listed in Pillay’s statement. The others are all dictatorships or developing countries. Among them is Ethiopia, where human rights groups have been shut down by a law prohibiting foreign funding in excess of 10 percent of a group’s budget. She also lists Cambodia, where a law is being promoted that would shutter NGOs whose work is found to “harm national unity, culture, customs and traditions of the Cambodian national society.” In Belarus, which is ruled by the dictator Alexander Lukashenko, a law passed in October 2011 criminalizes the acceptance of foreign grants that are outlawed by the legislature.

In summary, the case before us illustrates the fact that the model can help to position in this case the State of Israel between stage 1 to stage 2, and to refute the claim that Israel is already in the 3rd stage as in dictator’s states or states from the third world.
Conclusions
The main objective of this work was to examine two key research questions: How democracies in a situation of war and conflict respond to organizations outside the consensus and restrict their activities? And is there a difference in attitude or treatment of Israeli democracy in comparison to Russian authoritarianism? 
My main conclusion is that democracy in a situation of war and conflict fight against human rights organizations outside of consensus, but the question is why is it difficult to the state in facing hostile organizations that may endanger the state?
What causes a democracy to behave in this fashion?
First, democracy inherently contains a principle known as limits of power. The role of this principle is to act as check and balances through formal mechanisms including the executive, as well as through informal channels such as the media and public opinion. These mechanisms are strong enough to halt the actions of democracies against those organizations or movements perceived as dangerous to the state.



Second, these movements act and speak in the language of human rights- a point which provides them with the advantage faced with global public opinion- both in terms of support and also with regard to funding. In light of this, this situation leads to pressure on the decision makers in the democratic states, which then makes it difficult to stand against the (human rights) organizations and movements.

The tension between basic rights such as freedom of expression and the freedom of election, and protecting the fundamental existence of the democracy is one of the more complex issues which democratic states face. It is the right of every democracy to protect itself, however its quality is expressed in its ability to give voice to those opinions which do not follow the majority values.


However, in authoritarian regime, such as Russia, there is no respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. The modus operandi is to punish and prohibit organizational activities as we can see in the conceptual framework of vertical and horizontal accountability as applied to contemporary debates about democracy in the cases of Israel and Russia.

In the 1990s, Guillermo O’Donnell brought the conceptual framework of vertical and horizontal accountability to contemporary debates about democracy.

1. Vertical accountability is exercised by societal actors with respect to state actors.

2. Horizontal accountability is exercised within the statestate by different state agencies, the agents of accountability (human rights organizations and foreign funding sources) are limited to those within the state, in which the accountability is limited to actions that are illegal, and in which the means of accountability include the application of sanctions.
Israel is a case of democracy (horizontal accountability – there is no agreement) that protects and respects human rights and fundamental freedoms such as freedom of association and freedom of speech which are paramount. However, in authoritarian regime, such as Russia, there is no respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, as witnesses by the punishing and prohibition of activities by organizations (the strengthening of the “vertical of power” by President Vladimir Putin).
The paper argues that in the case of Israel democracy horizontal accountability is stable and better and extremely weak/absent in the case of authoritarian regime like Russia. However, it could be argued that both vertical (Russia) and horizontal (Israel) accountability are present.
In addition, the set of ideas were presented which guide the analysis in this dissertation, examining the conceptual basis of the allegations relating to the influence of human rights non-governmental organizations in different civil societies of democratic and non-democratic political systems such as Israel and Russia, and their important role in conflict zones.
The concepts of civil society and political power in the neo-liberal era and the role of NGO’s as an important component  which exists between the civil societies and the state were addressed,  as were the support and assistance that civil society gets from foreign sources such as governments and foundations. Examples of funding illustrated here included the following:

According to Machsom Watch and Yesh Din, foreign governments (EU, Norway, U.K., and the Netherlands) are dominant donors to these specific human rights organizations in Israel.
According to UCSMR and Memorial, their funding mainly comes from EU institutions, such as the European Commission and the European Human Rights Advocacy Center), American and German donors.
From this information the conclusion may be drawn that most foreign funding both in Russia and Israel comes from the EU and the United States.
The State’s Response
I present an expression to the common state’s response in Israel and Russia when the state is: 1. Not threatened, 2. Threatened 3. and At Risk - in three key areas:
1. Cooperation (the state is not threatened) - including the transparency and reporting.
2. Control (the state is threatened) - including taxation, bureaucratic requirements, permit the government to obtain foreign funding.

 3. Prohibition (the state is at risk) - including a prohibition on activities and in the worst case prohibition on receiving foreign funding.
Reactions in Russia and Israel fall under “Cooperation” and “Control”, but in Israel the Control phase became relevant only since 2010, because certain parliamentary bills were frozen after international pressure. Meanwhile, Israel may be playing the carrot and stick game with the organizations but Netanyahu’s government (since 2015) has not advanced legislation to the prohibition phase.

Conclusions from this model:

Democracy in Israel has reached the second state (Control), without moving onto the next level, despite difficulties and pressure brought to bear by all parties. Russia, on the other hand, has experienced all three.


Contribution of the Dissertation

The current thesis therefore offers a number of contributions to the study of states, governments and NGO’s:
In democracy, despite the organizational dangers and pressures, the regime is limited and does not overstep the stage of checks and balances upon the organization.

First, democracy permits freedom of association and expression, and in doing so protects the human rights organizations within their sphere of action- civil society. This, despite the internal critique they provide regarding the regimes actions.


Despite this, in authoritarian regimes such as Russia, there may be free elections but civil society is restricted.

Secondly, the organizations contribute to the ethical appearance of a country, to its legitimization on the world stage as a democratic country which respects international law, contributes to a discourse which reflects public opinion in Israel and strengthens democracy. In addition, public opinion was against the restrictive legislation (by the legislature) to be applied to the judicial system.


Third, the principle of political pluralism is enacted in a democratic state through laws and arrangements such as separation of powers, the right to Freedom of Expression and of Association, the presence of democratic elections and more. All of these guard against an over-powerful coalition or over-concentrated power. The fact that the “Associations’ Transparency” (for those supported by money from abroad) bill in Israel did not pass easily a number of times, along with others which were “frozen”, as well as the international pressure brought to bear, prove this.

In conclusion, this research is a vital addition that enriches existing theoretical literature with regard to the reactions of different states (Israel and Russia) to activities of human rights organizations, as well as highlighting the three main components in the chain: the funding sources, the HR organizations and to the states.
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