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Abstract

This master thesis is working on scrutinizing and analyzing the main interest behind the foreign
policy of the United States towards the Middle East. It hypothesized the question of what shapes
this foreign policy regardless of what is already proclaimed by the American or Egyptian
officials. Plus, the extent of the credibility or positive impact of promoting the principles of
human rights and democracy from the American side to halt the abuses that take place in Egypt
will be contemplated. In addition. Civil society organizations have proven to be positively
influential in many countries worldwide. Accordingly, they ought to be considered an important
player in Egypt that could mediate between the population and the government. Thus, the
Egyptian government should allow them to adopt this role so as to properly introduce the
demands of the people as well as share with the government some institutional tasks to elevate
its performance and development. These efforts are of utmost importance because with

democracy, transparency, and accountability, the pace of development increases.

In dieser Masterarbeit wird das Hauptinteresse an der AuflRenpolitik der Vereinigten Staaten
gegenliber dem Nahen Osten untersucht und analysiert. Sie geht der Frage nach, was diese
AuRenpolitik prégt, unabhéngig davon, was bereits von den amerikanischen oder dgyptischen
Beamten verkindet wurde. AuRerdem wird untersucht, inwieweit die Forderung der Grundséatze
der Menschenrechte und der Demokratie von amerikanischer Seite glaubwdirdig ist oder positive
Auswirkungen hat, um die Missstande in Agypten zu stoppen. Hinzu kommt. Organisationen
der Zivilgesellschaft haben sich in vielen L&ndern weltweit als einflussreich erwiesen.
Dementsprechend sollten sie auch in Agypten als wichtiger Akteur angesehen werden, der
zwischen der Bevolkerung und der Regierung vermitteln kann. Die dgyptische Regierung sollte
ihnen daher gestatten, diese Rolle zu bernehmen, um die Forderungen der Bevélkerung
angemessen einzubringen und gemeinsam mit der Regierung einige institutionelle Aufgaben zu
ubernehmen, um deren Leistung und Entwicklung zu verbessern. Diese Bemuhungen sind von
groRter Bedeutung, denn mit Demokratie, Transparenz und Rechenschaftspflicht erhoht sich das

Tempo der Entwicklung.






Introduction

Furthering Human rights is a key and essential concept in foreign policy. As a general principle,
they are agreed and universal principles. This thesis will analyze the role of human rights and
democracy in American foreign policy toward the middle east. Additionally, the main research
questions in this dissertation are: What is the reason for the duality in the united states’ foreign
policy towards Egypt with regard to human rights and democracy? And to what extent have the
CEOs in Egypt been influential in making revolutionary political changes so far since 2011?

As a superpower, the administration of the United States, in general, perceives that it is its duty
to get involved in many events in the world. This American engagement worldwide is intended
to resolve conflicts, establish official political and economic relations, and contribute to
spreading values of peace and democracy. Based on the policies of the American administrations
for decades, one can deduce that the factor of utmost importance in American foreign policy is
the existence of trust when collaborating with other nations. The United States is always keen to
establish stable and long-term relations in order to achieve a common interest between it and the
governments of Arab countries. This means that when it comes to establishing these relations
with the Arab states, there must be trust between the United States and the Arab nations’
presidents. The attention of the United States to the Middle East began during the Cold War. And
increased after the flow of oil and the fear of the imposition of control of the Soviet Union and

the spread of communist ideology.

The United States has always viewed itself as a nation that is exceptional in moral terms; this
perception of American exceptionalism relates to the patriotic and national pride of the United
States (Nye 2020). Also, in the event of errors and offenses committed, it shall be declared that
they were necessary in order to achieve the highest integrity and maintain peace and stability.
Yet, there has not been any real accountability for American crimes and violent interference in
other nations. From this American political principle, United States policy has tended to alternate
and vary. There has been a double standard, while other times, there has been a policy of
containment. Hence, plenty of analysts believe that this policy is an embodiment of American
duality and inconsistency. All these concepts assure that the fundamental constant principle of
American foreign policy is the one that seeks interests and rejects malevolence policies from its
perspective. In this case, interest competition never acknowledges friends or morals; they accept

the level of mutual or unilateral gain, whichever is necessary.



The United States' diplomacy encountered its most harrowing challenging situation in Egypt. At
that time, President Nasser established the influential "Voice of the Arabs™, a major international
radio station that broadcasted his speech and political statements throughout the region. This
radio station was the most successful media station throughout the Middle East (Alahmed 2011).
The situation became even more complicated when Nasser announced in July 1956 that the Suez
Canal had been nationalized by Egypt. According to this, Britain, France, and Israel started a

military campaign against Egypt.

On the other hand, President Eisenhower vehemently denied the attack and demanded a truce and
a complete withdrawal (Rugh 2006). It was during the 1960s when U.S.-Egyptian relations were
on edge. Almost a decade later, when Sadat became Egypt's president, his measures actually
started to alter the Egyptian's hostility toward the United States. He demonstrated not only good
standing toward the American policy but also Sadat followed through by drawing up a peace
agreement with Israel, with the support of President Carter. Since then, the two countries, Egypt
and the United States have been seeking to enhance their relations on the political and economic
levels. And to cooperate in terms of security issues. During this time, Egypt has been totally
transformed from a socialist country to a liberal one that promotes economic openness and the
prevention of restrictions on imports. This bilateral relationship between the two countries on the

economic level has been easing and facilitating trade between both of them.

There has been an elevated awareness of human rights in global politics and foreign policy in the
new millennium; postmillennial U.S. presidents have proclaimed that human rights and good
governance are the most important drivers of U.S. policy and practice (Choi and James 2017).
Besides, direct expressions of concern about human rights feature prominently on the U.S. State
Department's official website; the U.S. ensures accountability regarding past violations and
efforts to avoid future cases of abuse (The U.S. Department of State, n.d.). The notion of human
rights has assumed the status of one of the most important vehicles of U. American foreign policy
(Hancock 2007). However, it is agreed and argued by a myriad of analysts and policymakers that

United States officials have not applied human rights principles in an even-handed manner.

In this research, an explanation of how the United States has used western and Egyptian NGOs
and civil society to promote its general propaganda of maintaining democracy and human rights
will be provided. Generally, the term civil society is used to describe a "third system" of actors,
i.e., corporately organized individuals unlike state or for-profit actors; These are groups of self-

organized people interested in taking collective steps on a voluntary basis within and over the



boundaries of their respective states to achieve what they believe to be in the general national and

international public interest (Price 2003).

Through this research question, we will impugn the Egyptian-American relations in terms of
human rights and freedom of expression through and analyze the politics of Civil Society
organizations during the last decade since the revolutions of the Arab Spring and their results so
far. In this regard, the thesis will not only focus on political, economic, and military aspects but

also on social and cultural dimensions.

Global civil society is a relatively novel concept, one that has entered the academic, political, and
public debates in the last decades of the 20th century (Anheier 2010). Accordingly, there do not
appear to be many available references and sources leading to a more conclusive, accurate
definition of CSO. Added to this is the effect of this uncertainty or unclearness on the domestic
politics of governments towards them. Therefore, in this paper, a conceptualization of civil
society will be more focused on. An explanation will be introduced to the tension that occurs
between the two subjects and why it is getting more complicated in spite of the existence and
criticism of some NGOs that work on a global level such as Amnesty International and Human

right watch.

Civil society, as a term used in the late 20th century, was distinct from the state. For example, it
was used to illustrate those social dynamics that developed throughout Western and Eastern
Europe as well as Latin America (Marlies Glasius, Lewis, and Hakan Seckinelgin 2004). So, this
may be seen simply as an example of " participatory democracy " (Aragones and Sanchez-Pagés
2009). Having such organizations would give more young people a medium through which they
will be able to contribute to changes taking place in political and social life.

Nevertheless, this term carries very ambiguous and, in some cases, contradicted connotations.
The concept of civil society emerged in the 1990s and 2000s as an inseparable part of the
liberalization efforts and democratization process of the political regimes and societies of the
Middle East. In parallel, however, one can find a deepening gap between the support for
democracy that has been provided by investments in civil society and emerging literature that is

more critical of how the two relate to each other (Altan-Olcay and Icduygu 2012).

In this proposal, the first chapter will begin with the literature review, in which various opinions
on the foreign policy of the United States in general and its policy towards the Middle East (
especially Egypt) in particular. The main issue that will be discussed here is democracy. Plus, I

will mention how previous studies have identified Civil society and clarified its role in advocating



Human Rights. After that, the literature review will be followed by the theoretical approaches. |
will explain how previous kinds of literature have tried to analyze the American foreign policy,
its relationship with Egypt (particularly with respect to human rights and democracy), and how
the CSOs have been theorized so an explanation for their role could be introduced. Afterward,
through the methodology, Egypt will be focused on as an empirical model, and the bilateral
relationship between the two countries will be analyzed through different levels of analysis. In
the second chapter, some significant historical facts, as well as the evolution of this mutual
relation, will be demonstrated—besides the circumstances of human rights in Egypt. The third
and final chapter then focuses on civil society organizations in Egypt, Western civil society, and

Amnesty International reports. Finally, a conclusion will summarize the whole paper.



Chapter 1

Literature review:

This subject is critical and controversial as it defines the situation and identity of Arab countries.
This issue includes the duality and paradox of the intentions of the US towards the region. And
how these changes that middle eastern countries adopt affect their domestic policies regarding

breaching human rights and avoiding democracy.

In this section, | will introduce previous thoughts on the influence of the Egyptian-American
relations on the situation and circumstances of human rights and democracy in Egypt and will
discuss it. The time range will be focused on is the ten years starting from 2011 till 2021
notwithstanding; mentioning a background about this mutual relationship between the two
countries and how it has started is essential to understand the current situation. In addition, civil
society organizations play an important role in upholding human rights, defending the freedom
of expression and protesting, monitoring government policies, criticizing their violations, and

fighting for genuine democracy.

It has been claimed that the United States has been a critical active superpower in promoting
democracy worldwide, and in particular, in the Middle East and third world countries. It is
asserted by political scientists like Charles Lipson (Lipson 2005) that democracy brings about
peace as democratic states rarely fight each other. This assertion means that wars are the last
option for them since democracy always seeks peace. Moreover, Charles Lipson has stated that
democratic states are more likely to win their wars. This is because democracy makes countries
more able to mitigate and resolve issues and quarrels, in particular issues related to commitment
(Lipson 2005). These are among the most essential features of democratic countries.
Nevertheless, it should be understood that every nation should create a democratic model that fits
its condition, not just the western democratic model. Plus, exterior or foreign help might be
possible in some cases. However, it must be unconditional help without grave interference that
negatively affects suffering states regarding their Sovereignty or independence of the decision-

making process.

Democratic regimes are also able to build more rewarding and fruitful cooperation and
relationships with each other, with little likelihood of becoming embroiled in conflict. This is due

to the trust between them and the transparency which makes their pledges trustworthy.



According to George P. Shultz, Secretary of State 1982, stated that “Support for democracy is
not simply a policy of the American government. It is basic to our history and world view” in a
conference about the democratization of communist states (Department of State 1985, 378). By
this, he explained how important and indispensable democratic values are to U.S. foreign policy.
For Elliot Abrahams, in his memo, which dates back to 1981- the Kennedy-Clark Memorandum.
This memo was directed to the president of the United States then, under the request of William
Clark (who was the Deputy Secretary of State and adviser for the president). In this memo, he
wrote about human rights in the U.S. foreign policy, and how it should be, he demonstrated
that: “Human rights is at the core of our foreign policy, because it is central to America’s
conception of itself. This nation did not “develop.” It was created, with specific political purposes
in mind. It is true that as much as America invented “human rights,” conceptions of liberty
invented America. It follows that “human rights” isn’t something we add on to our foreign policy
but is its very purpose: the defense and promotion of liberty in the world. This is not merely a
rhetorical point: We will never maintain wide public support for our foreign policy unless we
can relate it to American ideals and to the defense of freedom ™ (Abrams 2017, 40). This is what
Elliot Abrahams claimed about how the American administration should act with regard to
human rights. However, it is easy to find the assurance of sustaining democracy and human rights
in the official documents and rhetoric of the United States. But this kind of political slogan is not
necessarily implemented in reality. By contrast, the United States has already failed to abide by
international law and has invaded countries like Irag. It has committed war crimes there without
any accountability or responsibility for the sufferance that the Iragi people have and still going
through.

Almost ten years after the Berlin Wall came down and the dissolution of the Soviet Union,
American military intervention took place in many regions, including (Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo,
Afghanistan, and Irag). However, Kagan and Kristol (Kagan and Kristol 2000) have justified
these military actions as interventions and protection against tyrant rulers and for undoing coups.
In other words, these were not for fulfilling American interests but for the sack of these countries
in trouble and to implement the tasks of a superpower that bears the responsibility of stabilizing
the international system and supporting human rights everywhere. Yet, in my opinion, this point
of view contradicts the realistic logic the United States adopts. The American decision-making
process relies on a rational concept that prioritizes national interest. Consequently, no military
action would be adopted without a benefit in return. In addition, based on this rational thinking,
morals and human values come after achieving one’s interest. Another opinion considering the

aftermaths of American or western interventions is explained by Dan Schueftan. For him



(Schueftan 2016) in most cases, the outcomes proved that these interventions have mainly
incurred problems for the western powers. However, even when they claim to modify and
augment their policies to boost the situation of the aggrieved people and ameliorate their living

conditions, they fail to do so.

U.S. foreign policy with respect to international human rights is controversial. It has been argued
by some scholars like J. D. van der Vyer that the human rights conception of the foreign policy
of the United States is more or less considered a “cultural relativism”. That is to say, and there
are relative values that rule the application and defending of human rights, these include culture,
ethnicity, and religion. Accordingly, the international human rights concept is subject to this
American relativism in defending human rights. Besides, in some cases, it impedes some
international bodies, such as the UN and some NGOs, from being fair in uncovering violations,
in particular, in the Middle East (Van der Vyver 1998). And this sort of crystal-clear double
standard of human rights perception for the United States is called “the paradox of American
exceptionalism,” according to Michael Ignatieff (Ignatieff 2005). From my point of view, this
idea of relativism abolishes the concept of utter and absolute moral values that is also accounted
as a definitive reference for laws. Human rights, equity, freedom, demanding justice, and
transparency are the basic and fundamental rights of all people worldwide. To put it another way,
not all things are subject to relativity because otherwise, injustice, aggression, and exploitation

would be accepted and even legal.

Now we will focus on works of literature that expound on the United States’ foreign policy
towards the Middle East and the importance of this region to the United States. According to
some politicians including Tony Blair, the former British Prime Minister, the Middle East is yet
to be one of the most important regions for the United States and Europe, mainly, due to the
enormous amounts of oil production. Moreover, many powers around the world will still maintain
stable relationships with the states of the Middle East, especially gulf countries to guarantee the
flow of oil exports, despite the lower dependency of the United States on oil for other alternatives
(Prifti and Springer 2018).

Dictatorships in some countries in the middle east have engendered ostensible stability like a
Time bomb. This situation is due to the accumulation of some issues such as persecution,
violation, and corruption that are mostly coupled with authoritarian states. For Paul Brooker
(Brooker 1997) a deep, inclusive explanation for this stability is still not reached.

Notwithstanding, this case could be attributed to a religious reason, as for some, Islam prohibits



democracy, so this could be a logical explanation that people got easily subdued to totalitarian
governments due to religion. Even an article in the Economist, “The law of man or the law of
God?” (The Economist 2003) claims that Islam does not include democracy and its approach is
against it, as the rules of God are indisputable and there is no discussion about it. Nevertheless,
this opinion totally lacks accuracy and basic knowledge about Islam which emphasizes the
importance of democracy and justice. Besides, politicians and scholars are aware of the genuine
approach of Islam and the misconceptions provoked on purpose to involve religion in politics
which would, in turn, give rise to chaotic circumstances and distortion of thinking and culture.
In fact, according to Adam B.Seligman, our modern notion of civil society is “the result of a
crisis in social order and a breakdown of existing paradigms of the idea of order” (Seligman
2002: 14). The socio-economic transformations taking place from the 17th century onwards
accompanied by several discoveries have fundamentally altered what had been the dominant
paradigms of both social order and public authority. In addition, these changes have been coupled
with the British, North American, and Continental Revolutions. As a consequence, this has
resulted in new opportunities for increasingly empowered and autonomous groups of individuals
seeking to defend their interests more effectively within the broader social sphere (Seligman
2002). Moreover, to further elaborate on the origin of the phrase civil society with its diverse
range of conceptualizations, an old view could help track the origin of this idea; The first to
conceive of civil society (birgerliche Gesellschaft) as a distinct social category intermediate
between the political state (politischer Staat) and the family(burgerliche Familie), was in no doubt
Hegel (Hegel and Reichelt 1972).

When it comes to identifying the concept of civil society organizations, a myriad of studies has
been undertaken to conceptualize the nature, structure, and role of CSOs. In this research, the
various views related to the conceptualization of the CSOs. For instance, as stated in Eur-lex, the
Civil society are envisaged as a type of organized entity that carries out various types of actions
by individuals or groups.; Such groups are not instructed by or work for governments. But they
act as mediators that not only aim to fulfill the general interests and express public concern
through democratic practices but also create more connections between citizens and their
governments ("Glossary of Summaries - EUR-Lex" 2020).

According to some scholars like Jacques Maritain, CSOs have been through long evolution
during the first half of the 20th century. Jacques Maritain was influenced by Thomas Aquinas,
one of the late medieval theorists; Civil society became a partnership based on the

interdependence of values between the church and the secular civil state (Maritain 1970). While



by the 1920s through the 1960s, the term "civil society” was entirely overlooked in English
textbooks in both social and political studies (Laski 1967). Later on, there has been a rediscovery
and repurposing of this old yet long-ignored concept among policymakers and analysts
throughout the world since the 1980s. During such circumstances, the promotion of the principles
of "civil society” in Europe, both East and West, all across America, Africa, and Asia has
emerged. Moreover, at that time, civil society was seen as an important strategic tool to address
some of the observed deficiencies in the governance, political culture, and social structures of

many modern states(Rhodes, Binder, and Rockman 2006).

A number of political and social analysts have expounded on this topic. (Qandil 2008) Among
these authors is Amany Qandil, who focused on the importance of civil society organizations'
studies. She explained that the existence of the CSOs does not necessarily work for the sake of
the intended goals based on social and political values related to the Arabian cultural, political
and social context. Such values include Democratic Reform, maintaining human rights, fighting
corruption, transparency, and contributing to solving social issues. Furthermore, she criticizes the
Arabian role in accepting western literature on that matter with all its values; neither we use
critically thinking so as to apply it to our model, nor do we develop it to be more suitable to our
social and cultural model (Qandil 2008).

According to some scholars, there is a perception that civil society had sufficient strength which
could restrain states; This notion of civil society as an adversary of the state corresponds to that
of a neoliberal understanding of the concept of CSOs (Ibrahim Natil, Chiara Pierobon, and Tauber
2019).

With regard to Egypt, today, the independent civil society organizations (CSOs) operating in
Egypt continue to deal with some of the most suppressive conditions they have seen for decades;
these policies are carried out under the pretext of maintaining national security (Saskia
Brechenmacher and Carnegie 2017) as well as a reaction to acts of violence by armed groups;
Through its research, nonetheless, Amnesty International reveals how they are being used as
repressive measures abusing and misusing the lately introduced anti-terror laws to imprison
people who should not be punishable for actions such as a peaceful expression of viewpoints
critical of the authorities (“Permanent State of Exception: Abuses by the Supreme State Security

Prosecution in Egypt” 2019).
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The term effectiveness of civil society organizations is understood as the capability of the
organizations to efficiently accomplish their expressed and adopted goals, i.e., without wasting

their human and material resources (Qandil 2010).

Some authors have focused on the specific positive role CSOs played in Egypt in 2011. Claiming
that even though determining precisely how influential civil society organizations were in the
Middle East can be difficult, such organizations were distinctly a key initiator within the Arab
Revolts; And despite the fact that they formed no more than a small group, they fueled and created
an atmosphere confronting the regime which quickly led to a whole country uprising under the
right circumstances (VERICAT 2017).

On the one hand, most of the existing literature has expounded on the interpretation and the
explanation of the CSOs as a third sector, which is independent of the government and the private
sector as well. Further, it has been Assured that organizations of civil society should be consistent
with their own social environment and should be also a model of transparency. on the other hand,
previous works have lacked presenting solutions to the contradictions that take place between
CSOs and governments, and how their role could be developed and sustained by International

Organizations and NGOs in a way that good maintain their position and protect human rights.

Moreover, only limited evidence exists on the degree to which civil society organizations address
this equilibrium act. Indeed, one of the fundamental causes of this lack in the existing literature
has been the fact that most academic research has typically highlighted only one of the defining
features of the transmission belt; Such studies have placed emphasis on either the participation
and involvement aspects (Binderkrantz 2009), or organizational capabilities of CSOs while
failing to address either how civil society organizations are able to handle and combine both
dimensions (Albareda 2018).
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The Theoretical Approach:

The last 70 years have witnessed a new trend in the foreign politics of the United States towards
the Middle East; the United States has started to focus more on the geostrategic importance of
the region, especially in the course of the cold war. In this regard, the Middle East was exploited
as a tool to curb the expansion and influence of the Soviet Union and its interest in the region
(Prifti and Springer 2018). Whereas, for almost four decades (especially after the collapse of the
Soviet Union and the end of the cold), the United States has embarked on fulfilling more strategic
interests in the middle east; among these interests is to maintain beneficial trade deals with the
countries of the regions and guarantee a constant flow of energy. Besides, containing the
expansion of the terrorist groups and extremisms in the Arab world and forbid nuclear and mass
destruction weapons. Another primary goal is to protect and maintain the security of its main
ally” Israel” and create cooperative regimes in the region. Lastly, the United States has been
proclaiming that its policies towards the Arab world tend to achieve developed and flourished

nations, promote democracy, and secure human rights (Ewers 2019).

Needless to say, the existence of dangerous circumstances in the Middle East is not only
dangerous on the local level of the Arabian states, but also to the European states. this is due to
the geographic proximity. A dramatic rise in the immigration level to the European Union has
taken place after the deterioration in the situation in Syria and Iraq (Prifti and Springer 2018).
Moreover, Political scientists have claimed that more instability on the political and economic
levels would take place as a result of badly affected oil exports or higher oil prices (Chomsky
2005, 8; Cohen 2009).

Since the end of the cold war and by the beginning of the unipolar order, the United States has
constantly been keen on preserving and expanding its domination all over the world so as to
maintain its status as the major power. Hence, that used to take place through creating mutual
and beneficial relations with states of strategic importance. Accordingly, Given the strategic,
geopolitical, and, above all, economic importance of the Middle East, there has been a big focus
on this region in the United States (K. Lehr et al. 2019). Hence the theoretical approach that has
explained the foreign policies of the United States since almost the beginning of the Cold War so
far is their realistic approach. Realism's fury is a paradigm that involves the domination of power
and seeking national interests in the first place. According to both Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth
Waltz, who are regarded as the foremost scholars of realism, the concepts of survival, power and

interest are at the heart of these scholars' depictions of the scholarship of international relations;
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regardless of the sub differences in their views in this theory, for both of them, these principles
shape the main trend, which is based on rational thinking and analysis, of the theory of realism
(Cozette 2004).

During that time and on the international level, international relations were based on this power
and realistic view, which included anarchy as well. Therefore, there was no room for
applying ethics and morals in international politics (Glenn Peter Hastedt 2004). That was seen
clearly, especially during the Cold War and the fight against international domination between
the two primary polls I was the United States and the Soviet Union, with their two opposed
ideologies. Because of this, so many words have been fought all over the world without taking
into consideration the responsibility for the casualties of wars and the morals. In fact, realism in
foreign policy outperformed idealism. Later on, liberalism has come into existence as a
competing paradigm to realism as in a more peaceful approach that focused more on international

cooperation zone enforcing power (Glenn Peter Hastedt 2004).

It is well understood by being a realist politician or scholar that there are always immoral tools
and measures adopted to achieve worthy goals and fulfill national interests (J. Stupak and M.
Leitner 2001). Theories and policies are inseparable and work in a parallel fashion. That is to say,
politicians and decision-makers apply political theories they see as the best for implementing
their policies and serving their goals (Rosato and Schuessler 2011). Indeed, with Walt's emphasis,
strategy and policy should be based on theoretical thinking. This will help them organize their
actions and plans so as to reach the desired outcomes, assess their effects, and predict feature
policies and events (Walt 2005).

Maintaining and expanding a global order that is consistent with our material interests and our
principles has always been the ultimate goal of United States foreign policy. That order must be
molded in American terms. To do otherwise, there will be efforts by others to structure it by
means that mirror and fulfill their goals (Kagan and Kristol 2000). In the event that great power
is facing a minor power of strategic importance, the significant power involved here has to build
robust ties with the relatively minor power. Furthermore, such ties could even be dominated by

the major power itself.

Meanwhile, if a great power is opposed by a smaller power in a region that has no strategic
significance, a more diplomatic and untroubled attitude should be fostered toward the more minor
power (Rosato and Schuessler 2011). powerful connections or coalitions are made by the realist

regime solely when they serve to advance the particular self-interest of the given country. This
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means that, it is not out of principle or goodwill that alliances are made (J. Stupak and M. Leitner
2001).

When it comes to theorizing American foreign politics at the beginning of the 21st century,
neocons' ideas dominated during the presidential term of George W. Bush (Dagger 2019). It has
always been and remains an elitist school of thought (Vaisse 2010). This ideology had an apparent
effect on American foreign policy, especially in the Middle East. As we have mentioned before,
as claimed, among the main goals of neoconservatism is maintaining democratic regimes around
the world, as it has been influenced by the idealism of Woodrow Wilson (Dagger
2019). Moreover, this same conviction results in their more likelihood to noticeably focus on the
concept of power and approve of foreign intervention to a greater extent than realists. Such
realists would apply more rigorous criteria to the deployment of American troops by which they
would be in a position to have little tendency to maintain America's values, trust, and integrity
(Vaisse 2010). In the view of the George W. Bush administration, unused power of all its sorts is
considered, in effect, more or less a waste. Accordingly, The United States had an interest in
furthering the rise of peaceful democratic regimes in other countries, given the stability and peace
democratic governments guarantee. Therefore, the United States military could be deployed
worldwide to advance United States interests and its vision of peace and democracy. This policy
is because democracies generally tend to opt for peaceful diplomatic policies and solutions for
any issues, in the words of a hypothesis of "democratic peace" that has been advocated by various

political theorists (Dagger 2019).

In short, superpowers like the United States are supposed to achieve a proper counterbalance
against other superpowers as well as against hostile more minor powers that are in strategic
regions around the world in order to enhance both their security and their dominance (Rosato and
Schuessler 2011). This is what the United States has done with Egypt after the death of the former
president Gamal Abd El Nasser and the end of the social nationalism in Egypt and the beginning
of the liberal ideology on the economic level during the reign of the Sadat and the adoption of
the American liberal principles. That took place by convincing El Sadat of Economic openness
and American dependence. Furthermore, that is where the implementation of soft power becomes
apparent. It is defined fundamentally by the capacity to recruit other people in order to get them
to agree to what one desires. In addition, it is the power to influence the decision-making patterns
of others (Nye 2005). It is explained by Joseph Nye as: "... the ability to get what you want
through attraction rather than coercion or payments. It arises from the attractiveness of a country's
culture, political ideals, and policies. When our policies are seen as legitimate in the eyes of
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others, our soft power is Enhanced." (Nye 2005, p.x). As soft power, economic resources enjoy
a strong reputation as a form of power and influence through international relations. Players may
allocate economic resources in the form of aid in order to change the gain from the desired
partner (Rothman 2011).

In foreign policy, Hans J. Morgenthau stated that the concept of realism is simply a rational
theoretical model of international relations. His premise is based on the rational standpoint that
the imperfect nature of the world is a product of intrinsic aspects of human nature. As a
consequence, cashes over power and conflicting opinions are unavoidable due to the fact that the
world always suffers from competing interests (Morgenthau and Thompson 1982). In
international relations, realistic thinking also assumes that there is no such thing as high moral
values or matter of ethics. Therefore, ethical principles can only be expressed through rhetoric,
and that is only political rhetoric based on ethical principles. Besides, the absence of genuine
respect from the side of nation-states for the global public opinion of the international community
or even the principles of international law. That being said, there could be no tangible effect to
deter unacceptable policies. As a result, it is common to see non-compliance with the rule of law
in enforcing some policies or sanctions when opposing desired interests. Nevertheless, some
circumstances could be when the rule of law and interest strongly correlate. But, overall, till that
day neither moral nor law have been capable of outweighing the concepts of power and
interests (J. Stupak and M. Leitner 2001).

Finally, it seemed that the end of the Cold War began to undermine not only the neorealists' but
also neoliberals', whose interpretations and explanations lacked "foresight about the end or post-
cold war era (Reus-Smit 2007). Thus, that study of power politics, rationally seeking interests,
and marginalizing morals was no longer in the first place at that time. As the fundamental political
shifts that took place were not a close outcome expected by these two theories (Chandler 2005).
That is, the end of the Cold War was to be viewed as an event that was closer to the approach of
constructivism. This is because the factors that brought about the dissolution of the Soviet Union
were presented more in identity and policymaking, which are fundamental ideas in the
constructive theory, than in politics of power. According to this, the United States started altering

its foreign policy toward Russia and curbing the antagonism (Chandler 2005).
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Alexander Wendt who was one of the pioneering international relations theorists to advocate a
constructivist perspective. He states that: "States do not have conceptions of self and other, and
thus security interests, apart from or prior to interaction... [Rationalist] claims presuppose a
history of interaction in which actors have acquired ‘selfish' identities and interests; before
interaction...they would have no experience upon which to base such definition of self and other.
To assume otherwise is to attribute to states in the state of nature qualities that they can only
possess in society (Wendt 1992, 401-402)."

In fact, states had their identities and interests shaped by their mutual cooperation and interaction
rather than notions of power. As the formation of interest is the identities of actors and both of

which are important subjective perceptions (Wendt 1992).

The theoretical approach used in explaining the CSOs and their situation is the constructive
perspective. According to which actors are seen as deeply social entities. That is to say, they are
formed by values and norms derived from the same society in which they have emerged. Besides,
their goals and endeavors are intrinsic, and they are a reflection of their own identities (Burchill,
Linklater, and Devetak 2005). The term civil society refers to a particular type of institutional
regime in which the economic and political structures, as well as the social-cultural provisions,
that are inherent to the society, are included. Besides, this is where human rights are
institutionally established, and individual freedoms become protected interdependently. As a
result, civil society organizations constitute a solid foundation for all political practice, laying the
foundation for politics based on an ethical theory (Gary Brent Madison and Firm 2003).

The term civil society refers to a particular type of institutional regime in which the economic
and political structures, as well as the social-cultural provisions that are inherent to the society,
are included. Besides, this is where human rights are institutionally established, and individual
freedoms become protected interdependently. As a result, civil society organizations constitute a
solid foundation for all political practice, laying the foundation for politics based on an ethical
theory (Gary Brent Madison and Firm 2003).

Furthermore, Pursuant to a functionalist approach, CSO's organizational structure is designed to
tackle community engagement problems while maximizing its ability to obtain the most effective
and efficient results for its member base. In effect, civil society gets illustrated as coterminous
with government, within the rule of law whereby all lawful power and authority are determined
through the state, as well as with the set of institutions responsible for the administration of state

affairs.
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In order to maintain their power status in the face of any tyrannical authority, civil society
organizations have been identified as intermediaries that defend people from government
authoritarianism (Alexander and International Sociological Association 1998). Besides, they are
able to promulgate global ideals of democracy, establish just procedures under the rule of law, as
well as guarantee that human rights are respected (Rhodes, Binder, and Rockman 2006).
Evidently, Civil society organizations have succeeded in proving their power through fulfilling
egalitarian appeals; that is due to their coherent and broad structure of national political
economies, along with their associations with other economic solid agents like trade unions
(Huber and Stephens 2001) (Ggsta Esping-Andersen 1998).

In point of fact, the constructive approach is the most adequate to analyze civil society
organizations as it focuses on their empirical studies. To be specific, the activities of agencies,
social movements and NGOs are shaped and made by ideas and knowledge, which are the basic
elements of constructivism, instead of only being relying on governments' policies (Chandler
2005). As a social theory, constructivism is concerned with the changes that happens in societies
and social life overall (Finnemore and Sikkink 2001). a changing dynamic in the understanding
of civil society and its role in society is clarified through an interaction among
professionalization, institutionalization, and involvement in societies (Mann et al. 2022). the
dynamic among these three pillars implies continuous change, one that is best analyzed in terms
of institutional performance and achievements (Rabab EI-Mahdi 2011). However, there is always
unsettled tensions between them that complicate their relations. It is important that the agents and
groups that make up civil society not be considered utterly apart from or totally opposed to the
existing government. They should be a balance between sustaining CSOs as complementary
entities to their authorities through both engagement and solidarity and keeping their genuine role
as a sort of opposition or supervision of the governmental achievements or measures in particular
in the field of human rights(Mann et al. 2022).

Even though civil society and the state are two separate and distinct entities, civil society
organizations can only emerge through states. Both of which are shaping a merging of the
integration process and conflict. This means that the existence of one of those entities correlates
to the existence of the other one. And this integration means that both are true mediums in modern
societies (Qandil 2008). Constructivist scholars have emphasized the role of (intersubjective or
collective ideas) in the study of international relations and social life. They have done so by
exploring the study of such non-material elements, which include (culture, norms, ideas, and

knowledge). In addition, the intersubjective or collective ideas do not include material factors
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that determine the interaction of people. Instead, they are mainly driven by ideational factors and
identities. Finally, interests are mostly shaped by such intersubjective and collective
understandings) (Finnemore and Sikkink 2001).

Lastly, according to Alexander Wendt, while the nation-state is still the critical figure of analysis,
attention has turned away from rational self-interest and shifted toward the interaction that takes

place within it.

How did it answer RQ? To conclude, the duality and contradiction in the united states’ foreign
policy towards Egypt with regard to human rights and democracy could be given an explanation
by understanding the fundamental ideas of the realistic theory which prioritize achieving
objectives even if that might contradict morals. Thus, the relation between The United States did
you eat in bodies in the material gains that are being unevenly divided between the United States
as a major power and only the heads of the states in the Middle East. This will definitely implicate
the interest of the populations in the Arab world. Besides, only thinking rationally by focusing
only on the economic gains and original domination, the United States will consequently,
overlook and neglect the abuses of human rights in the Middle East. In addition, this realistic
policy, which rely on the power and interest, of both the United States and the authoritarian
regimes in the Middle East, especially Egypt, is narrowing the area of operation for civil society
organizations and severely restricting their activities. And this is already planned and intended to
ensure that the goals and gains for the Middle Eastern dictators and the United States are

achieved.
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Methodology:

In this section, an account of the methodological context used to answer the above research
questions will be provided. This methodology is the procedure by which we gather the relevant
data to gain knowledge and use it in order to explain the given facts (Lamont 2015). These facts
include the intentions and policies of the United States, Egypt, and civil society organizations.
These data and sources will demonstrate and analyze their bilateral relations and the importance
of the regional dimension. A further point is, that it will grant a persuasive answer to the research

question.

Applying Theory

The methodological approach will propose a framework to connect the theoretical debates with
the object of research. First, I will explain why the theoretical approach | used is suitable for
explaining the research question. The realism theory has been used to explain the logic of the
United States’ foreign policy when it comes to dealing with the Middle East.

In fact, rational choice and argumentation contributed to defining and understanding current
theoretical discourses regarding international politics; Generally, it is considered a kind of
methodological assessment. In this approach, both individual and collective or social relations
are clarified on the basis of specific individual objectives that are subject to different limitations
and restraints (Carlsnaes, Risse, and Simmons 2013).

Levels of Analysis

In this part, | will explain these policies in the framework of three levels of analysis which are
(the international, regional, and the domestic level of analysis). Moreover, the relation between
the three levels will be explained. The international level of analysis will explain the relation
between the United States and the middle east in general and Egypt in particular. The United
States as a superpower is in a position of control and it rules this relation in a way that serves its
interests. for a foreign policy to be on the right track, it must make decisions that are rational on
the basis of the nature and circumstances of the international system from its perspective
(Carlsnaes, Risse, and Simmons 2013). The relationship between the United States and the
countries in the Arab region is a relation of interest, material benefit, and domination. Hence, the

United States could be able to take advantage of the gulf oil, gain immense profit from arms sales
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so these Arab states would be capable of defending themselves and involve in proxy wars, and
what is of utmost importance, is assuring the security of Israel through sponsor peace treaties

between Israel and the Arab countries.

Whilst regarding the Regional level of analysis, during the last decade, we have seen accelerated
changes that have taken place in the MENA region. These changes Incorporate wars,
normalization with Israel, compromises, relinquishment of land, and increasing the siege on
Yemen and Palestine. All these issues are coupled with an iron fist opposing this submission and
obedience. Many politicians are even expecting more changing dynamics in the region such as
Henry Kissinger (Kissinger 2011), according to these dynamics one can assume that the role of

the public, opposition, and NGOs should be diminished.

Furthermore, concerning the State-level of analysis, the formalization of foreign policy does not
occur through any single decision-making procedure. Rather, there are a number of variables that
determine how exactly this progress is made, among them the nature of the political system
(Otieno, n.d.). States’ foreign policy and domestic conditions are correlated. That is why the
Egyptian regime is always seeking to consolidate fasten relations with the United States and work
on implementing its agenda in the Arab world at the expense of suppressing freedom, opposition,

and any other adequate alternative for it.

The case that will be explained

The key model that will be analyzed in the Middle East is “Egypt” and its foreign relation with
the United States. Among the reason for choosing Egypt, is that Egypt has played a leading and
influential role in the Arab world since the fifties during the last century. Moreover, its strategic
location, as it borders Palestine, has made it a focus country for the United States, as the latter is
always concerned with the security of Israel. In addition, it has contributed to and supported the

liberation of Palestine against the Israeli occupation.

Nevertheless, the regional role of Egypt has recently declined (Ottaway 2012), especially in
issues such as the war in Yemen, Syria, and the waning influence of supporting the Palestinian
case. Meanwhile, other Arab states have increased their role in the region and cooperation with
the United States, these countries include Saudi Arabia and The United Arab Emirates. Added to
this, some of the privileges that Egypt has introduced to the United States, for instance allowing

the usage of the airspace of Egypt or even providing facilities for the United States for crossing
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the Suez Canal, are no longer special or unique (Al-Minshawi 2018). For some scholars, the
concept of financial aid has become an old perception of the mutual relations between Egypt and
the United States. In other words, this relationship became more comprehensive and related more

to regional matters (Al-Minshawi 2018).

however, keeping Egypt as a close ally is of paramount importance to broaden the domination
throughout the Arab world. Therefore, the real promotion and expansion of democracy through
the region, including Egypt, arguably, have the potential to substitute allies with regimes that
could be substantially antagonistic toward the United States (Lesch and Haas 2018).

Civil Society organization analysis

In this case, A basis for comparison between democracy and freedom before and after the
revolution of 2011 will be provided here to give an evaluation of the performance of the CSOs
and clarify the changing position and capabilities of the CSOs in Egypt regarding their role in
and endeavors in seeking these objectives. In addition, this comparison will be used to illustrate
and analyze the dire situation we have reached, after ten years from the revolution in 2011, due
to the suppressive politics of the government. This comparison is based on the reports of
Amnesty International during the whole decade demonstrating how authoritarian rule and
repression have been exacerbated in Egypt. Based on the analysis of the activities of the CSOs
and the severe politics the government practices towards the activists and even normal people an
explanation could be elicited. Nonetheless, this kind of approach should not be generalized, as
such kind of methods, in this case of CSOs, deal with various sorts of agencies. In other words,
they are not homogeneous entities, neither on the regional nor domestic level. However,
outcomes of analysis could be taken advantage of by paving the way for scholars to expound on
this modern topic of study by introducing empirical knowledge for different models of CSOs
(Qandil 2010).

In Egypt, several kinds of civil society organizations with various specifications have been active.
Concerning Human rights organizations, (Khallaf n.d.) In 2007, Egypt had about 61 human rights
organizations in total; Among the well-known human rights groups are the Egyptian
Organization for Human Rights, the Egyptian Center for Housing Rights, and the Egyptian
Association for Personal Rights. During the last decades, the Egyptian authority has been
confining their activities and suppressing their practices. That is, from the government’s

perspective, due to the vague definition and understanding of the CSOs as entities, that have


https://www.google.com/search?client=avast-a-1&sxsrf=APq-WBs_LLRm5oWEmFN2Kds9cOM-owMQzg:1643387992792&q=the+role+of+amnesty+International+in+egypt&spell=1&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwizkqes8dT1AhUbQvEDHfKLCR8QkeECKAB6BAgBEDI
https://www.google.com/search?client=avast-a-1&sxsrf=APq-WBs_LLRm5oWEmFN2Kds9cOM-owMQzg:1643387992792&q=the+role+of+amnesty+International+in+egypt&spell=1&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwizkqes8dT1AhUbQvEDHfKLCR8QkeECKAB6BAgBEDI

21

different interests ranging from political, economic, social, cultural to environmental; plus, their
intentions as a dubious form of opposition, especially since many of the CSOs receive donations
from foreign countries. Thus, they might be implementing foreign agendas. Thus, in this research,

we will focus mainly on CSOs specializing in and advocating human rights and democracy.

A further point is that the growing power and number of such organizations, in the period before
the beginning of the revolutions, has managed to compete with the ruling regime and the deep
state for mastery of state institutions and demand accountability and transparency in some
internal and external policies and handling state property.

That is why, in 2014, when Abdel Fattah al-Sisi became president, it was not surprising that the
sense of optimism with which the Egyptian uprisings were once characterized has been undone
by such resilient authoritarianism. As a result, such totalitarian policies are hampering the
capacity to not only support these organizations and social movements that are tirelessly striving
to traverse this terrain of contention-through finding and implementing alternative avenues of
opposition to authoritarianism, but also to hold accountable civil society’s agents and activists
and arbitrarily arrest them

Hence, the ruling regime always seeks to maintain strong foreign policies in order to sustain and
guarantee its position and so that the international community turns a blind eye to the violations
taking place on the domestic level against the CSOs.

In 2019, the reports of Amnesty International stated that the Egyptian prosecution must ensure
that individuals under investigation by the SSSP shall receive guarantees of a fair trial and be
able to appeal the legality of their detention prior to a verdict. In addition, the Egyptian
government should establish an independent national monitoring system for all detention centers
and ascertain that precise numbers of detainees in Egypt are published. However, the role of such
an international NGO is yet to be effective or have tangible solutions regarding human rights
matters in Egypt. This is still a pending issue that could be resolved by exposing these violations
to the international community, so sanctions could be imposed on the ruling regime to mitigate

the horrendous state human rights have reached in Egypt.
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Chapter 2

The U.S. Foreign Policy

After Barak Obama came to power in 2009, he promised a different policy, especially towards
the middle East, than the previous American republican president George W. Bush. He pursued
a distinct speech in Cairo in which he promoted a new phase and policy (Nye 2020). For some
who are not really involved in politics, the speech sounds inspirational. However, it has been
proven through decades that the American policies do not depend on different visions of
successive presidents, it is all about particular ideas and concepts like what has been mentioned
before in the previous chapter. These concepts include power and direct and indirect intervention

that could be mainly fruitful for the American side and not necessarily the other one.

For Obama, the main goal was to improve America's image internationally, especially in Islamic
countries. He wanted to end America's involvement in wars and bring peace to the Middle East.
This includes reaching out to opponents, reshaping relations with Russia so as to help free the
world of nuclear weapons danger, and establishing greater significant collaboration with China
over regional and global issues. In addition, he proclaimed that he is seeking to establish regional
peaceful relations with the Middle East (Nye 2020).
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The U.S. foreign policy towards the Middle East:

The United States progressively took over from the two western powers (Great Britain and
France) in the region, following the Cold War's advancement into the Middle East. Meanwhile,
on the other hand, starting from 1955, the Soviet Union had aided most of the Arab nations by
providing arms to Egypt and supplying arms as well to some other Arab states. Later on, the
United States began supporting Israel from the 1960s onward up to the end of the Cold War in
1991(Lesch and Haas 2018). By the end of the 1960s and the beginning of the 1970s, The United
States has tried to undermine the Arab dependence on the aid and support of the Soviet Union;
Washington has tried to mediate between Egypt and Israel during the years after the war of 1967
S0 as to reach a compromise between the two parties and maintain peace in the Arab world. What
Is more, in 1970, President Nixon made it clear to the Soviet Union that the United States will
not allow any kind of domination of the MENA region. Furthermore, Nixon has related the
importance and American interest in the Middle East to the security of Europe and the
Mediterranean Sea (Abd El Raheem Mustafa 1978).

In the meantime, during the post-Cold war period, the MENA region has witnessed more political
integration and involvement in international politics (Korany 2016). The strategic and petrol-
political importance of the region continued to expand during the Cold War. This significance
reemerged during the post-Cold War, reflected in successive and significant United States
undertakings within the region. Among these were the 1991 Gulf War, the Madrid-Oslo Middle
East Peace Process from 1991 to 1993, the sanctions regime against Iraq from 1991 to 2003, and
the 2003 invasion and consequent occupation of that country. Hence, such initiatives in the
Middle East have been recognized as examples of the most drastic actions committed by the
United States on the world stage in the years since the end of the Cold War (Lesch and Haas
2018).

The main events that have been shaping the Politics in the whole MENA region are the Arab-
Israeli conflict as well as the Iranian politics inside the gulf region and its nuclear developments.
A further point is the considerable wave of revolutions in several Arab nations that have been the
Arab Spring. These revolutions that have taken place in the Middle East in 2011haves been a
manifestation of the dissatisfaction of the Arab populations with their totalitarian governments
(Korany and EI-Mahdi 2012). All these incidents and developments have shed more light on the
Middle East and emphasized the dangerous outcomes that could take place especially due to the

increase of conflicts, wars and insecurity (Korany 2016). Persistent difficulties are being
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encountered by many Arab countries in coping with these new challenges of the 21st century.
And even Tunisia, which had better chances of coping with the post-revolution dilemmas, is still
struggling in establishing a democratic system and enhancing its economic circumstances
(Schueftan 2016).

In a speech delivered by Secretary of State Mike Pompeo in Cairo in January 2019, human rights
records in opposing countries such as Syria and Iran were Condemned. whereas, at the same time,
the administration of the United States is backing the rulers and overlooking human rights status
in all other allies and loyal states in the same region. For Pompeo, the idea of a state, in the Middle
East, was only concerning the ruling governments without bearing in mind the populations and
the circumstances of these countries (K. Lehr et al. 2019). in the meantime, these authoritarian
administrations of the partner states would serve another goal for the United States by supporting
and benefiting the latter in containing Iran (K. Lehr et al. 2019).

In the Middle East, we have seen major upheavals and transformations that have taken place
within this region in the form and exercise of power; In fact, the United States has spurred some
of these changes, most notably the invasion of Iraq in 2003 as well as others, such as the series
of insurgencies with which the region was engulfed in 2011. Such events have resulted in, in
some instances, conflicts and civil wars a civil war (Ewers 2019). My analysis: Since American
military intervention has taken place in Iraq, Syria, Yemen, and Libya, this supports the idea that
states with internal divisions, tribal social nature, or Religious and sectarian differences and
divisions are more prone to fall apart in front of American intervention and due to devastating

policies of corrupted ruling regimes loyal to the United States.

During the reign of George W Bush (2001 - 2009), the main prevalent concept in his political
rhetoric what was the promotion of human rights as a separate domain in foreign politics
(Hancock 2007). Thus, in March 2001, while leading the U.S. delegation for the 57th meeting of
the United Nations Commission on Human Rights, the leader of the American delegation made
an assertion about the commitment to human rights concerns (Tahir-Kheli 2001).
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And for more assurance about human rights, the secretary of state proclaimed that The United
States’ endeavors to come to sustain human rights in the world during the presidential term of

Bush will certainly remain intact (Hancock 2007). As per the former president George W Bush:

“We shall continue to be the world's leading advocate for democracy and human rights. We
shall continue to meet foreign government officials and insist that our views on human rights be
known. We shall speak up for the dissidents, the victims of persecution, the tortured, and the
dispossessed. We shall continue to tell the truth when we submit our Country Reports on
Human Rights Practices to Congress and to the millions who now access them via the Internet.
(Dobriansky 2001)”

Nonetheless, it was only a sort of propaganda for Bush and his team that was proven to be
hypocrisy after the invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq and the crime wars that took place then.
What was necessary then for the United States its power domination under the pretext of the war
on terrorism. Thereafter, when Barack Obama became the president (2009 - 2017), some analysts
expected a totally diverse foreign policy concerning the Middle East as he had stated that his
Obama Doctrine was not going to be doctrinaire' as was the Bush Doctrine (Prifti and Springer
2018). He promoted a foreign policy program aimed at fostering collective security and pursuing
" mutual welfare™ in cooperation with other states. In addition, there has been assurance from his
administration to follow more peaceful policies and altar the image of American foreign policy
that has been affected badly, during the term of George W Bush, as a result waging wars and

being involved in a tremendous number of casualties (Ackerman 2008).

"It's time to reject the counsel that says the American people would rather have someone who is
strong and wrong than someone who is weak and right", Barak Obama (Ackerman 2008).

"It's time to say that we are the party that is going to be strong and right" Barak Obama
(Ackerman 2008).

At the beginning of Obama’s presidential term, he focused on different political rhetoric, toward
the Arab world, that involved religious references from the Quran. He chose this kind of rhetoric
to create allies and spheres of influence in order to maintain the continuity of status and power

on the international level.

Among the ways insert good ease and increase the influence and termination of a country over
another his arm exports and aids. The United States is it clear example and the biggest arms
exporter for the Middle East. In effect, one of the principal world players and customers of the

weapons industry and trade, for some time, has been the Middle East, at relatively large levels in
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relation to its population; In this region, there are two sorts of states, some create buyers and
specify large portion from their budget for buying arms from the United States, whereas, other
Arabic states depends on military aid and grants by which The United states enforce its influence

on their politics (Congressional Research Service 2020).

Top 10 customers of U.S. weapons, 2002-2016

Country Total sales

1. Saudi Arabia $25.8 billion
2. Egypt $17.1 billion
3. lsrael $15.2 billion
4. Taiwan $15.0 billion
5. Australia $10.5 billion
6. Japan $9.4 billion
7. South Korea $9.3 billion
8. Iraq $8.9 billion
9. United Kingdom $6.6 billion
10. United Arab Emirates $6.3 billion

(Thrall and Dorminey 2018)
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The U.S.-Egyptian relations:

It was during the Cold War when this ongoing Egyptian-American relation has started, in
particular, In the wake of the war of 1973, after which Egypt has halted its cooperation with the
Soviet Union and embarked on building strong relations with the United States (Hanna 2015). In
my opinion, this American policy has been clear since the Camp David peaceful treaty took place
between Egypt and Israel — the American ally and the western implanted entity in the heart of the
middle east — which has initiated a different kind of policy after many wars including the war of
1957, 1967, the attrition war and October 1973 Yom Kippur war. That is to say, peaceful relations
and cooperation are more rewarding and fruitful from the American perspective. By enacting this
treaty and after the visit of the former president Sadat to Jerusalem a new phase has started in
Egypt which was the end of the National socialism, independence of the decision-making
process, and political and economic policies — that have been followed by former President Jamal
Abd El Naser, and the beginning of the capitalism and giving up the independence of our political
and economic decision-making process. During this new phase and till the present time, Egypt
has not been able to oppose the American policy towards it and it became a total follower creates
policy and this is simply, according to some scholars, a result of a form of occupation that does
not involve military or direct force. This means that this indirect force is being undertaken by
national Egyptian figures employed by the administration of the United States; Their job is to
make sure that their policies are being applied and that their interests are being served. In turn,
The United States promise and guarantee support and protection for these Egyptian actors (Amin
2011).

By the time the relationship between Egypt and the United States became closer, and Egypt
became a strong strategic ally in the Arab world. In this regard, some sort of activities has been
seen during the last decade, including the American support to Egypt in terms of strengthening
the latter’s security and stability. A collaboration has been witnessed between the two countries
in order to fight against the terrorist attacks that started to rise after the revolution of 2011. This
has rationalized the strong relations between Egypt and the United States and the increase in the
American arms imports to Egypt. Moreover, it is easy for the United States to pass their naval
ships through the Suez Canal and their military aircraft to enter our borders in order to achieve
their missions. Hence, by these privileges, we also provide The United States easy access to and

deployment of its military in other Arab countries (Hanna 2015).
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With respect to the American funding to the Egyptian government, in fact, for the past several
years, in the time range between 1975 and 2009, Egypt has been considered America's top
receiver of the USAID aid (USAID 2019). And with regard to financial matters, the main factor
to be mentioned is an annual amount of US$1.3 billion in military aid allocated to Egypt by the
United States under the terms of the Camp David Agreements since 1987. Meanwhile, the grants
of the United States to Egypt, during the two decades prior to the revolution, through USAID
have been more or less stable (it has even mainly remained intact after the January 25 revolution);
These grants amount to roughly $250 million per year for the purposes of bolstering the economic
development of Egypt and improving its infrastructure (Sharp 2012). Such assistance is not about
showing generosity; rather, it is about the national interests of the United States. To put it another
way, all aid bears an intention of intervention, irrespective of how disguised it is. As a
consequence, such aid infringes on the recipient governments' national interest, national
sovereignty, and independence of decision-making. Additionally, charity-based aid is generally
prone to be halted by the giver at will (J. Stupak and M. Leitner 2001). Egypt is ranked as the
second-largest beneficiary of the American military, financial assistance in the world after Israel,

which still remains the number one receiver of U.S. military aid (Bremmer 2018).

And with regard to the mutual economic relation between the two parties, in spite of the powerful
allegiance between Egypt and the United States, the economic ties between the countries
sometimes faces ups and downs; It is time to modify the financial aspect of the allegiance, namely
the pro-U.S trade insufficiency, the unstable economic aid, and the minimal U.S foreign direct
investment (FDI). A further point is, based on the status and the system of the trade, aid, and
investment between Egypt and the U.S, it can be determined that the economic and political ties
are not fair to Egypt. When the benefits gained by the United States are compared to the benefits
of Egypt, we can conclude that the most significant benefits accrue to the United States ("U.S.
Relations with Egypt - United States Department of State” 2018).

U.S-exports to Egypt have been on the rise for the last decade, whereas the exports to the U.S
have been quite unmoving. As a result, this status has caused a trade deficit in favor of the United
States, amounting to approximately US$ 2.5 billion per year. While this amount is relatively
minor to the United States, it represents around 3% of the Egyptian GDP. Thus, it is crucial to
boost and expand the U.S market access for Egyptian exports and to enhance their
competitiveness through industrial reforms ("U.S. Relations with Egypt - United States
Department of State" 2018). Furthermore, compared to U.S FDI in Brazil (US$ 38.0 billion) and
Mexico (US$ 26.0 billion), the U.S FDI in Egypt in 1999 was about US$ 2.2 billion, where 68%
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goes to the petroleum industry. So, in order for Egypt to be able to receive more FDI from the
United States, more reforms must be realized. In the meantime, the United States could be an
essential actor in backing these reform initiatives. Whereas, Concerning the aid, after Israel,
Egypt has been the second-largest receiver since 1978, reaching US$ 80 billion, where US$ 50
is for the military sector and US$ 30 for economic assistance ("U.S. Relations with Egypt - United
States Department of State” 2018).

Foreign aid and funding have taken other shapes as well. These include the funding of civil
society organizations that work in many fields, among which are human rights CSOs. The vast
majority of Egypt's civil society organizations are either charitable or public benefit
organizations. However, there is a small number of CSOs specializing in the political and human
rights fields. Nevertheless, the number of these kinds of CSOs does not exceed 25 % of the overall
number, which was 29,000 in 2010 (Amani Qindil and Civicus (Association 1995). The former
president Mubarak has always been seeking to not only impede the activities of CSOs and NGOs,
which he does not approve of their political direction but also to praise and shed light on other
organizations that are loyal to the regime; A number of human rights organizations, CSOs and
syndicates have played a significant role with respect to creating broader political awareness
among the public before the revolution of January 2011.

Later on, after the revolution and ousting of President Mubarak, the nature of the funding with
such an organization was widely debated among different political currents in Egypt (Elagati
2013). Such controversy happened especially after Egyptian government authorities in February
2012 charged 43 human rights actors under the pretext of establishing NGOs without the required
authorizations, besides, of course, the source of funding for such organizations (Elagati 2013).
And what added to this kind of doubt was the fact that The Economist disclosed in October 2012
that some Gulf states had donated money to Salafist groups and parties in an effort to compete
with the rival Muslim Brotherhood. This financial support has been used to fund Salafist

speeches, websites, and television channels (The Economist 2012).

In 2022, the U.S blocked an aid of US$ 130 million in annual security assistance amid human
rights abuses, despite Biden's ongoing military assistance aid.; Several examples of governmental
abuse include extrajudicial executions, abductions, torture, suppression of free and political
speech through restricting media, and violating homosexuals, bisexuals, and transgender
individuals (Jakes and EI-Naggar 2022).
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Human rights and hypocrisy in the American foreign policy:

In this part, | am going to explain more about the concept and the politics related to human rights
in the United States foreign policy. We will focus mainly on the presidential term of Bush,
Obama, and Trump (2001-2021). In fact, over decades, both Republican and Democratic
American administrations have disregarded and overlooked human rights breaches in Egypt; this
was done in order to continue providing financial and economic assistance and, of course, to

maintain Egypt's position on America's side in return (Toosi 2018).

“Freedom and democracy are critical to defeating terror because free nations that respect human

rights will help overcome hatred, resentment and the ideologies of murder”
George W. Bush
(“President Bush, Indonesian President Megawati Hold Joint Press Conference” 2003)

“The hundreds of millions of people in the Middle East are not condemned by history to live in

“:n

despotism or that Islam, the faith of one-fifth of humanity, “is ” consistent with democracy”
George W. Bush
(“President Bush Discusses Freedom in Iraq and the Middle East” 2003)

With regard to the consideration of human rights during the presidential term of President Bush,
it has been an expression of hypocrisy and false slogans. This real consideration was evident in
the wars he conducted in Afghanistan and Irag. The leaks from Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq are
among the evidence of his political crimes. In 2004, the disclosures and leaks about the cruelty
and torture of Iragi war prisoners at Abu Ghraib as well as subsequent reports of ill-treatment of
detainees at Guantanamo, have strengthened the negative reputation of the American endeavors
and behavior. However, once congressional committees came down hard on Defense Secretary
Donald Rumsfeld and other high-level officials about such abuses and war crimes in May 2004,
there was extensive coverage by Arab media about both internal debate and self-criticism
occurring in the United States (Rugh 2006). Now that the United States had found no weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) in Irag. The situation became more complicated than before the war.
The American authorities tried to save their face by pointing out that the United States had done
a favor to Irag and the world through the ouster of Saddam. Moreover, at the same time, they
emphasized and praised their success in spreading democracy across the Middle East (Rugh
2006). During the period, there has been a big awareness among the Arabs of the real motive

behind the invasion of Irag.
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Both the Middle East and North Africa have been regarded extensively as a region with the lowest
level of political liberty than anywhere else in the world (Lesch and Haas 2018). Therefore, it
was unlikely that Obama's aspirations for the advancement of democracy would be materialized
in the foreseeable future (Lesch and Haas 2018). In the Speech of Obama in Cairo in 2009, he
promised a new distinct policy toward the Arab Muslim world. He gave a speech that inspired
optimism, as he was an eloquent and tactful speaker. Barack Obama concisely made his views
clear during his speech in Cairo, where he affirmed that democracy does have its advantages. He
stated that: "no system of government can or should be imposed upon one nation by any
other" (THE WHITE HOUSE 2009).

Despite Obama's assertion of the importance of implementing democracy in his speech, he
clarified how different his policy would compare to Bush's, as Bush has claimed that promoting
democracy in the MENA region was a priority for his administration. Nevertheless, his
government's foreign policy had nothing to do with these values related to democracy and human
rights. Obama urged the propagation of democratic rule in the Middle East and North Africa in
his 2009 Cairo speech. He thought that the "freedom agenda” of the George W. Bush government
involved threatening or applying force to sustain the rise of peaceful democratic Middle-Eastern
governments. However, of course, that had been a mistake from his perspective. Therefore, to
recover the image of the United States, they needed to take a different approach, one that was

less aggressive and more conciliatory (Lesch and Haas 2018).

Later on, after a couple of years, the revolution of 2011 broke out in Egypt. This revolution has
been fomented due to the increasing dynamics of civic uprisings, civil disobedience, vigorous
political mobilization, as well as the paramount role of social networks. Furthermore, these
revolutionary movements have been not only demanding and seeking advancing democracy,
employment, freedom, and social justice but also halting Arbitrary and unlawful arrests, torture
and death in custody, enforced disappearances, and intensified constraints imposed on the
freedom of expression and association (Toosi 2018). After ousting Mubarak, the people began to
believe that the political demands would be met, and the smuggled money and wealth recovered.
Nonetheless, after the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces temporarily took over the
administration of the state until a fair presidential election could be held, the violence and arrests
continued. What is more, the delay in holding parliamentary and presidential elections and
amending the constitution continued in light of the policy of violence and violation of people's
rights. The result in the following couple of years was a political struggle in which people were
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victims. Meanwhile, it was not surprising not to see a really effective political help from the
American side regarding defending human rights in Egypt; on the contrary, the United States
government has been backing the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces. In effect, this is a
typical way of conducting American politics. To put it more simply, the United States finds that
the best way to pursue and maintain its goal is to consolidate strong relations with the Supreme
Council of the Armed Forces. At the same time, the Council of the Armed Forces has had the
same intention. Then, Obama'’s attitude was expected by many analysts; among the reasons for
this prediction is his attitude toward the nuclear deal with Iran. That deal made him simply belittle
Iranian human rights abuses and stay silent as grassroots protests erupted in Iran against election
fraud in June 2009. in addition, he chose to place U.S. human rights considerations in the region
second to this nuclear deal. Another example in Syria, he witnessed the transformation of Syria
and the brutality of war, and the displacement of the people without any real initiation (Abrams
2017). Even Secretary Clinton stated that: “Development must become ~ an equal pillar of our
foreign policy, alongside defense and diplomacy ”, but the concept of democracy was just not
there (“Remarks on Development in the 21st Century” 2010). According to David Sanger, of the
New York Times: “In his first two years in office, Mr. Obama said little about democratic
transformations as a core goal. . . . Now [in 2011] he has begun speaking of them as a central
part of the ‘alternative narrative’ to [that of ideological enemies, e.g.,] Al Qaeda’s theology, or

Iran’s.” (Sanger 2011).

Delivering his 2017 inaugural address, Donald J. Trump stated that: “From this day forward, it’s
going to be America first. America first . . . We will seek friendship and good will with the nations
of the world, but we do so with the understanding that it is the right of all nations to put their
own interests first.” (Nye 2020,1)

During the presidential term of Donald Trump, the American side criticized the conditions of
human rights in Egypt. Rex Tillerson, Donald Trump's first secretary of state, has reportedly been
upset because EI-Sisi passed a law that imposed harsh restrictions on civil society groups. A
further cause for his attitude is that Egypt, apparently, is more or less following the North Korean
model in the dictatorship. Furthermore, Tillerson as well pointed out that he was disappointed
with the judicial prosecution of plenty of people who work for many NGOs that advocate
democracy and human rights. Notwithstanding, it turned out set the main reason why he criticized
this law of the NGOs and detaining activists is that among the defendants were 17 Americans,
and most of them were tried in absentia. Accordingly, the American aid was suspended (Toosi

2018). Indeed, at one point, Tillerson has before diminished and undermined the emphasis on
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furthering American principles of human rights and democracy worldwide. Nonetheless,
suspending the funds have had repercussions. As a result, a new procedure has been arranged for
the NGO employees (Toosi 2018).

Sustaining democratic reform is a primary normative objective emanating from American values.
Yet that objective will be embraced by U.S. political figures as long as such advocacy does not
jeopardize the material interests of the United States. Failing that premise, American leaders will
probably make little effort to support the protesters over the brutal government repression like
what has happened in Bahrain (Lesch and Haas 2018).
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Chapter 3

Civil Society Organizations

The role of Civil Society Organisations:

In fact, in the 1990s, it became common for the term "civil society" to appear in Arab thinking
and research. But, Prior to that, one was used to considering the state and society broadly in the
absence of the addition of the concept of "civil." Notwithstanding, after the expansion of
neoliberalism and the accelerated tempo of changes, the impact of civil society organizations has
increased. These profound modifications drove many researchers to refer to them as the
globalization of democracy (Hassan 2009).

There have been widespread concerns in a number of developing countries about the unfair
distribution of wealth and the skyrocketing rate of corruption since the 1990s. this corrupted
policy has created a deep state that has resulted from the international neoliberal policy. as a
consequence, this policy has had a catastrophic impact on the majority of the Egyptian people
by impeding the deprived people from participating in the development (Rabab EI-Mahdi 2011).
Rising rates of poverty, wealth inequality and deprivation are among the major worries voiced
by scholars, human rights activists, and development practitioners (Harvey 2005). From here
comes the importance of the role of civil society organizations in Egypt, given that their national
objectives embody the demands of the grassroots. The goals revolve around the demand for a fair
distribution of the state’s national income, political and economic reforms, supervision and
accountability for fraud and corruption, enacting laws that guarantee citizens’ rights and
defending detainees in cases of protest and freedom of opinion. these are all features that share
the concept of civil society of being the connection and medium between the individuals, the

community, and their state (Howell and Pearce 2002).

In parallel with the repressive policies of the state and the monopoly of political thought and
decision-making, the international community remains conversant and acutely aware of the
dimensions of domestic and foreign policy and the relations between them (Talani 2017). In 2007,
after holding the General Conference of the Arab Network for NGOs in Kuwait, the idea of
measuring and assessing the effectiveness and influence of civil society was raised (Qandil 2010).
The evaluation of civil society effectiveness is carried out in a cumulative cognitive framework.

Besides, it includes an integrated Egyptian and Arab team of experts and professionals in
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sociology, political science, and information technology, and takes into account Arab and foreign

experiences and references (Qandil 2010).

The state remained relatively robust for a time to subjugate society by means of its arbitrary
apparatus which includes the military, and state security institutions (Kassem 2004). It was
noticed during the last decade that the West, including Europe and the United State, has been
inclined to regard civil society as a promoter of the process of democracy-building, most notably
in the Middle East and the Arab world (Abdalla 2008).

Outcomes and challenges of their Activity:

Indeed, a functional civil society exists by enabling diverse groups who may have opposing
views, to work collectively in a productive manner. Besides, it facilitates a consensual process of
accommodating and bringing together diverse interests that limit the capacity of a single group
or ideology to prevail over others. Meanwhile, it enhances the development yields and increases
the number of intellectuals and academics. Nevertheless, this type of engagement, reconciliation,
and rewarding social outcomes that emerge from such a process has remained absent in both
developing countries that are experiencing authoritarian regimes and recently democratized
nations (Rabab EI-Mahdi 2011). However, the adoption of laws and the decision-making process
strongly rested on some theoretical principles, such as bureaucratic authoritarianism and Oriental
despotism (Fahmy 2002). In Egypt, tensions and ambiguity still exist in the relationship between
government and civil society organizations. Furthermore, the authority in Egypt has become even
more bureaucratic over the last decades. This means that the government is the only entity that
has the capability to take decisions think, create or suggest ideas in order to organize social,
political, and economic life—added to this, the government's monopoly over opinion and
decision in the production and distribution of services and essential goods. Moreover, the
government also managed cultural life (Qandil 2008). Further, reflecting the national public
opinion and the real needs of the people is no longer among the government's main goals. On the
contrary, the authority is now focusing on twisting the public opinion and suppressing specific
views so as to create a fake and more harmonized public opinion. The government considers
itself above all kinds of Categories and groups of the public controlling it through the
centralization of power (Qandil 2008).
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Western CSOs:

In effect, it is impossible for NGOs to be established or operate if they do not have external
funding, in particular, if they work for the interests of citizens or if they are political in nature.
On the contrary, the Egyptian authority forbids them from obtaining funding unless they are
authorized to do so, which is seldom provided (Abdalla 2008). Thus, it is essential for civil
society organizations to have sufficient financial resources to ensure their independence.
Nevertheless, most such organizations in Egypt do not have these resources. As a result, this
opens these organizations up to exploitation by their governments or by foreign donors. (Hassan
2009). The United States has allocated a great deal of its economic aid to finance its NGOs in
Egypt after the revolution of 2011 and ousting of Mubarak. However, this happened after the
Egyptian government had halted and illegalized the activities of the American NGOs (Ottaway
2012). In addition, this problem of foreign support, especially for those Egyptians who work to
advocate for human rights, can be a source of great conflict with their respective local
governments. (Hassan 2009)

Indeed, Egypt is in need of this bilateral relationship with the United States, given the strong
influence the United States can practice on the decision of the IMF. Thus, stable relations between
the two countries would ease the decisions of the IMF to provide loans to Egypt in the post-
revolution period in which a fragile economy has been witnessed. (Ottaway 2012)

While not officially licensed and receiving funds from the United States, American NGOs
promoting and supporting democracy were bolder in their activities in Egypt. These NGOs
include (Freedom House, NDI, the International Center for Journalists, and IRI) (Ottaway 2012).
Furthermore, Egyptian civil society must maintain a certain level of autonomy with respect to
any foreign intervention and influence and their oppressive regime. This autonomy is substantial
since funding and implanting foreign ideas and agendas in some organizations might bring about
the penetration of ambiguous ideas among human rights advocates and opposing figures,

divisions among the opposition, and weak trust in national figures and personalities.

Amnesty international in Eqypt:

Further, with respect to global NGOs, | will also use Amnesty International's evidence of human
rights violations. First, the Al is a neutral international NGO. The Al researches and uncovers
the facts about human rights abuses. In doing so, it aids people in claiming their rights. Moreover,

it conducts extensive efforts to lobby governments and other potent entities. Thereby, it helps
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ensure that governments fulfill their obligations and abide by the law (Amnesty International
2014).

Amnesty International in Egypt has been active for years. It introduces reports on human rights
there per year. According to its reports in 2020/2021), It is stated that the Egyptian prosecution
should make sure that individuals under investigation by the Supreme State Security Prosecution
(SSSP) receive guarantees of a fair trial. Besides, arrested individuals should be able to appeal
the legality of their detention before a proper judge at any time. In addition, The Egyptian
government should establish an independent national monitoring system for all detention centers;

and ascertain that precise numbers of detainees in Egypt are published.

According to the "Amnesty International Egypt,” The government authorities have repeatedly
targeted human rights activists, members of the opposition, and politicians by fabricating false
accusations. In addition, they have conducted harsh interrogation, wrongfully prosecuted them,
and placed them on a "terrorist list." (Amnesty International Egypt, n.d.). There are thousands of
arbitrarily detained people. These arrested individuals are journalists, university students,
businessmen, and non-violent protesters. These arbitrary arrests are simply because of the nature
of their jobs or their political opinions. So, they may face torture and enforced disappearances

(Amnesty International 2021).

In addition, numerous workers have been subjected to arrests and prosecutions as a result of using
the legal right to strike. Plus, the inhabitants of illegal urban neighborhoods have suffered violent
evictions. Furthermore, the Egyptian government launched a crackdown on offline and online

freedom of expression.

The government launched a crackdown on offline and online freedom of expression. Moreover,
the Police raided the office of the independent news site al-Manassa in Cairo on the 24th of June
2020 to arrest its editor-in-chief, Noura Younes, for a short time. What is more, several hundred
websites for news, human rights, and other purposes continued to be suspended (Amnesty
International 2021).

Only during last year, a minimum of nine health care employees have been arbitrarily arrested.
That was due to expressing their opinions on their social media regarding safety concerns or
expressing criticism of their government's management of the pandemic; they have been kept in
custody on charges of terrorism and spreading false news. Moreover, detention environments
continued to be gruesome and inhumane, with detainees deprived of reasonable medical care.

This situation stayed the same even during COVID-19 (Amnesty International 2021).
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Officials kept heavily curtailing the freedom of association of human rights organizations,
political parties as well as financing of human rights bodies. There has been a case referred to as
Case 173 where at least 31 employees of civil society organizations are on the list o be banned

from leaving the country for any reason (Amnesty International 2021).

However, the role of such an international NGO is yet to be effective or have tangible solutions
regarding human rights matters in Egypt. This is still a pending issue that could be resolved by
exposing these violations to the international community, so sanctions could be imposed on the
ruling regime so as to mitigate the horrendous state human rights have reached in Egypt.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, and after all has been said and done, the creation of rights in political thought is
regarded as not only a modern development but also hard to conclude a basic framework for
Human rights. That is to say, creating one human rights model or form is not reached so far.
However, a broad perception and minimum level of acknowledging them are still taken into
account. In spite of the vast awareness of the international community by this minimum
consideration of human rights, many countries all over the world still neglect or intentionally
overlook violations and infringements. Until that day, when hideous abuses take place in any
developing country, many activists and agencies seek to criticize and fight this kind of violation.
Added to this, they also try to uncover these crimes to the whole international community.
However, the thing is that the whole international community was its major influencing powers
cannot be relied on; this is because there is no real effective action that could be taken against the

abusing governments.

On the contrary, such key powers keep supporting and backing these kinds of totalitarian regimes
and overlook the high morals and values they try to spread worldwide. What drives them to do
so is the factor of interest. To put it more simply, the concept of interest is a significant factor
that shapes policies in the whole world. Thus, what drives any country to take any kind of action
IS preserving and maintaining its own interest. That is why the United States is enforcing its
domination on the whole Middle East to benefit from this relation and fulfill its political and
economic interests, as we mentioned before. Even though the United States has for decades
claimed an outstanding position in the promotion of international human rights, it has been
proved that all its morals and democratic slogans have been nothing but hypocrisy. That was clear
in how the United States has acted in the war on Iraq, Syria, and its proxy war in Yemen. Besides
supporting the Egyptian administrations from the 70s till that day. This kind of support is
represented in military assistance, loans from the International Monetary Fund to pressure the
government and offering guarantees for maintaining the ruling regime. That being so, we should
never entirely rely on foreign governments. This changing power should come from within our
nation; for example, by making people more aware of their rights, showing solidarity with
deprived and abused people, and finding all legitimized ways to support our national CSOs by
intellectuals from different specifications and fields and authorized financial means. Civil society

organizations ought to take a more critical role in political, economic, social, and cultural life. It
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should maintain its role as a platform for people to express themselves and their needs and
participate in public affairs. Both entities, government, and CSOs, should be accountable,
transparent, and cooperative. However, obstacles faced by CSOs, in countries like Egypt, due to
the suppression policies of authoritarian regimes could also be solved with the unconditional
support of some international actors. What is of great importance is to make sure that all kinds of
policies against the government should be peaceful and reasonable. Criticizing abuses and
advocating legal rights will always be a priority for the Egyptian society as this is the only way
to create better living conditions for the majority of the Egyptian people and to impede any

possibility of infringements in the future.
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