
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 I will address in this dissertation is: Whether democracies in the situation of war and conflict respond to organizations outside the consensus differently than the authoritarian states? Specifically, 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 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 opinions which do not follow the majority opinion.

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.
In order to answer the above questions, below are the outline, research method and theoretical model that I developed for this work.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The thesis deals with policies and responses by different states in different parts of the world consequent to the initiative by governments and foreign foundations to modify and influence the internal policy of governments through funding for human rights organizations.
 In the 1990s, Guillermo O’Donnell advanced the conceptual framework of vertical and horizontal accountability to contemporary debates about democracy.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Guillermo A. O’Donnell, “Horizontal Accountability in New Democracies”, in: Journal of Democracy, Volume 9, Number 3, July 1998. pp. 112-126.
] 

1. Vertical accountability is exercised by societal actors with respect to state actors.
1. 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.” Empirical research on democracies in almost all regions of the world demonstrates that defective horizontal accountability and lack of rule of law tend to undermine democratic regimes. Israel’s polity and society are confronted with exactly this risk.
I would posit that in the case of Israeli democracy - horizontal accountability is stable, while it could be described as extremely weak/absent in the case of an authoritarian regime like Russia. 
The research specifically examines Russia and Israel response to the issue of foreign funding. Russia is an example of how authoritarian regime can suppress human rights organizations through suffocation of their funding. Israel, on the other hand, is an example that democracies have difficulty to follow the same strategy.
Theoretical model
The issue of foreign funding is important to gauge 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 for 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 side 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 make 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’s 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 organizations 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 the 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 in Russia 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).[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  http://www.ucsmr.ru/english/ucsmr/hra.htm
] 

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 a result of a major movement which occurred in October, 1988. The human rights NGOs 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 therefore offers 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 which said organizations aim at the government’s actions.
Notwithstanding, in authoritarian regimes such as Russia, free although not fair elections are allowed, but restrictions are placed upon civil society.
Second, the organizations contribute to the state’s ethical image, to its legitimacy on the world stage as a democratic country that respects international law, thus contributing to the creation of a discourse that reflects public opinion in Israel while bolstering democracy. Furthermore, 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 a 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 (2011) 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. 

Structure 
The first part (chapters 1-2) of this thesis presents the set of ideas that are guiding my analysis and a discussion by examining the conceptual basis of the allegations relating to the influence of human rights nongovernmental 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 influence of foreign funding sources, legislation and state sovereignty begins in chapter 2, which I present some arrangements around the world and condition of states according to activities of NGOs that receiving foreign funding. The arrangements in some cases are moderate arrangements i.e. arrangements with bureaucracy, transparency and reporting. However, in some other cases the state acts in extreme arrangements when it prohibits activities or in the worst case even not allows funding.
Part two (chapters 3) explore the role of human rights  starting by promoting respect for human rights in states where grave violations take place (The human rights NGOs Phenomena in Russia and in Israel) is often a dangerous enterprise. 

Part three (chapters 4-6) is an analysis of three main factors in the cases of Israel and Russia:  Human Rights NGOs, Foreign Funding, and the States Response. 

Chapter 4 provides a short presentation of the researched organizations: The Israeli organizations (Machsom Watch and Yesh-Din) and the Russian organizations (Memorial and The Union of the Committee of Soldiers Mothers).

Chapter 5 presents the main factors helping human rights organizations both in Israel and in Russia to exercise their activities with funding coming from two sources: Governments and Foundations. This chapter will answer the question - Who is funding the Human Rights Organizations?.

Chapter 6 introducing the state's responses to human rights NGOs which receive foreign funding. I suggest three categories (Cooperation, Controlling, and 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.




















Note on sources

Data collection Method 
The main tools which the research was conducted in written sources (literature, which deals with funding human rights organizations, annual reports, financial reports, contacting NGOs and foreign funding foundations), tools that are designed to complement each other. 

However, it should be noted that this dissertation is limited in terms of reliability of the data, since human rights organizations did not reveal much information as directed and some funding can come in different forms during different periods in which there was not yet any legislation restricting foreign funding or demanding transparency and reporting by the organizations. 

The Foreign Funding sources 
This research examined a total of 57 different donors (Governments & foundations) for both cases (Russia and Israel). 

	State
	years
	Governments
	Foundations
	Total

	Russia
	1994-2004
	8
	16
	24

	Israel
	2003-2013
	13
	20
	33

	
	
	
	
	57


Table: Foreign Funding Sources

Referring to the table, it should be noted that most data found on the Israeli side and in the Russian side had difficulty in finding data (most of the Data is from literature) and are therefore incomplete because not invoiced report during these years.

The main tools

1. Literature 
In the case of Russian literature - since the funding for Russian organizations was from 1994-2004 (Chechen wars) most of the literature dealing with foreign funds is coming mainly from the USA and Europe to promote democracy in Russia, but there is no accurate data on the organizations, but very general data.  

However, the relatively extensive literature is large and can be learned from the development of civil society after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, as well as human rights organizations (and their activities) and the State's response to foreign finance during the reign of Yeltsin and then at the beginning of the reign of Putin. 

The Literature in the case of Israel - In the Israel's case it was difficulty finding literature on funding human rights NGOs and civil society in general and specific groups in particular. The literature on this subject is not wide in relation to the existing literature in the Russian case. However, on the subject of women's literature - the various sources were available on gender studies at Hebrew University in which I took part as part of doctoral studies. Therefore, in order to accomplish this, I used the sites of the organizations and took data from annual reports and financial information. 



2. Annual Reports and Financial Reports of Organizations 
In the case of Russia, these tools were missing in terms of numeric data because the information published only in 2007-2008 on the site of the Russian Ministry of Justice after the 2006 legislation that restricts foreign funding and the requirement for reports on foreign funding of any organization. However, reports in the case of "Memorial" helped me to understand the activities of the organizations during the Chechen wars and also about some donors who helped finance conferences and even gave grants for various purposes. 

In contrast to the Russian case, in the case of Israel, these tools complete the blanks in the literature, to understanding the phenomenon of foreign funding and to understand the State's response later in light of this phenomenon. For example, I used in reports published by organizations since 2008, in the "Rasham Ha-Amutot" website (Israel's Registry of Non-Profits), as well as partial information published by donors and NGO recipients. All this provides partial data in different formats and covering different time frames. 


3. The Organization's Web 
In case the Russian - in Memorial website, I received a large of information about the organization and its activities during the Chechen wars, as well as a list of donors who helped the organization, and information in annual reports published since 1994. In contrast, in the site of UCSMR, there is information about the organization in a less detailed and only one annual report of 2002 without any other information or indication of donations to the organization. 

In the case of Israel, there is detailed information available on the organizations but not all the information.


4. The Foundations and Governments Web 
Due to the lack of numerical data from Russian organizations, I contacted with foreign foundations to receive data about their funding at that time. In some cases I received annual reports but without indicated the names of the organizations that I need, and in most cases not given me precise figures because the funds haven't reported specifically (especially in the 1990s), but gave out grants to civil society and the reports were too general. 

The Russian case, had difficulty in locating data on donations from governments and foundations, so I used the existing literature to present the donors and their activities. The Israeli case is opposite to the Russian case when literature and researches with numerical data were missing, however due to reporting and transparency of data in "Rasham H-amutot" (the registrar of associations), I could manage to present a clearer picture of potential donors. 
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