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Introduction

The ‘foreign funding debate’ refers to a set ofatel within Egyptian civil society over the advaygs
and disadvantages of Egyptian NGOs accepting ftrods non-Egyptian, particularly ‘Western’
organizations (nongovernmental and government&i@s& debates have become particularly heated
with regard to human rights NGOs, due to the mailigpized nature of their work and the political
activist origins of many human rights advoc#t&ebates over foreign funding take part among and
between NGO activists, members of political pargesrnalists, and intellectuals in seminars, infat
gatherings, and via the media. In addition, theegopment adds to the debate by determining the
legality of accepting funds from abroA@he topic of ‘foreign funding’ has become so uliigus that

it is currently impossible to discuss the subjddiuman rights NGOs in Egypt without someone

mentioning the ‘F’ word (funding).

The ‘foreign funding debate’ is not about NGO fineh matters but, rather, about the identity ofséno
who provide funds (that is, organizations locatethe ‘West’) and Egypt’s relationship with thém.

The ‘foreign funding debate’ constitutes a disceuesgely promoted by Egyptian civil society for

! This chapter was part of the research toward neyodal dissertation, entitled, “Globalization aie t
Postcolonial State: Human Rights NGOs and the Potsji@r Democratic Governance in Egypt,” fundedhoy
Economic and Social Research Council, UK, 1998-2D@buld like to thank my dissertation supervisor, D
Salwa Ismail, for her support and constructivei@sin throughout my research. | also thank Anthdmgdo-
Chase, Maryam Elahi, and Gasser Abdel-Razek for thseiful comments on the first draft of this chapter
However, |, alone, am responsible for the finalcoate. Arabic—English translations are my own untgkerwise

indicated.

2| use the term *human rights’ in its widest settseover civil and political rights, social and eemic rights,
women’s rights, the rights of working people anddthights. For an outline of the ‘foreign fundimigbate’ with
particular regard to Egyptian women'’s rights NG&= Nadje Al-Ali,Secularism, Gender and the State in the
Middle East: The Egyptian Women’s Movemeérambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000.

3 Current legislation (Law 84/2002) states that ariyape associations conducting work falling withire remit of
the Ministry of Social Affairs (MOSA) must obtairepmission before accepting funds from any sourdestier
domestic or foreign). Prior to the law change i920most Egyptian human rights organizations wéfe &
bypass this article because they were not regésteith MOSA but as civil companies (this loophobstsince
been closed). Nevertheless, the government restrt@d 992 military decree (stating that any entityst obtain
official permission to accept funds from abroaddider to harass some human rights activists. bmuzey 2000,
Secretary General of the Egyptian OrganizatiorHfoman Rights was charged but the case was neverqulrs
2001, the same decree was used to prosecute dotdSadd Eddin Ibrahim and his colleagues fromiline

Khaldoun Center. They were finally acquitted on a@bped released from prison in 2003.

4 Mohamed El-Sayed Said, “Phantom of the ForeignégriReover Debates Concerning Private Associations,”
Sawasia23-24, 1998 (newsletter of the Cairo InstituteHoman Rights Studies), pp. 6-9.



controlling Egyptian human rights NGOs and reguigtheir relations with the ‘West.’ In this sense,
the ‘foreign funding debate’ does not reflect abjéztive reality’ about NGOs and foreign funding. |
is not based on rigorous, empirical observatiothefimpact of foreign funding on NGO operations.
Rather, it represents a dominant way of thinkinguator interpreting Egypt’s relations with the

‘West.” Nevertheless, this discourse does not oplgrate in the realm of ideas about Egypt and the
‘West,’ it also shapes the real practices of tiagesand civil society towards Egyptian NGOs, thgreb

illustrating the link between discourse and poiwer.

Representations of and attitudes toward Egyptaicais with the ‘West’ have been shaped by more
than two hundred years of encounters between tbeid@nt’ and ‘Orient,’ particularly by the

experience of the French and British occupatioB@fpt. Anti-colonial resistance in Egypt (and other
colonies) was constructed around an identity telghrated the supposedly inherent cultural and Imora
differences of the colonized from the colonizZéWhilst the construction of essentialized differenc

was a tool of empowerment during the struggle agaiolonialism, today it has become a mechanism
of authoritarian politics. The continued desirertaintain the boundaries between ‘Us’ and ‘Them’ and
to perceive everything Western as a threat leadssttuation in which civil society condemns those

who transgress the boundaries in the name of giogethe nation state. Human rights NGOs that have
forged links with organizations located in the Weave become a target of such condemnation and the

‘foreign funding debate’ represents a means ofiglising them.

This chapter identifies the principle trends withie ‘foreign funding debate’ in Egypt. | will
demonstrate how, despite the apparent variety sitipos, they all adhere to the internal logiclo# t
binary division separating Egypt from the West #r&lrole of Egyptian civil society in maintaining
this division in order to resist dangerous Westefiuences. Even those who seek to defend ‘foreign
funding,’ frame their arguments within this login.light of the dangers of reproducing essentiaize
differences between Egypt and the West, in thd §ieetion, | argue for a deconstruction of the bina

oppositions that give meaning to the ‘foreign furgddebate.’
The Arguments against ‘Foreign Funding’

There are two principle arguments against ‘fordigrding’ that can be traced back to the deliberetio
within the Egyptian Organization for Human RighHEOHR) in 1991 over whether the organization
should accept funds from abroad or not. At thistithe organization was facing a financial cribitt

threatened to severely limit its ability to worKhe first argument against foreign funding, whinets

5 As argued by Edward Sai®rientalism London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978.

5 For example, the writings of Aimé Cesaire and Léd{8enghor of th@égritudemovement. For further
development of this argument, see, Partha ChattdifeNation and its Fragments: Colonial and Postcabni

Histories Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993.

" Mohamed El-Sayed Said, “The Roots of Turmoil in Bigyptian Organization for Human Rights: Dynamics of
Civil Institution-Building in Egypt,” inHuman Rights and the Arab World, Proceedings oFRirth Annual
Symposium of the Cairo Papers in Social Scigices, 1994, p. 73.



been the predominant argument used by former menafi¢he EOHR and some NGO activists, is
based on the paradigm of ‘dependency’ that rejéatsign funding’ because the West is economically
stronger and, therefore, can employ funding to@kglgyptian NGOs for its own purpos&$he

second argument, which has been employed pringjpdthough not exclusively, by members of civil
society outside the EOHR, is based on a paradighréfects ‘foreign funding’ on the basis of
essential moral characteristics of the West, thatie West is not Egyptian and, therefore, must
necessarily be morally dangerous to Egyptian ‘matiinterests.’ In practice, these two argumenrgs ar

often combined and used simultaneously.

The dependency paradigm was originally developetdatiyn American scholars to explain the
continuing difference between rates of economietgyment in the West and those in previously
colonized countrie$ This paradigm asserts that due to the structutieeofglobal) capitalist economy,
the West or the core countries develop at the esgpehthe periphery (that is, the ‘“Third World’ or
‘developing world’). This relationship of dependeatvelopment, which leads to underdevelopment for
the periphery and a global division of labor, ipridluced through the economic transactions between
the core and the periphery. Some of the effectietlependent relationship include the exacerbation
of income inequalities in periphery countries; theation of an elite strata, or ‘comprador

bourgeoisie,” which is linked to the core througlsimess interests; the establishment of branches of
multinational corporations in periphery countriehich expatriate profits and destroy local
entrepreneurship; the export of inappropriate tetdgy from the core to the periphery at the expense
of self-sustaining development based on domestloi@ogy and local entrepreneurship; the distortion
of the local labor market by foreign and multinabcompanies paying higher wages; and the reliance
of national governments on foreign capital, whick@urages the maintenance of political stability fo

the sake of foreign investment at the expense wwiodeacy.

Funding of Egyptian NGOs by Western agencies,atrggied, mirrors the dependent economic
relationships between the core and the peripheanypponents of foreign funding incorporate the
above themes into their arguments. One activistember of an NGO working on women'’s rights,
who prefersotto call herself an NGO activist because of itoaisgion with ‘foreign funding,’
described to me the ‘funding system,’ in termst®firevention of the emergence of a strong
democratic movement and its distortion of the éxdstmovement toward the interests of Western

donors:

8 El-Sayed Said, 1998, p. 7.

% For example, Andre Gunder Fraapitalism and Underdevelopment in Latin Americasthiiical Studies of
Chile and Brazil New York: Monthly Review Press, 1969; TheotonicsERantos, “The Structure of
Dependence,American Economic Revigs®, 1970, pp. 231-36; Fernando Henrique Cardosdard Faletto,
Dependency and Development in Latin Amerarkeley: University of California Press, 1979 ¢imally
published in Spanish in 1971).



| am against accepting any foreign funds becausedept foreign funds is
to accept the funding system, which is part ofNlesv World Order.
Funding, at its best, builds weak and dependent l&@ mostly it creates
organizations that are not controlled by the pewyle are supposed to
receive the support. ...When you are part of a strnagement, you have
the power to define your conditions. But we are kvaad | do not believe
that we can set conditions outside of the agendlaeoflonors except by
being dependent on yourself. Funding does not glleaple to become
self-reliant. You can only build a strong movem#mmbugh experience and
your own efforts. Funding allows you to bypass eipee and to set up
your project without any effort. ... Funding is a vilngystem that is corrupt
and it is not true that you can accept funds witlemeepting the whole
system. There are questions of who controls thdifign and how it is

spent™®

On a similar line, a former member of the EOHR, wésigned in 1993, argues that ‘foreign funding’
boosts the external forces (of globalization) atélpense of building a domestic democratic
movement. This is achieved through incorporatingdgn human rights NGOs into a globalized elite

(not unlike a ‘comprador bourgeoisie’), which isaliced from the rest of society:

... public work ‘paid for’ from outside does not agtte the democratic
movement in any way, rather this trend only acégahe movement of
‘globalization’ of NGOs, separating the local memstép from the issues

of society in an age in which control is imposegbtiyh this ‘globalization’
11

Rather than constructing a model based on strdetacemomic inequalities, the second argument
constructs a binary division between Egypt andWhest based on essential moral differences. The
supporters of this argument consider anything natito be necessarily good, whilst anything Western
including funding agencies located in the geograptiest, is necessarily bad and a threat to ‘nationa
interests.’ The existence of these essential nuifferences is demonstrated by the history of
violations suffered by Egypt and other Arab cowd#rat the hands of Western governments. The West
is also extended to include Israel and Zionism—ssoeiation that acts to demonize the West further.
This argument assumes a continuity of intereste@iVest over time and a homogeneity of interests
within the West. The ultra-nationalist, weekly npaper Al-Usbu‘a has been at the forefront of

promoting this type of argument against ‘foreignding.’

10 Interview with the author in English, August 2000.

1 Hilmi Sha‘rawi, “Mafahim wa haraka huquq al-insfrwatan al-‘arabi”, in Issa Shivji and Hilmi Shawi,

Huqugq al-insan fi afrigiya w-al-watan al-‘arapCairo: Arab Research Center, 1994, p. 272.



Finally, | say, have some of our brother activistthe human rights field
who have been supplied with dollars, forgotten thay [the Western
donors] are an indivisible part of the British opation that suffocated
Egyptians for 72 years; of the tripartite aggressigainst Egypt in 1956; of
those [that is, Israel] that bombed the Bahr Bado8l and the Abu Za‘bal
factory workers in 1967; of the supporters of Zgmi[that is, the US] who
provided equipment and arms to attack the Egygteople in 1973; and
that these are the people who have put sanctiotizegmeople of Iraq and
Libya for eight years. Where are the human rigkts

In addition to the binary division of “Egypt/the \&te Good/Bad,” the proponents of this argument
create a binary division between the state andl sidiety. They argue that the state is solely blpa
of representing and protecting ‘national interestshteractions with the West, since the stattés
expression of public interests. On the other hang,civil society interactions with the West are
dangerous to the ‘national interests’ of Egypt sinivil society is an expression of private intéses

that are much easier to corrupt. This makes cbglety a potential entry point for Western influenc

The easiest way to get rich is to open a centerdifig human rights or
animal rights and equate female circumcision whth glaughtering of
sheep. It doesn’t matter who or what is persecuitbd.important thing is
who hunts for the information and gives it to thading bodies ... to

exploit it to harm the nation or weaken its ingtdns.

... funding bodies, which are controlled by intgdihce agencies, have
pounced upon Egypt and opened their coffers tavirek of mind [that is,
NGO activists] ..23

Both arguments (the dependency paradigm and mesahéalism) rely on a set of three assumptions
for their self-validation: first, that the Westashomogeneous bloc of interests represented by the
actions of Western governments (who are princip#tlg US and Britain, in addition to France);
second, that Egypt is a homogeneous bloc of irtierasd third, that the interests of the West are
diametrically opposed to the interests of Egypiséghon these three assumptions, it is arguedithiat ¢
society links with the West in any form, particljathrough ‘foreign funding,’ provide an opportupit

for the West to pursue their interests inside Egwbich, necessarily, result in weakening the matio

Since 1991, these arguments have been regularlipgatpbby the government to discredit human
rights activists and their work. The ‘foreign fundidebate’ has been extensively employed to justify

amending the law governing NGOs to render it megtrictive and to harass NGOs and their activists

12 Muhammad al-DumatiAl-Usbu‘a, 11/30/98, p. 18.

13 Mustafa BakriAl-Usbu‘a, 11/23/98, p. 1.



for writing reports on human rights violations igypt that are circulated abro&tMost recently, the
‘foreign funding’ issue was the lynchpin in the eagyainst civil society activist, Saad Eddin Ibrahi
and his colleagues at the Ibn Khaldoun Center, wée found guilty of accepting funds from abroad
without official permission and using these funaswrite reports that “tarnish Egypt’s reputation.”

They were sentenced to varying prison terms, inoludeven years for lbrahim, on May 21, 2601.
The Arguments in Defense of ‘Foreign Funding’

The arguments in defense of ‘foreign funding’ ar@de not only by those activists who are members
of NGOs that accept external financial supportdisi by other members of civil society, including
writers, journalists, and members of political pegt However, those countering the anti-foreign
funding trend continue to remain in an unenviabiearmty. This helps to explain the defensiveness of
some of the arguments put forward in justificatidriforeign funding.” Nevertheless, even those that
defend ‘foreign funding’ on the basis of a critiqpfethe anti-foreign funding arguments remain withi
the boundaries of the orthodoxy regarding relatioetsveen the ‘Orient’ and the ‘Occident’ and the

existence of ‘national interests.’

At the most defensive end of the continuum, we &iqgragmatic approach to funding. This position
was found among a significant number of NGO adf$wigith whom | spoke. They see ‘foreign
funding’ as an unfortunate necessity in light af thck of domestic sources of funding. For example,
one individual with a history of involvement in fist politics and now a member of an NGO working

with torture victims, said to me:

In Europe, they allocate a part of the state buftgeflGOs and that is
better. Also, in Europe, businesspeople contributee to NGOs. However,
that does not happen here because capitalistahér@ve shared interests
with the ruling authorities. If they funded an ongaation that is opposing
the government and its policies, then they wouldiégrived of all the
benefits that they currently get. As for ordinagople, their income is
small and, anyway, it is difficult to collect doiats because of the legal

restrictions. Therefore, you only have one choiue that is external

14 An example of such harassment includes the chgugfithe Secretary General of the EOHR in DecemBeB1
and February 2000 with “accepting funds for theppse of tarnishing Egypt’s reputation abroad” failog the
EOHR’s publication of a report condemning policetality against individuals in the predominantly Gopt
Christian village of al-Kushah in August 1998 andther report on the causes of civil strife in thene village in
January 2000.

15 This event was widely reported in both the Egyptiad US media. For a selection of some of the paper
articles written on the subject, see, the “Freed&ddin Ibrahim” website,

http://groups.yahoo.com/group/free_saadeddin_ibrakie was released in March 2003.



funding. There are suspicious funding organizatimnsthere are also

organizations that are not suspicidfs.

The categorization of funding organizations intasigicious’ and ‘non-suspicious’ refers to their
perceived political objectives. This is usuallyatetined by the national location of the organizatio
and the foreign policies of its government, but also be established by the status of the orgaoizat
that is, governmental or nongovernmental. Basethese categorizations, NGOs lay down conditions
for accepting or rejecting external funding. Foaeple, many NGOs refuse funding from any
organization, whether governmental or nongovernalemhose national government policies are
regarded as harmful to the ‘Arab people,’ partidylahe Palestinians. Therefore, a large number of
NGOs do not accept funding from any US organizationt they do accept funding from Danish,
Dutch, and Swedish organizations. Other NGOs difféate between governmental and
nongovernmental donors, so that they reject funétioigp the US Agency for International
Development but accept funds from the Ford Foundattinally, a few NGO activists do not accept
funding from any organization located in the gepbia West but do accept funds from international

organizations, namely, the UN, or from Arab soursegh as, businesspeople from Arab countries.

Although some argue that there is a large degrégmdcrisy in these positions—"After all, foreign
funding is foreign funding, whatever you try tolddll—the different approaches by different actigis
demonstrate the significance of negotiating ‘fonefignding’ for negotiating one’s own identity and
credibility. These identities range between Egyptiarab, non-Western, and non-governmental. In
most cases, activists try to bridge these diffeidentities, for example, accepting support from-no
governmental organizations abroad on the conditiahtheir country’s foreign policies towards the

‘Arab world’ are not perceived as harmful.

One human rights activist who has been at therionebf constructing a critique of the anti-foreign
funding argument is Mohammed El-Sayed Said. He isysmwhat he regards as three major fallacies
concerning the call for restrictions on ‘foreigméling:’ That individual Egyptians are susceptitde t
becoming agents of external forces; that it is jidesgo isolate civil society from the outside wabyrl
and, that the defense of national identity candbgeaed through closing oneself to the outside bl
El-Sayed Said argues in favor of internationalrist&ons on both the nonofficial/nongovernmental
and official/governmental levels as the only wayHEgyptian society to thrive. He criticizes the
argument that all interactions between Egyptiatividdals/nongovernmental associations and non-
Egyptian entities should be carefully monitored amdn restricted as a direct threat to public

freedoms.

In Egypt, and in any society, some individuals @redisposed to treason or

penetration. They need not work in NGOs or engagrublic action to

18 Interview with the author in Arabic, May 2000.

17 El-Sayed Said, 1998, pp. 8-9.



become agents. We cannot circumvent NGOs or skingik margin of free
action at the local and international levels beeaafghis exceptional
minority. Moreover, we cannot devise a special tayunish this minority
because laws are not made for exceptional casesaweenough laws to
protect the security of our nation without any nézdestrict private non-

governmental activitie¥

El-Sayed Said identifies the faulty logic of argurtaion and illiberal consequences of the antiifpre
funding position. He demonstrates that Egyptiatiameal interests’ are not harmed by interactions
with the West but that society avoids “stagnatinsion, and degradation” through its openrigss.
Yet, in the rest of his article, he neglects toenngine two of the assumptions identified in thevjgres
section that underpin the anti-foreign funding fiosi that is, that Egypt and the West each reptese

distinct and indivisible blocs of interests. Beldwyill explain why such an omission is dangerous.

Other defenses of ‘foreign funding’ have attemgtedddress further the issue of what constitutes
‘national interests’ in relation to NGO work. Onktle most prominent examples of such a defense
has bee\l-Ahramnewspaper daily columnist Salama Ahmad Salam#dsettacked the anti-foreign
funding argument on the grounds that many orgaiozathat accept foreign funding are playing a
vital role in “renewing the political system,” thedry, bringing Egypt into the twenty-first centdfin
other words, Salama and other writers reframeodnatiinterests’ in terms of a vibrant civil societyd
respect for human right However, Salama does make a distinction betwepalriotic activities of

certain NGOs and other NGOs who are engaged ipisiosis’ activities.

The final arbiter and the first judge [of the adedyility of ‘foreign

funding’] is the national conscience, which is aloleseparate between
suspicious objectives and patriotic objectivesartrorganization such as the
EOHR [Egyptian Organization for Human Rights], whiacludes on its
board the finest men in Egypt, it is not possibléairget them with
accusations of treason or working to tarnish tipeitetion of Egypt and

turning their sons into a group of mercenaffes.

His suggestion for ensuring that NGOs acceptingeifj funding’ do not engage in “suspicious

objectives” is to give “various parties,” that ggvernmental and nongovernmental, a watchdog nole i

18 El-Sayed Said, 1998, p. 8. This is the originaglish translation appearing in the English editidsawasiah
9 bid., p. 9.
20 salama Ahmad Salaméal-Ahram 12/03/98, p. 10.

21 Similar arguments have been put forward by otheminent columnists and writers, namely, the laiéfilal-
Khuli (Al-Ahram 12/5/98, p. 10), Husayn ‘Abd al-Razi§l{'Arabi, 12/7/98, p. 16), Farida al-Nagqagti-Ahali,
12/2/98, p.13), and Salah ‘Issal-(Arabi, 12/7/98, p. 6).

22 salama Ahmad Salama, 12/03/98, p. 10.



a joint body. This body would be responsible fomitaring ‘foreign funding’ and dealing with any

complaints against organizations accepting ‘fordigmling.?*

Writers such as Salama oppose one of the prinelplaents in the argument against ‘foreign funding,’
that is, that private individuals or organizati@tsnot necessarily risk corruption by the ‘Westety
they do accept the proposition that some indivislaad organizations are susceptible to this risk an
must, therefore, be subject to public scrutiny. €hteria for judging whether organizations thateyut
funding are ‘suspicious’ or not is whether theitidties serve the ‘national interests.” Salama and
others define these interests as the promotioivibfsociety and respect for human rights. Thiais
more progressive position than that of the ‘fordigmding’ opponents, who see Egyptian interests as
protecting Egyptian civil society from ‘foreign pamation.’ Yet, this argument, like the anti-foneig
funding argument, maintains that there is sometbinghere that we can objectively define as
‘national interests’ and that civil society and ramrights activities should be subordinated to them

order to ensure this, ‘foreign funding’ should bédject to public scrutiny.
Deconstructing the ‘Foreign Funding’ Debate

This section will attempt to deconstruct the argota®n all sides of the ‘foreign funding’ debate in
order to demonstrate the dangers that the cureeangeters of the debate pose to the future of human
rights activism in Egypt and also to clear a sgacghich a counter-discourse may emerge. As we
noted above, there are three principle assumptiodsrpinning the anti-foreign funding position.
These three assumptions are constructed on the difatsvo binary divisions: first, that of the
‘Orient’/’Occident’ or Egypt/the ‘West;’ and, seatnthe state/civil society. Each part of the binary
division is constructed as a homogenous unit. iHisibreferences are often used to establish the
unchanging essence of each of these homogenous Haith part of the binary opposition is

represented as a mirror image of the other paetetly demonstrating their absolute dichotomy.

These binary divisions are historically rooted witBgypt's encounters with the West, particulatdy i
experience of colonialism. The colonizers cons&ddhe colonized as the opposite of everything,they
the colonizers, purported to be. The colonized vagistorical, irrational, morally inferior, lazy,
cunning, weak, feminine, sexually degenerate, ticawil and passiv& This ‘Manicheanism’ was
constructed as the justification for colonialisnddnwas at the core of the violence perpetratexiresg
the colonized® As a means of reclaiming their agency to resisicibionizers, nationalist leaders and

intellectuals reversed these binary divisions.dswot they who were morally inferior, but the

2 |bid. Similar arguments in favor of public monitoy of ‘foreign funding’ have been put forward thetlate

Lutfi al-Khuli and Husayn ‘Abd al-Raziq.
4 Said, 1978.

% Frantz FanoriThe Wretched of the Earttrans. Constance Farrington, London: Penguin Bat8&0, pp. 31—
33.



colonizers. The ‘traditional’ was not a negativattee of their culture but a positive thing. Thegres

not feminine and passive, but displayed the tafitmasculinity by fighting for their natioff.

The debate over ‘foreign funding’ demonstratesetkient to which these binary oppositions continue
to operate within Egyptian civil society. In botietdependency and moral essentialist paradigms, the
West (as a homogeneous bloc of interests) is repted as a danger to the Egyptian nation. Withén th
dependency paradigm, the West seeks to exploittH#gypugh the economic structures of the (global)
capitalist system. Within the moral essentialiggpligm, the West necessarily seeks to dominatetEgyp
(and the ‘Arab world’) because it is morally cortamd has no respect for the rights of the Arab
people. Consequently, it is in Egyptian ‘natiomdkrests’ to rid the country of foreign economic
exploitation and/or political domination. Thosetthave linkages with the West, such as,
businesspeople or NGOs that accept funds from dbeva considered to be aiding the economic
exploitation or domination of Egypt by the West atiierefore, they too pose a danger to the Egyptian

nation.

The dependency and moral essentialist paradignthieosurface, appear to differ in their
interpretations of the role of Egyptian civil sagieThose that adhere to the dependency paradigm
argue that it is the role of civil society to reggploitation by the West by resisting all intetfans

with it.”” Meanwhile, those that adhere to the moral esdsntEaradigm believe that civil society
represents the nation’s weak spot that must belglosonitored and guarded by the state. Yet, if one
analyzes the two different representations of @wetiety in terms of a gendered discourse about the
Egyptian nation and its relationship with the Wésén we find that both representations constiturte

sides of the same coin.

In the dependency paradigm, the representatioivibSociety as the last line of defense against th
West can be seen as similar to the representationisig anticolonial struggles in many countriefs, o
the private sphere (of culture, religion, and fanife) as the last line of defense against collisna
Partha Chatterjee has described how nationalidetsan India portrayed the private sphere as the
“inner domain of national life” over which they dduproclaim their sovereigny. Women, who have
historically been associated with the private splieithe majority of countries of the world, were
represented in Indian nationalist discourse agttaedians of the national cultuf&Since women, as
guardians of the “inner domain,” represent an @gddbundation of the nation, therefore, the

argument follows that they must be protected froesWrn corruption.

2 For example, see, Fanon, 1990, pp. 170-71; P@tiatterjeeNationalist Thought and the Colonial World—A
Derivative DiscoursgLondon: Zed Books, 1986, pp. 73-78.

27 El-Sayed Said, 1998, p. 8.
2 Chatterjee, 1993, p. 26.

2 bid., p. 120.
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The representation of civil society as a weak §p&gypt’s resistance against the West is the other
side of the coin of the dependency paradigm’s epr&ation of civil society as the last line of defe.
Civil society’s strength and weakness lies in thet that it represents the inner essence of themat
This inner essence is a weapon against the monalptmn of the West. However, because the West is
morally corrupt, the inner essence of the natigo dlecomes a target for Western influence. Thezefor
civil society also represents a potential dangéhéointegrity of the nation. The logic of bothset
arguments is that civil society must resist anidiwith the West and that the Egyptian nation éstat

and society) must take measures to protect ciciesp from the West in order to protect the nation.

As argued above, the construction of a binary opiposhetween Egypt and the West is rooted in
Egypt’s experience of colonialism. This binary opion continues to operate in discourses about
Egypt’s relations with the West because of the iooirtg injustices that occur today at the handthef
US, British, French and other Western nations. ligjsistices range from glaring economic
inequalities to Western government’s continued suipjor Israel’s oppression of the Palestinians and
the invasion and occupation of Irag. In other wordpresentations of the West as morally corrugt an
dangerous to Egyptian/Arab interests resonate mvéhy people in Egypt because of how they see
international political and economic realities. §biplains why defenders of ‘foreign funding’ fitd

so difficult to put forward their casg.

While the reversal of the binary oppositions camsted during the colonial encounter acted as a way
of resisting colonialism, it is important that humidghts activists and all those seeking to promote
democracy stress that the continued existenceestthinary oppositions is implicated in the creatio
and reproduction of domestic mechanisms of autimaitism that oppress ordinary Egyptian people.
The construction of a homogenous bloc of Westder@sts seeking to dominate Egypt creates a ‘siege
mentality’ where the violation of human rights magy justified in light of protecting Egyptian ‘natial
interests.” A distressingly large number of memlErggyptian civil society believe that Saad Eddin
Ibrahim and other human rights activists represamial danger to Egypt through their insistence on
publicizing Egypt’'s human rights record internatitiyp and, thereby, providing a pretext for Western
intervention in Egyptian affairs. However, depriyihuman rights activists of fundamental political

and civil rights sets a precedent and empowergalkiernment to further reduce the public sphere.
Indeed, the government has already substantiadlyced the public sphere over the last decade on the
pretext of protecting Egypt from Islamist terrorisranging from the sequestration of the Bar

Association in 1994 to the closureafSha‘bnewspaper in 2000.

%0 For a further examination of the way in which #utions of Western governments undermine the aaiuse
human rights in Egypt, see, Bahey El Din Hassang“Dhholy Alliance: The Elite’s Discourse as an @bk to
Democratic Transformation,” paper presented taMESA Annual Meeting, Orlando, Florida, November 18-
2000.

11



As Frantz Fanon argued, it is not sufficient to @hgreplace the colonizers by the colonized once
independence comes. The colonial system must liygled?" If the continued basis for authoritarian
politics in the postcolonial era is the reproductdd binary oppositions, then, in order to undernin
authoritarianism and clear the way for democraadg, mecessary to destroy, and not merely reverse,
the binary oppositions. In order to overturn theaby oppositions it is necessary to directly adsites
three assumptions underpinning the anti-foreigulifug arguments and many of the defenses of

‘foreign funding.’

First, the West is not a homogenous bloc of interd® begin with, there are differences between
national governments and their civil societies. Mtht is true that the US, British, and other Viéest
governments are implicated in many human rightgetiiges, not only in the Arab region but throughout
the world, including in their own countries, itdgen truer that some of the most fervent opposttion
their policies has come from their own civil soist On the other hand, Arab governments have often
been the last to act to oppose human rights agea@nainst the Iragi and Palestinian people. For
example, Egypt was one of the last countries talbtke sanctions on Irag—four years after Voices in

the Wilderness mobilized their first sanctions-ngmission®>

Second, Egypt is not a homogenous bloc of interissimportant to stress that Egypt is consgitut

of a plurality of people with different interestsdaopinions that cannot be determined on the lodisis
their nationality. These interests and opinions tm@ynfluenced by their class, geographical locgtio
educational background, gender, age, or religitrer@fore, it is impossible to define objectivelyath
constitutes ‘national interests.’” Any attempt tosdoinvolves the imposition of the interests and
opinions of the dominant group in society on treslpowerful, usually to the detriment of the latter
Rather, it is more democratic to eschew the terlngoof ‘national interests’ and to create a cider

for evaluating NGO work that is centered upon tigmidy of the Egyptian citizen and the standards of
human rights. Only in this way can we avoid thecpicas of exclusion and harassment that befallethos

individuals who accept funding from abroad for N@&Ork.

Finally, the process of globalization provides rehallenges, such as, multinational corporations,
environmental degradation, and human traffickihgt tlo not subscribe to the paradigm of Western
domination over ‘Third World’ or periphery countsieOn the contrary, individuals and organizations
in the ‘Occident’ and the ‘Orient’ are affected dmyimplicated in these problems. The cross-border
nature of these challenges makes it necessaryiltbébtesistance movement that is also transndtiona

in its nature. Such a movement empowers ordinaoplpeeverywhere, rather than subjecting one

3! Frantz FanoriToward the African Revolutiotrans. Haakon Chevalier, New York: Monthly Reviavd &rove
Press, 1967, p. 105.

32 Husayn ‘Abd al-Razig, in the English language weeldwspaperAl-Ahram WeeklyJanuary 21-28, 1999,
clearly argues against seeing the West as a “singlaolithic entity.” Yet, in the Arabic press, has implicitly
represented Egyptian interests as self-evidennaomblithic by stressing the contribution of humaghts groups

to ‘national interests,’ in addition to proposingptic, albeit nongovernmental, monitoring of ‘fayeifunding.’
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section of people to ‘foreign domination.” The umisality of human rights provides a framework for
creating new solidarities across borders that aethe exclusiveness of nationalist paradigms|swhi
recognizing that individuals need protection agaiins excesses of global capital markets and other

dangers associated with the processes of glohalizat

In personal interviews, almost all the human rigtdsvists that | spoke with criticized the assuiomms
underpinning the ‘foreign funding’ argument. Yetmyehave also simultaneously subscribed to some
definition of ‘national interests’ in justifying #ir actions. Moreover, in their public writings and
conversations, the overwhelming majority of humights activists fail to deconstruct the dominant
representations of the West and Egyptian ‘nationterests,’ stressing instead the contributiorheirt
work to Egyptian ‘national interests.’ It is impant that human rights activists attempt to overthm
binary oppositions that give meaning to the ‘forefgnding’ debate, rather than reframing these
oppositions or avoiding them. It is these binarpagitions that are at the heart of the discredibihg

human rights work and the harassment of activigtthe authorities.
Conclusion

The ‘foreign funding debate’ represents Egypt drelWest as two diametrically opposed and
essentially different entities. The notion of difface and opposition renders the West an enemy that
threatens the very existence of the Egyptian nafibis discourse also represents Egyptian civil
society as a target for the West in seeking to unoe the Egyptian nation. Based on these
assumptions, the existence of Western links witippign civil society in the shape of donations by
organizations located in the geographical Westggptan human rights NGOs is constructed as a
problem that must be dealt with by state/publictcarand regulation. By advocating for the contwél
human rights NGOs, participants in the debate dmuritr to the justification of state harassment of
human rights activists and, more significantly, tightening of the already limited public sphere

available to Egyptian civil society actors.

Different positions within the ‘foreign funding date’ (both those against and in defense of it)eshar
the same logic of argument and, in that sense,braayonsidered as being part of the same internally
coherent discourse about Egypt’s relations withvirest. Therefore, even those arguments in defense
of ‘foreign funding’ contribute to the reproductiofthe assumptions about the West that form the
basis for the arguments against ‘foreign funditigorder to go beyond the ‘foreign funding debaite,’

is necessary to deconstruct the current discounseecning Egypt/the West by stressing the
heterogeneity of both the West and Egypt. Withe¢hrrent juncture, where a significant number of
human rights activists feel embattled, such a gl seem secondary to the primary task of survival.
However, without a systematic and public discreditf the assumptions underpinning the ‘foreign
funding debate,’ the future of not only human rigNhtGOs but also of public freedoms in Egypt is

endangered.
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