Abstract

In 2001 the United Nations hosted the World Conference Against Racism, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance (WCAR) in Durban, South Africa. Parallel to the government conference was a non-governmental (NGO) forum that included a broad range of human rights-based civil society organizations. In the leadup to conference, several groups called for the re-surfacing of United Nations Resolution 3379 (1975) that equated Zionism with racism, despite its repeal in 1991. The proposal was approved by the NGOs in their final document but excluded from the governmental statement. The United States government played a significant role in determining the outcome of the final government document. This article explains the disparity between governments and civil society toward the issue of Israel and Zionism at the WCAR by exploring  the tension between political realism and political idealism.


































Introduction 

In 1997, the United Nations General Assembly decided to hold a World Conference Against Racism and Xenophobia and Related Intolerance (WCAR) as part of its “Third Decade” to combat racism and racial discrimination. In addition to government representatives, UN bodies and specialized agencies, non-governmental and regional organizations were invited to participate.[footnoteRef:2] Four years later the conference was held in Durban, South Africa, along with a parallel non-governmental (NGO) forum comprised of over 1500 NGOs, or 8,000 participants.  [2:  United Nations General Assembly, A/RES/52/111. ] 

Both the conference and NGO Forum intended to determine practical measures to deal with a rise in racism, human rights abuses and religious prejudice. A noble intention, meeting the conference goals would not be without challenges. The two previous United Nations World conferences on racism that took place in 1978 and 1983 were mired in controversy due to the association of Israel and Zionism with racism, leading to the walkout of fourteen nations in 1978 and the United States and Israel boycotting both conferences. [footnoteRef:3]  [3:  For language on Zionism as racism in both conferences see their respective reports, specifically paragraphs 18 and 19 in A/CONF.92/40 and paragraph 19 and 20 of A/CONF.1l9/26. Delegates’ reactions, both in favor and against the language, is also found in the reports. For an account of the conferences,  see Laurie Wiseberg, NGOs and the world Conference against racism, 94. Anti-Israeli texts 14 Western nations quit UN conference, The Globe and Mail
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To avoid a repeat of the conference derailing, the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights Mary Robinson delivered opening remarks at the third conference Preparatory Committee in Geneva where she stressed the following: 
One point which I feel I must make clear today refers to language in the draft document that seeks to equate Zionism with racism. As delegates are well aware, the United Nations has already dealt with this issue at great length. The Resolution stating that Zionism is a form of racism was repealed a decade ago. I believe that it is inappropriate to reopen this issue in any form here, and that anyone who seeks to do so is putting the success of the Durban Conference at risk. [footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Mary Robinson, United Nations Human Rights Office of the High Commissioner, Statements, “Opening remarks by Mary Robinson, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights and Secretary-General of the World Conference against Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance 3rd Preparatory Committee Meeting”, 3rd Preparatory Committee Meeting, Geneva, Switzerland, 31 July 2011. Anti-Israeli texts 14 Western nations quit UN conference, The Globe and Mail
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By the year 2001, the idea that Zionism would be condemned as racism at a U.N conference might have been construed as an anachronism. As Robinson stated, the formulation had already been repealed in 1991 at the UN General Assembly in resolution 46/86, by a vote of 111 to 25, with 13 abstentions. However, as the following month would demonstrate the refrain was very much alive at both the government conference and at the parallel NGO forum. Although the final conference document does not refer to Zionism as racism, the only international conflict singled out in the 153-page document was the Israeli-Palestinian.[footnoteRef:5] By contrast, the NGO document overtly calls upon the United Nations to issue the “reinstitution of UN resolution 3379 determining the practices of Zionism as racist practices which propagate the racial domination of one group over another…”[footnoteRef:6]  [5:  See paragraphs 51 and 163, World Conference Against Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance. ]  [6:  Ibid., 418. ] 


This article seeks to explain the discrepancy between both the documents from the World Conference Against Racism government conference and the parallel NGO Forum by arguing that governments are more concerned with political realism whereas NGOs, as a subset of civil society, tend to be motivated by political idealism. Specifically, the United States played a key role in determining the language of the government program, with other countries following their lead. Drawing on classical realist scholarship, I argue that while states are not monolithic entities, and the motivations behind their actions are shaped by a multitude of factors, their behavior is driven primarily by the pursuit of national interests.[footnoteRef:7] NGOs, by contrast, are both more singularly focused, less motivated by national interests, with some scholars pointing out the parallels between NGOs and interest groups[footnoteRef:8]. This is even more true for international NGOs whose loyalties are not directed to particular states and have therefore developed distinct agendas at the global level.[footnoteRef:9] The tension between both bodies and their competing interests was reflected in the documents (and in behavior at conference?).  [7:  Hans Morgenthau ]  [8: Princen and Finger 'Introduction', in Thomas Princen and Matthias Finger (eds), Environmental
NGOs in World Politics (New York: Routledge, 1994), p. 12; and Janet Brown, Gareth Porter and
Pamela S. Chasek, Global Environmental Politics (New York: Westview Press, 1991), p. 60.
93]  [9:  Peter Spiro, 'New Global Communities: Nongovernmental
Organizations in International Decision-making Institutions', Washington Quarterly, 18 (1995), p. 45.
] 

(The behavior of states is a complex interplay of both idealism and realism, and the relative influence of these factors can vary depending on the specific circumstances, historical context, and leadership.)
The government Declaration and Programme of Action
Describing his experiences at the World Conference Against Racism and Xenophobia, the Democratic Member of Congress Tom Lantos, a Holocaust survivor, said that it was the “most unabashed display of hate for Jews” that he had seen since the Nazi period.[footnoteRef:10] However, the leadup to the government conference did not begin that way. Prior to the World Conference in Durban, several regional meetings were held in Strasbourg, France; Santiago, Chile; Dakar, Senegal; and Tehran, Iran during the fall of 2000 and the winter of 2001. The regional meetings were also bookended with two inter-governmental meetings at the UN in Geneva. Each regional meeting was charged with drafting a single document and plan of action that would be synthesized into one document and ratified at Durban. The documents at the first three regional meetings were free of anti-Israel language and also included condemnations of antisemitism.[footnoteRef:11] Further, Lantos notes that “concrete” steps were taken to avoid a repeat of the Zionism-racism charge of the previous two conferences. [footnoteRef:12] The document at the Tehran meeting, however, accused Israel of “racial discrimination” against Arabs and Palestinians, acts of racism, intimidation and denial of fundamental human rights, including the rights to life, liberty and self-determination” and notes the “racially based law of return”.[footnoteRef:13] Further, the paragraph on Jerusalem calls for call for “an international effort to bring foreign occupation” –i.e Israeli sovereignty over the city—together with all its “racial practices” to an end. Sandwiched between paragraphs on the Jerusalem and Israeli racial discrimination is one that affirms that a “foreign occupation” founded on settlements, military blockades, isolating towns contradicts the “purposes and principles” of the United Nations Charter, is a serious violation of international and human rights law, and constitutes a “new kind of apartheid” and “a crime against humanity, a form of genocide and a serious threat to international peace and security.”[footnoteRef:14] Lantos, who attributed the language to the Organization of Islamic Countries (OIC), described Commissioner Robinson’s reticence to critique the language as representing a turning point in the direction of the conference.[footnoteRef:15] Several weeks later, at the first open-ended working session in March, word spread that Iran, along with the Arab states, intended to revive the Zionism/racism resolution.[footnoteRef:16] Around the same time, rumors began to swirl that the United States was considering boycotting the meeting if  “efforts to brand Israel racist” would persist.[footnoteRef:17] Similarly, a Canadian foreign affairs official, Francois Lassale, stated that his country would not be “discounting anything, including the option of not attending…In the meantime, Canada will work to influence the conference’s agenda as much as possible… Our position is that we oppose any efforts to reintroduce Zionism-is-racism into any forum, whether it’s the UN or otherwise.”[footnoteRef:18] [10:  Tom Lantos, Durban Debacle, “An Insider’s View of the UN World Conference Against Racism”, The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, Vol. 26.1, Winter/Spring 2002, 16. ]  [11:  A/CONF.189/PC.2/6,  A/CONF.189/PC.2/7, A/CONF.189/PC.2/8 ]  [12:  Lantos, 34. ]  [13:  See A/CONF.189/PC.2/9, pars 21, 33, and 34. Paragraph 21 is nearly identical to paragraph 20 of the Declaration and Program of Action at the UN’s Conference , see Report Of The Second World Conference To Combat Racism 
And Racial Discrimination, ]  [14:  Ibid. par. 20. ]  [15:  Lantos, 36-37. ]  [16:  See Doidge, Norman,  “Let's boycott the UN's racism conference: Liberal democracies are becoming the targets of discrimination”, National Post, Don Mills, Ont.. 13 Mar 2001: A12.; “Iran's plan to revive smear against Israel is sick”, Toronto Star; Toronto, Ont.. 29 Apr 2001: 02.; Nolen, Stephanie, The Globe and Mail, “U.S. may boycott racism conference”; Toronto, Ont.. 09 Mar 2001: A.12; Avni, Benny, “Like Old Times: U.N. Panel Hits 'Racist' Israel”, Forward,; New York, N.Y.. 09 Mar 2001: 1.; g



]  [17:  “UN racism conference turns ugly: U.S. may boycott, Canada on fence as West, Israel assailed: [National Edition] 
Edwards, Steven

National Post
 Don Mills, Ont.. 12 Mar 2001: A1 / FRONT.  
]  [18:  "Zionism is racism" resurfaces [United Nations Conference Against Racism]
Csillag, Ron, Canadian Jewish News Don Mills, Ont.. 15 Mar 2001: 1.  ] 

By the Second Preparatory Committee meeting, held in Geneva between 21 May and 1 June  2001, the Draft Declaration and Program of Action language on the Middle East was acrimonious. The document reflects proposals made by state delegations during open-ended working group sessions held in March and May 2001, as well as proposals from Tehran[footnoteRef:19]. Items in brackets indicate “issues of particular concern”[footnoteRef:20]. Such items on Zionism are “Zionist practices against Semitism”[footnoteRef:21], “Zionist movement based on racial superiority” [footnoteRef:22] and “racist practices of Zionism”[footnoteRef:23]. Several paragraphs engaged in what scholars have referred to as “holocaust minimization” by referring to the holocaust in plural.[footnoteRef:24] Other paragraphs denounce the “holocaust and the ethnic cleansing of the Arab population in historic Palestine”.[footnoteRef:25] Due to a lack of consensus on document language, a Third Preparatory Session was called for in July 2001 at the last minute.[footnoteRef:26] Powell decided that in order to “save the conference” he would need to make clear that U.S participation would depend upon removal of language that singled out one country. In the early summer, he directed his deputy, Richard Armitage, to assemble a team of diplomats who could come up with a strategy for Geneva.[footnoteRef:27] 
Separately, Powell stated both in a meeting with Robinson in Washington on 18 June 2001 and at a United States Senate Foreign Relations Committee meeting on 31 June 2001 that the conference had the “danger of being mired in past events”[footnoteRef:28]. He expressed that he was “anxious to see strong U.S. participation in the conference but that some serious work needed to be done to eliminate such issues as the “Zionism is racism” proposition or getting into slavery and compensation and things of that nature which would detract from the purpose of the conference”.[footnoteRef:29] On July 30, the United States Congress adopted Resolution 212 that encouraged WCAR participants to “tackle the scourge of racism, xenophobia, sexism, religious intolerance, slavery, and other forms of discrimination”, while urging participants to mitigate rather than aggravate racial, ethnic or regional tensions. The resolution states “Whereas the attempt by some to use the WCAR as a platform to resuscitate the divisive and discredited notion equating Zionism with racism, a notion that was overwhelmingly rejected when United Nations Resolution 3379 (1975) was rescinded in 1991, would undermine the goals and objectives of the conference”.[footnoteRef:30] [19:  Subcommittee on International Operations and Human Rights, 40. ]  [20:  A/Conf.189/PC.2/27]  [21:  Ibid., OP10bis6, ]  [22:  Ibid., par 47]  [23:  Ibid. pars 13 and 23]  [24:  See pars OP5, OP5bis4, OP6, 1D]  [25:  OP1bis17, OP6, ]  [26:  Seligman, Canada and the 2001 United Nations World Conference against Racism, 172. 
]  [27:  Lantos, 39.]  [28:  Courtl and Milloy, “Bush Man or Black Man”, Washington Post, July 29, 2001. ]  [29:  “A Discussion On The Un World Conference Against Racism”, Hearing Before The Subcommittee On International Operations And Human Rights 
Of The Committee On International Relations House Of Representatives One Hundred Seventh Congress First Session July 31, 2001]  [30:  "Text - H.Res.212 - 107th Congress (2001-2002): Expressing the sense of the House of Representatives that the World Conference Against Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia, and Related Intolerance presents a unique opportunity to address global discrimination." Congress.gov, Library of Congress, 30 July 2001, https://www.congress.gov/bill/107th-congress/house-resolution/212/text.] 

The following day a meeting was convened at the US House Subcommittee On International Operations And Human Rights in order to address concerns regarding the WCAR document, specifically, the “two pivotal issues” – reparation, and “anti-semitic and anti-Israel provisions which permeate throughout the draft documents”[footnoteRef:31]. In the same meeting, the Chairman of the subcommittee, Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, stated that “no other issue which threatens the legitimacy and effectiveness of the World Conference Against Racism as does the hostile anti-Se-  [31:  ibid] 

mitic/anti-Israel language shepherded by such countries as Iran, Iraq, and Syria. 
Such attempts to equate “Zionism with Racism” undermined the two previous world conferences on the issue of racism.” Ros-Lehtinen decried the language as having a “corrosive effect” that could damage the peace process as well as regional stability.[footnoteRef:32] William B. Wood, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, of the U.S.Department Of State expressed alarm a week earlier over the language on Israel and one that diminished the Holocaust, saying that he would not “accept the unacceptable”.[footnoteRef:33] Wood also made clear that he was working with “moderate delegations” from around the world to remove the language.[footnoteRef:34]  [32:  Ibid,6.]  [33:  Ibid., 26.]  [34:  30] 


On July 31, Mary Robinson said in Geneva that the likelihood of Zionism as racism resurfacing was beginning to fade (13). On the same day, it was reported that 100 nations “began a final effort” to save the conference under the threat of a US-led boycott.[footnoteRef:35] [35:  Alexander G. Higgins, Associated Press, U.S. may boycott racism conference
] 

Despite the US efforts to remove the contentious language, the Third Prep Com in Geneva was unsuccessful in reaching a consensus and much of the language on Zionism remained.[footnoteRef:36] Whereas Powell had said he was committed to attend the conference in July[footnoteRef:37], by the end of August he had reversed course.[footnoteRef:38] President George W. Bush had made it clear at a press conference earlier that week in Texas that the U.S would have “no representative” at Durban so long as Zionism would be construed as racism.[footnoteRef:39]  Later, the State Department put out a statement that it would send a low-level delegation, led by Michael E. Southwick, deputy assistant secretary of state for international organizations, with the goal of removing the anti-Israel language. If he could not succeed at this task, he would be withdrawn from the conference.[footnoteRef:40] [36:  A/Conf.189/PC.3/7, See paragraphs 29, 33, 60, 62 and 63.]  [37:  Carrillo, Karen J. "Rights Activists Beg the U.S.: Come to WCAR, Learn at WCAR." New York Amsterdam News Jul 19 2001: 6. ProQuest. 24 Jan. 2024 ]  [38:  Powell Won’t Attend Forum on Racism 
BY ROBIN WRIGHT 
AUG. 26, 2001 12 AM PT, LA Times.

]  [39:  U.S. Department of State's Office of International Information Programs, “Excerpt: Bush Says U.N. Conference on Racism Must Not Target Israel”, 24 August 2001 ]  [40:  Sipress, A. (2001, Aug 30). Mid-level delegation going to race summit: [FINAL edition]. The Washington Post Retrieved from https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/mid-level-delegation-going-race-summit/docview/409185064/se-2] 

In the final document adopted at Durban, known as the Declaration and Programme of Action, the language on purported Israeli racial discrimination was removed. Instead, UN commissioner Robinson made reference to the conflict in the document’s introduction, recognizing the “plight of the Palestinian people under foreign occupation” while recognizing the right to security for all states in the region “including Israel”. This is later emphasized in a paragraph within the document.[footnoteRef:41] In a later paragraph on the Middle East, there is a broad call to end violence between Israel and the Palestinians, and to resume the peace process.[footnoteRef:42] The paragraphs on the Middle East were drawn from a United Nations resolution adopted by the Human Rights Commission in 2001.[footnoteRef:43]  [41:  See Durban Declaration and Program of Action Introduction, 2 and paragraph 63.]  [42:  Ibid, 151.]  [43:  G.A. Res. 2001/2, U.N. GAOR, Hum. Rts. Comm., 57th Sess., 43d mtg. at 39-40, U.N. Doc. E/2001/23 (Part 1) (2001). 
] 

On symbiotic relationship between governments and NGOS:
The governments in Santiago committed themselves to urge civil society and NGOs to undertake public campaigns to combat unlawful behavior toward immigrants, eliminate racism.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  Disaster in Durban, 682. ] 

NGO Declaration
The NGO participation at the World Conference Against Racism and Xenophobia was announced in Seoul, South Korea, at the Seoul International Conference of NGOs, whose theme was “The Role of NGOs in the 21st Century:  Inspire, Empower, and Act!”. The goal of the conference was to evaluate the pledges made by governments during recent UN world conferences, actively promote the fulfillment of these promises, participate in policy discussions with both the United Nations and government entities, and strengthen communication and cooperation among local, regional, and global non-governmental organizations (NGOs). It aimed to establish networks that would facilitate more efficient execution of NGO initiatives aligned with the recommendations of world conferences. Additionally, it hoped to create a platform for NGOs to share their experiences and collaboratively identify practical measures for self-empowerment and forming alliances.[footnoteRef:45] Mary Robinson addressed the Seoul Conference, celebrating the contribution of NGOs to human rights and calling for a broadening and deepening of NGO influence in the human rights sphere.[footnoteRef:46] Throughout the 1990s, NGOs had become increasingly involved in World Conferences on human rights, creating their own parallel NGO Forums. Whereas in the beginning of the decade the NGOs were not permitted to participate in the drafting sessions, this changed by 1996 at the UN’s Habitat II conference in Instanbul, so that NGOs could observe informal sessions and participate in the drafting, albeit with strict guidelines.[footnoteRef:47]  [45:   Secretariat, The Korea Organizing Committee, email, “Seoul International Conference of NGOs 1999”  25 August 1999]  [46:  Wiseberg, 7-8. ]  [47:  Wiseberg, 12. ] 

Parallel to the intergovernmental preparatory committee meetings for the WCAR were meetings of the NGO Forum in the same locations. In addition, NGOs also conducted regional networking meetings in other locations.[footnoteRef:48] At the request of the Arab countries, the Asian networking meeting was divided into two, with Middle East matters to take place in Amman, Jordan and the rest of Asia in Kathmandu, Nepal. The Networking Meeting of Arab NGOs in Amman was organized by the Arab Organization for Human Rights, run by Dr. Nizam Assaf. It was there that Laurie Wiseberg, whose role was to facilitate NGO involvement in the WCAR process, wrote in her diary that she was afraid the “whole conference may be at risk by a move to revive the Zionism equals Racism Resolution. That is clearly the way this meeting is moving.”  [48:  United Nations Office Of The High Commissioner For Human Rights, Newsletter Of The World Conference Against Racism Secretariat, Issue 1, December 2000. ] 

The networking meeting was divided into four groups: Minorities, the Palestinian question, Women’s Rights, and Immigrants/Foreign Workers. The Working Group on the Palestinian Question proposed to revive resolution 3379.[footnoteRef:49] With the idea having been formerly introduced in Amman, similar language was drafted into the NGO Forum draft document in Tehran, Iran. The document recalls that “some of the worst manifestations of racism and racial discrimination have been caused by colonialism and foreign domination and express grave concern regarding the continued occupation of Palestine.”[footnoteRef:50] While the occupation of Tibet is considered of “concern”, the “case of Palestine” is listed as “the most serious problem of foreign occupation” in the Asian region.[footnoteRef:51] The issue of the continuing subjugation of the Palestinian people is a threat to the security and stability of our entire region. The social, cultural, economic and political pressures, which the Palestinian people suffer under the racist policies of the Israeli government, are an extreme form of racism and discrimination”. [footnoteRef:52] [49:  Wiseberg, 59.  ]  [50:  Asian Preparatory Meeting for the World Conference against Racism,Racial Discrimination,Xenophobia and Related Intolerance-Tehran, Declaration of The Asia Pacific NGO Forum 
TEHRAN,IRAN Feb 17-1 8, 2001 , par. 8.

]  [51:  Ibid., par. 41.]  [52:  Par. 42.] 

Following the meeting in Amman, the Arab NGOs decided to host another Arab Regional Preparatory Conference for the WCAR in Cairo, Egypt, with the participation of 65 Arab, Asian, African and international NGOs. At the invitation of the Cairo Institute for Human Rights (CIHRS) and under the slogan of “Together Against the Last Apartheid Regimes”, the conference was convened between July 19-22 2001. There, it adopted the “Cairo Declaration Against Racism” (CDAR). The document is divided into three sections: (1) sources, causes, forms and manifestations of racism,  (2) the Arab world and issues of racism and racial discrimination, and (3) Israeli racism and rights of the Palestinian people. The document self describes as taking a “strict position against Israel as an apartheid regime” and states that the international community has to “liquidate the legal and institutionalized basis” of such an “apartheid regime”. Its third section calls upon the international community to “liquidate the last stronghold of racism and apartheid”, asserts the rights of the Palestinians to “all forms of struggle” and concludes with one historical document: United Nations Resolution 3379. In the document is an asterisk with a footnote that reads the following: 
On Dec. 16, 1991, the General Assembly decided to revoke the
determination contained in its resolution 3379 (xxx) of 10 November
1975, This revokement was introduced to facilitate the commitment by Israel to the peace process.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  Cairo Declaration Against Racism, Cairo Institute for Human Rights, July 22, 2001, Addendum, III. The footnote is significant because it implies that the repeal of the resolution in 1991 was interest-driven—that it served as a carrot to bring Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir to the negotiations with the Palestinians and Arab states in 1991—rather  than ideological, and thus the reinstatement of the resolution would place it where it rightly belongs. 
] 


On 20 August 2001, the secretariat issued a statement that all NGOs with consultative status contributions by non-governmental organizations in consultative status with the Economic and Social Council and others accredited to attend the World Conference will be issued as addenda to the present document.[footnoteRef:54]  [54:  A/CONF.189/10 20 August 2001 
] 

In an electronic newsletter produced by the Secretariat to the Arab NGOs Caucus entitled Ma’an sent on 27 August 2001, the caucus called on the international community and the UN to “re-adopt” UN General Assembly Resolution 3379. The email called this action “necessary for international security”, and argued that its repeal in 1991 had set a dangerous precedent for other UN resolutions. Further, it stated that Zionism was a “racist movement” that threatens all “non-Zionist people (including Jews)”. The caucus also demanded an end to the “last apartheid regime” calling Israel a “racist colonial power since its creation”, and that the “genocide of all Palestinians” lies at the core of its existence, with its “apartheid system” serving these policies.[footnoteRef:55] [55:  Email from Zahi Damuni to listserve, “AlAwda News, Badil (fwd), Arab Caucus Bulletin-1 WCAR Durban, August 27, 2001. ] 






NGO Forum 
The NGO Forum consisted of 8,000 participants, or roughly 1,500 registered NGOs.[footnoteRef:56] The NGOs represented a broad range of civil society interests related to women, race, slavery, caste, migrants, refugees, the environment, among others.[footnoteRef:57]  [56:  For a list of the registered NGOs at the NGO Forum see A/CONF.211/PC.1/MISC.1.]  [57:  Weisberg, 112. ] 

NGO Movement
Throughout the world— both in developed countries such as Canada, the US, Europe,  and Asia, as well as developing societies, of Africa, Latin America and the former Soviet Bloc, there has been an upsurge in the voluntary organization of civil society. These take form as private organizations, nonprofit and non-governmental organization. Writing in the mid 90s, Lester Salomon observed that we are in the middle of a “global associational” revolution that may prove to be as foundational to the latter part of the 20th century as the nation-state was to the latter part of nineteenth.[footnoteRef:58] The expansion reflects a set of societal changes, technological innovations and a “crisis of confidence” in the capability of the state, paving way for citizenry to better respond to human needs.[footnoteRef:59]   [58:  Lester Salomon, The Rise of the Nonprofit Sector, Foreign Affairs , Jul. - Aug., 1994, Vol. 73, No. 4 (Jul. - Aug., 1994), 109.  

]  [59:  Ibid. 110.] 

In developed countries, citizen activism has been growing for decades, while in the former Soviet Union, citizen initiatives were developed within a year following perestroika.[footnoteRef:60]  [60:  Ibid, 112. ] 

 In Eastern Europe, by 1992 there were over 20,000 organizations in both Poland and Hungary. 
 NGO movement has grown substantially over the last thirty years.
On the one hand, NGOs have been active in raising the living standards of the poor, through small scale development projects. In More Than Altruism, Brian Smith describes how the alleviation of poverty tends to command a wide measure of agreement. However, tensions arise when NGOs pursue political agendas that are often at odds with local governments. This is especially true for Canadian and European NGOs that tend to have more autonomy than US-based ones.[footnoteRef:61] In The Effectivness of Non-Governmental Organizations within Civil Society, Dyann Brown assesses the evaluative methods used by the United Nations and other inter-governmental organizations to assess the effectiveness of non-governmental organizations. Brown argues that while governments and private business sectors have universal, accountability processes, the NGOs have fallen behind. Due to their increasingly important role in civil society, Brown advocates for keeping NGOs to a standardized mode of behavior, held to a more “rigorous standard of behavior.”[footnoteRef:62] Transnational NGOs function on several levels in order to exercise influence. One, is to reject the status-quo and present global social movements as alternatives to the current order. This ‘rejectionist’ approach believes that the neo-liberal order has failed the global community and even exacerbated economic and environmental injustices. Thus, a radically new set of policies is required to even the playing field and create a more equitable global order. Other transnational NGOs operate within the existing order, believing they can be more effective by engaging directly with governments. A third group is directly associated with governments, accepting funding from them and acting as advisors to individual governments. NGOs can contribute to a sense of legitimacy to governments or other organizations that have a damaged public image.[footnoteRef:63]     [61:  Brian Smith, More than altruism]  [62:  Dyann Brown, St John Fisher University, The Effectiveness of Non-Governmental Organizations within Civil Society, International Studies Masters, 2009, 10.]  [63:  Collingwood, Vivien. “Non-Governmental Organisations, Power and Legitimacy in International Society.” Review of International Studies, vol. 32, no. 3, 2006, pp. 439–54. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/40072197. Accessed 20 Sept. 2023, 442-443. 
] 

The legitimacy of NGOs is as opaque as the concept of legitimacy itself, in an international context. Without any yardstick such as a global constitution or overarching authority with which to enforce laws, ‘legitimate behavior’ is difficult to define. 
NGO involvement at the United Nations
In 1945, when the UN Charter was formulated, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) participated in the San Francisco conference. They successfully advocated for Article 71, which allowed for “consultative arrangements” with the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC). Back then, there was no mention of rights in any other organ of the UN. Over time, the UN landscape has transformed significantly. NGOs now play a prominent role in all UN conferences, have expanded their influence in the General Assembly, and are even making appearances at the periphery of the Security Council. The scope of their activities has broadened considerably. In the 1990s, UN documents frequently mentioned the involvement of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in a “social partnership” with governments. This shift in language was noteworthy within the UN, an institution where many individuals are deeply engaged in matters of status. The choice of the term “consultative status” was intentional, highlighting a secondary role for these entities—available for offering advice but not integral to the decision-making process. When non-member states or the secretariats of other intergovernmental organizations engage in the activities of UN bodies, they are termed “observers.” This designation may be on a temporary basis for a specific meeting or a permanent basis. ECOSOC has underscored the importance of a clear distinction outlined in the United Nations Charter between participation without voting rights in the council's deliberations and the arrangements for consultation. Since the inception of the UN, the practical distinction between the roles of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and governments has often been unclear. NGOs have managed to secure certain participation rights that extend beyond mere consultation, whereas governments have typically hindered NGOs from attaining equivalent rights as observers. The use of the term “partnership” implies an achievement of equality between NGOs and governments, while acknowledging their inherent differences and separate identities. This prompts the question of whether this label signifies a substantial, enduring shift in the legal status of NGOs and their capacity to wield political influence.[footnoteRef:64]  [64:  Peter Willetts, “From Consultative Arrangements” to “Partnerships”: The Changing Status of NGOs in Diplomacy, 191-192. ] 

NGOS at UN Conferences
The participation of NGOs at UN conferences has increased substantially since the 1970s. Whereas their attendance was once dependent upon being invited by the Secretariat, it shifted to all NGOs recognized by ECOSOC having an automatic right to register, with the involvement of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in UN activities has evolved significantly. Initially, NGOs had limited participation, but there has been a shift toward increased engagement, with NGOs making regular interventions in debates and playing influential roles in committees and working groups. In certain areas like human rights, population planning, and sustainable development, NGOs have transitioned from peripheral advisers to high-status participants in policymaking, often referred to as social partners. Several UN conferences in the early 1990s drew substantial NGO attention, leading to dissatisfaction with ECOSOC procedures and the concept of consultative status. After conferences like the Earth Summit, World Social Summit,Beijing Conference on Women, and Cairo population conference, efforts were made to include new NGOs in relevant commissions and advisory committees. The most significant changes occurred during Habitat II, where NGOs were granted an elevated status in the preparatory process, allowed to contribute to official negotiations, and officially recognized for their contributions. In summary, the role of NGOs in the UN has expanded, with increased participation in debates, influence in committees, and recognition in official proceedings, reflecting a shift from peripheral advisers to active contributors in policymaking processes.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  Willets, 193-194. ] 

A notable milestone occurred when the additional suggestions from NGOs for new and revised text in the draft Habitat Agenda were officially acknowledged as a “real breakthrough.” This marked the first formal recognition of NGO contributions to a negotiating process, granting them the opportunity to speak in support of their proposed amendments.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  See Connections, Newsletter of the UN Environment and Development 
U.K. Committee, August-October 1996, for a brief assessment by Felix Dodds of 
his participation in Habitat II 
] 


NGOs at Durban
While serving as Security General of the United Nations in 2000, Kofi Annan described the rise of the NGO movement as the “NGO Revolution”.[footnoteRef:67] The revolution was not only a quantitative statement about the number of NGOs active internationally but qualitative. Throughout the 1990s there developed a popular perception of NGOs as representing the role of civil society. Former Secretary General of the UN Boutrous Boutrous-Ghali went so far as to state that non-governmental organizations are a basic form of popular representation in the present-day world. “Their participation in international organizations is, in a way, a guarantee of the political legitimacy of those international organizations.”[footnoteRef:68] According to the Cardoso Report, a report published by the United Nations in 2004, global governance is no longer “the sole domain of governments”. Further, it states that the growing influence of non-state actors has the capacity to enhance democracy and reshape multilateralism.[footnoteRef:69] The question of legitimacy and NGOs has long perplexed scholars.[footnoteRef:70] Some scholars view the role of NGOs as indispensable to the UN. Rahim Moloo asserts that the UN, in its efforts to impact not just state entities but also ensure adherence to its directives, is compelled to safeguard and bolster the global perception of its legitimacy. According to him, NGO involvement in the UN can help facilitate this legitimacy through representing global and transnational issues that may otherwise receive little attention in international diplomacy.[footnoteRef:71] Others, such as Hugo Slim, question the legitimacy of NGOs based on the fact that they are not democratic structures.[footnoteRef:72] On the one hand, they recognize that non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have played vital roles in advancing human rights, environmental causes, and economic and social development. However, the absence of globally recognized standards for ensuring accountability among NGOs has created a situation where less reputable organizations can wield considerable influence in shaping policies. The increasing influence of supranational entities, coupled with a lack of stringent regulations overseeing the accreditation of NGOs, has resulted in an unregulated accumulation of power by a select few who are not elected.[footnoteRef:73]  [67:  Former Secretary General Kofi Annan, Remarks to civil society in Wellington, New
Zealand (Feb. 29, 2000).]  [68:  Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Statement made at the UN Department of Public Information
Forty-Seventh Annual Conference of non-Governmental Organizations: We the Peoples,
Building Peace (Sept. 20, 1994),]  [69:  Cardoso  Report, 11 June 2004, A/58/817, 3. 
]  [70:  See Rahim Moloo, “The Quest for Legitimacy in the United Nations: A Role for the NGOs?”, UCLA Journal of International Law and Foreign Affairs, vol. 16, no. 1, 2011, pp. 1–40. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/45302232. Accessed 22 Nov. 2023.]  [71:  Moloo, 1. For a broader perspective on the importance of civil society ]  [72:  Hugo Slim, “The International Council on Human Rights Policy
International Meeting on Global Trends and Human Rights — Before and after September 11”, Geneva, January 10-12, 2002.]  [73:  See ; Gary Johns, The NGO Challenge: Whose Democracy is it Anyway? Institute for Public Affairs, Australia, 2003, www.aei.org/docLib/20030630_johns.pdf; Peter Niggli and Andre Rothenbuhler, ‘Do the NGOs have a Problem of Legitimacy?’, Global Policy Coalition, New York, 2003, www.globalpolicy.org/ngos/credib/2003/1203problem.htm; 
] 


Whether justified or not, NGOs are often perceived as representing the voice of civil society while counterbalancing the power of the state.[footnoteRef:74] This role of counterbalancing the state is a concept borrowed from Tocqueville, who argued that the state had to be kept in check through vibrant civic associations.[footnoteRef:75] Over the last 30 years, the role of non-state actors has, to some degree, shared some of the responsibilities with the state.[footnoteRef:76] Given the dramatic increase in their numbers, funding and involvement in government practice, it becomes clearer how the NGO Forum became as significant as it did.  [74:  See Mohanty, Ranjita. “Civil Society and NGOs.” The Indian Journal of Political Science 63, no. 2/3 (2002): 216. http://www.jstor.org/stable/42753687 and ]  [75:  Ibid, 217.]  [76:  Acar Kutay, The Role of NGOs and Civil Society, 1. ] 


Realism in politics 
The behavior of states is often a complex interplay of both idealism and realism, and the relative influence of these factors can vary depending on the specific circumstances, historical context, and leadership. States are not monolithic entities, and the motivations behind their actions are shaped by a multitude of factors. 
Hans Morgenthau, a prominent figure in the field of international relations, is widely regarded as a key proponent of political realism. In his seminal work "Politics Among Nations," Morgenthau articulates a set of fundamental beliefs that define the realist perspective. Central to his philosophy is the assertion that the behavior of states is driven primarily by the pursuit of national interests, emphasizing the enduring role of power in international relations. Morgenthau contends that political realism is grounded in objective laws, rooted in the complexities of human nature and the anarchic nature of the international system. Power, for Morgenthau, is a central concept, and he explores the dynamics of power politics, the balance of power, and the limitations of utopian thinking that envisions a world without power struggles. While recognizing the importance of morality, Morgenthau argues for a pragmatic approach that integrates moral values with a clear-eyed understanding of the realpolitik of international relations. His work has had a profound and lasting influence, shaping the discourse on statecraft and diplomacy within the realist tradition.

Political realism, a prominent school of thought in international relations, has been shaped by the contributions of key scholars who have articulated its principles and influenced the understanding of state behavior in the global arena. Hans Morgenthau, often considered a founding figure, laid the groundwork with his seminal work "Politics Among Nations," emphasizing the role of power, national interest, and the enduring realities of international politics.[footnoteRef:77] His ideas set the stage for realist thought. Kenneth Waltz, in "Theory of International Politics," introduced neorealism, focusing on the structure of the international system and the distribution of power among states.[footnoteRef:78] Henry Kissinger, both a scholar and a practitioner, applied realist principles in shaping U.S. foreign policy during the Cold War, particularly emphasizing the importance of balance and diplomacy. These scholars, among others, have collectively enriched the field of political realism, providing insights into the complexities of statecraft and the pursuit of national interests in a dynamic global landscape. Realism in politics requires a commitment to objectivity and deliberation.[footnoteRef:79] The historian John Bew describes realpolitik as a German word first used in the 1850s whose etymology implied a “way forward”.[footnoteRef:80] However, writing during the throes of World War I, Henry Emery noted that while the term is often associated with German political theory and the notion that “might makes right” political realism is nothing new and has been a “fact all throughout history.”[footnoteRef:81]  Brian Rethbun, a scholar of international relations,  defines it as “the egoistic pursuit of the national interest under largely material structural constraints”.[footnoteRef:82]  [77:  Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations.]  [78:  Kenneth Waltz, Theory of Interntional Politics]  [79:  Brian Rathbun, The rarity of realpolitik, 8. ]  [80:  John Bew, “The Real Origins of Realpolitik,” National Interest, March/April 2014, p. 42.
]  [81:  Henry C. Emery, International Journal of Ethics, Vol. 25, No. 4 (Jul., 1915), pp. 448-468 (21 pages)]  [82:  Rethbun, 12. ] 





Material for article potentially
I think,frankly,that the U.N. is at a crossroads now.The question is do they want to return to the bad old days ofthe 1970s and before that,when the infamous "Zionism is racism" resolution was approved with glee,or do they want to go back to the time when the resolution was repealed and the U.N. moved on to constructive things,like the World Conference Against Racism?  (Elliot engel, subcommittee meeting)


(On 1 August 2001 United Nations High Commission
 Mary Robinson penned a letter to Raji Sourani, director of the Gaza-based Palestinian Center for Human Rights (PCHR). 

“What I sought to prevent in my opening remarks to the Prep Com was the reopening of the specific debate that Zionism is Racism, which has been used in the historical context to challenge the very existence of Israel itself. This issue was dealt with by the General Assembly in 1991, and I had to warn that to seek to re-open it would be likely to derail the Durban Conference, as it had undermined the two previous World Conferences against Racism.” Robinson’s letter)
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