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TOP DOwWN, BoTTO

M UP, OR MEETING 1y 1 MDD
Created specifically to address violations of SOGI human rights abroad, the "

Global Equality Fund (GEF) was announced in Secretary of State Hillary Clin-
ton’s 2011 International Human Rights Day speech in Geneva, Switzerland, and
implementation commenced in early 2012. The GEF is an umbrella fund that
supports three kinds of assistance programs that perform different functions ’
and, in some cases, serve different populations. These three categories of assis-
tance are emergency support; long-term technical assistance and organizational
capacity building; and small grants. The GEF is not the only U.S. government
funding source that has been available to groups and individuals involved with
SOGI human rights, and it is not the only initiative that currently exists to serve.
members of the LGBTQ community whose human rights are in jeopardy. How
ever, with its three distinct categories of assistance and many partners and gran
ees around the world, the GEF is the best known of the SOGI human righ
programs and initiatives of the U.S. government, It is also a set of programs wit
which many LGBTQ activists affiliated with the African LGBT organization:
address below are familiar.

With regard to the Global Equality Fund and similar programs situated withi
the State Department, particular terms denote the relationship of the U.S. gov
ernment to outside entities. For example, “implementing partners” are grantee
who receive U.S. government funding. The difference between implem
ing partners and other “grantees” is that implementing partners are organi
tions that receive U.S. government funding and then subcontract services a
resources to other grantees. “Partners” are organizations, including other go
ernments, that provide resources to implementing partners and grantees:{
Department of State 2015).

The first category of assistance is the emergency support provided by Digni
for AlL Dignity is a “rapid response” subprogram of GEF that provides ei
gency funds, advocacy support, and security assistance to LGBTQI indiv
or groups under threat or attack due to their sexual orientation or gender
tity (U.S. Department of State n.d.[a)). The State Department’s implemen
partner for the Dignity grants is a consortium of international organizations
by Freedom House, a U.S.-based nonprofit and “independent watchdog
nization dedicated to the expansion of freedom around the world” ("Ab
n.d.). Freedom House and its consortium partners disburse emergency fu
directly to LGBTQ organizations, human rights defenders, and vulnerabl
people for such forms of emergency assistance as security training, medi
legal assistance, trial monitoring, prison visits, and temporary reloca

threatened activists or organizations. i

The second category of assistance in the GEF is for long-term capacity:b
and technical-assistance grants that either directly fund programs of'lo
country LGBTQ organizations or fund grants to international groups to
local organizations. Programs help enhance the capacity of pro-LGBTQ
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In this analysis | focus on the relationship between State Department officials
:n the Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor and an African LGBTI
human rights organization will call the African Sexual Orientation and Gen-
der Identity Human Rights Organization, or ASOGIHRO—which conveniently
can be pronounced “A SOGI HeRQ"—for short. Because some ASOGIHRO sub-
scribers and conferees would be likely to suffer negative consequences if their
affiliation or participation became public, ASOGIHRO does not advertise its con-
ference online or publish lists of attendees. For that reasomn, I have given the orga-
nization a pseudonym, and in what follows I don’t divulge information that would
identify the group or the location of its biennial meeting. 1 learned about the.

organization, its work, and its relationship with the U.S. State Department whe '

s executive officer in Washington, DC, in 2014 In 2015,

1 met the organization
was permitted to register for the conference myself and once there, I attended se
ups whose members repr

sions, collected literature from the wide variety of gro
sented their organizations at the meeting, and spoke informally with activists an
funders, including responding to inquiries about my research. All other inform
tion in this chapter is drawn from my field notes for the 2015 meeting, conferen;
literature (2013 and 2015), 2 2014 interview and follow-up questions with D
director of global programming, and other sources as indicated. By attending
conference and collecting data about the organization and its partnership ;
the State Department, I hoped to accomplish two tasks relevant to this ¢
ter. The first task was to gain first-hand knowledge of how the U.S. govern,

engages in SOGI human rights advocacy with indigenous LGBTQ group

the second was to use my own observations and information collected fro

2015 meeting to verify information about U.S. governmen
advocacy provided by a State Department official, government documen
other sources and, thus, to enhance the reliability of this account.

The 2013 Conference

ASOGIHRO is a pseudonym for an indigenous regional LGBTQ 2
organization that functions as an umbrella group to support civil society.
on sexuality, sexual health, and SOGI human rights in Africa. Besi
mitment to humnan rights, the organization’s vision encompasses Suc
gender equality, human dignity, and social justice. ASOGIHRO does
its website names of individuals who are connected with the group, a d
is probably a response to threats that have confronted LGBTQ activi
African countries in recent years. As an umbrella organization, ASO
grantor that provides resources to sexual-minority groups; it is als

the U.S. government, and of other human rights and social-justice

In early 2013, the executive officer of ASOGIHRO visited Wwa

to meet with U.S. government officials, including Patricia Davi

TOP DOWN, BOTT
OM UP, OR MEET
ING IN THE .
MIDDELE

fef;iiii}zl I;rdogra}ms). and Jesse B{?rnstein (then senior program offj ,
P r Marginalized Populations).* In addition to conver icer and te
A S"»OGH:IQE;)GIHRO’S representatives invited Davis and Bes
members of IS,Gz;’lI?CS: onference. That meeting brought toget
_ groups from across Africa and
tional hu i - \ membe
attendees“;i?er:i%it: COI;ImUI-llt)G Aﬁ.‘zcan and non-African. The majority of
academics at Africanni:r Afr.n:.an nations; a smaller number of attendees xze:-)e
Davis and Bermstetn aft Ivcfrzltres or representatives of funding organizations
st instance of 0.6 ended as reprt.asv‘entatives of the State DePartmentu—thé
were the onl - government participation in the conference—and the t
he Confg; government representatives of a foreign state present e two
0rganizations;egziczp;?;; with a.Preconference for donors from a number of
dations, the McArthos B Zruregxan CS50s, George Soros’s Open Society Foun-
Foundation. 1 B oundation, the American Jewish World Service, the Ford
»and Benetech. Of these, Benetech might be less familiar t},lan m:;y

ations regardin
rnstein tosattend
her activists and”
rs of the interna-

large human ri i
,‘mi . :z%.ht.s;.grollllps. Benetech is a nonprofit umbrella enterprise that
a ivities, hosts a human rights )
emong oher ; ghts program, the Human Rights Dat
hum;rn * Gro p: and includes Martus: secure software for creating datagbases foa
S fse g};’oups and reports that protects the identity of witnesses to hum r
. s. Benetech analysts have provided data analysis and expert tf:sil'n
1..

ony in . .
iihkCOmmissioner for Human Rigalitts (E;:z:t}:zccklllzzg)as the UN Office of the
. Ake .
e conference or anizer“-’(lm  Serve among the groups of particular interest to
ho have sex Witf me . fESblanS’ gay men, bisexuals, transgender people, men
. policies prohibit III; re ug‘ees, and sex. workers. With regard to these groups
ing those funds to adelmatlonal organizations that receive U.S. funding ﬁ-omj
oxsrork. althonion Uv;)cate fo.r sex workers’ rights or for decriminalization
s of issues suchga o agencies can fund programs for sex workers on the
example). These s;x'tralfﬁclung, anti-LGBTQ bias, or health (HIV/AIDS
ization }’;Ct and t};l léle-s include the Trafficking Victims Protection Reau:
$ and Malaria Acte(i nited States Leadership against HIV/AIDS, Tubercu-
§303. The probibiio <nov81 as the Global AIDS Act), both passed into law
ghts advocacy is on U government funds being applied to sex work-
Iy un dEI‘StOOd)trO bunc;;opular in the. human rights community because it is
King and o seus ;rh enl a}ild comphce.lte transnational responsiveness to sex
ignificant session tet&iw.t threats (Ditmore and Allman 2013).*
oon of the confer. ) ) € 2013 ASOGIHRO conference, scheduled for the
conference pro :; ¥ éecond day, was "Donor Speed Dating;” so denoted
rcles of program. onlference organizers placed conferees in about a
approximately fifteen participants each so that conferees could
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talk directly with donors about sources of funds and ass:istatnce a.n(‘:zl1 1:;;: tt}osagiz::
them. Donors—representatives of human rights organizations artlh eXt. S. et
Department—were timed as they circulated f’rom o'ne group tot ! z gesc;i g}edt
ing to each group for seven minutes. The DRLs Davis and Ber;‘las e !
conferees the three ways in which the Bureau of Democracy, umab ‘fa O,f o
Labor could render financial support for LGBTQ peopk? and groups by au}i réu'
GEF and took questions. Many activists followed up with prnlrjaée or f;l; o eg |
meetings with Davis, Bernstein, or both about how to access U.S. als;s ance.
In describing the conference, Davis reported that many, per. ape entaﬁ,
the activists in attendance had never met with U.S. government r;p;fs. :
and that these activists responded positively to the .message that LG]-S . ;i; a
human rights advocates would be eligible to receive US. hunjan rig elscomin ;
The human rights activists Davis described as having been very w co g
the U.S. delegation and other funders in 2013 were also welcoming in 2015. |

were made up of U.S. and other government officials, representatives of h’u?mn:
rights CSOs, and international

LGBTQ human rights activists, Human rig
advocates also met separately from government representatives, and the humap
rights defenders—the majority of whom were leaders and activists represent:
inglocal or regional LGBTQ organizations outside the United States—produced
a document entitled “Cjvil Society and Non-State Donor Recommendations?
This document outlined priorities for SOGI human rights work and provided a
detailed explication of policy recommendations, interorganization coordination

protocols, and guidelines for designing, implementing, monitoring, and evalu-
ating human rights efforts in cooperation with local advocates and advocacy
organizations (“Civil Society and Non-State Donor Recommendations” 2014).
As in 2013, U.S. officials were the only government officials to attend the 2015
conference, although a representative of a Norwegian CSO that works closely
with that state attended on behalf of the Norwegian government. In 2015, the
donor preconference attracted representatives from organizations that grant
funding for SOGI human rights, including Astraea, the Jewish World Service,
Wellspring, and the Open Society Foundations. I did not attend the ASOGIHRO
preconference, so my account begins with the conference proper. A plenary ses-
sion on the first day of the ASOGIHRO meeting was entitled “We Don’t Know
the Answers (but We Have a Few Explanations)” This donor-led session was

The 2015 Conference

For the 2015 meeting, attendance had increased enough that pcllelilary- se32
were held in a large tent rather than an indoor space as they ha  been 11}.110
ASOGIHRO’s executive officer, whom I met in Washington, DC, in 2014 (11 )
me to the 2015 meeting; thus, I was able to attend, observe eventséan_
some African human rights activists, U.S. goverm.nent gran’Fees, En .
ernment implementing partners. The U.S. delegation atten'dm[g) t € c:né_
expanded between 2013 and 2015 to five members: Bernstein, av;?, e
Renard from the State Department and Vy Lam and Todc.l L;rs%ns 100vef
Agency for International Development (USAID). USAID is the U.S. g

is i tional economic development, poverty: tions apply to funfiing from their organizations, to respond to QI.TCSI’!OI]S about
agency whose mandate is internati e the Obamn administrat funding opportunities and constraints, and to suggest ways in which differently
and humanitarian assistance. However, un o fe to intearate SOGL ituated groups——such as those whose representatives were in attendance at the
State Department and USAID weret;r;giz"ée; rlin(;if) ];); ISDz ::I:l ) gment P onference—could assist local and regional LGBTQ human rights organizations.
rights into development programs; :

of the Center for Transformational Partnerships of USAID’s Qloba_ [
een one such initiative. e
me;lnt 132%:[:;; 2014, between the two ASOGIHRO meetings, the Iftale
ment and USAID hosted a Conference to Advance the Humz.m- 1;g
Inclusive Development for LGBTT Persons at the Statell?efaaztélBeTQ
ington, DC. The conference brought together U.S. offllea s,ffor_m
rights activists from around the world, and representatives o o
ments and human rights organizations. Among the outcome.s 0 ’
was a “Joint Government and Multilateral Agency Commumflgeéé
general commitments to SOGI human rights as well as sg.ecll :; .
to integrate SOG! into development assistance and to use dip : i
the human rights of LGBTQ people. At the conference, some:pt

activists and panelists discussed the specific constraint
n U.S. government policies that, according to Davis, was a subject of difficult
onversations in 2013: U.S. policies that prevent the funding of sex-worker-rights

0.sex workers’ rights or decriminalization of sex wor
'ho attended the session pushed back against the sex-worker-rights/decriminal-
ation constraint, Davis noted that the prohibition affects all U.S. government

stance and requires congressional action to reverse. She also explained that
¢ funds and assistance disbursed by the United States to support LGBT human

ributions of govern-
or other funders. Whatever the source of these resources,

k. Although some activists
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when they are managed and disbursed by a U.S. gov§1if1ment agency, they ére
subject Lo internal government processes of accountal?l ity. TS, e
In her remarks, Davis set forth goals for cooperation.b?tweebn e i.r ;Iid.
ernment and grassroots LGBTQI activists: to lls:ten to aCtMSt; abou ld.em nees
and issues; to travel to meet activists in locations around the vlvor ; i
activists to meetings in donor countries; to deploy knowledgea}) e per;q;r;?uri.
work closely with activists to meet their needs; t{.) prot‘ect the S:: etY. a;r:l y to'woﬁy
of grantees and those who benefit from human rights interven l;ni’the o wor
with grantee activists and organizations to adequately r.eport ;vd a Edyt oo
plish with the GEF assistance they receive. Two _questlons a fress -Zétm S
as the U.S. representative focused on the operational needs o .or.g:r? —;g]_
The first criticized a typical model of assistance as g?ared tofpnzn 12112)5 : .
funding—high-profile deliverables rather than meeting the fixe tanEnt Eﬁma
costs of advocacy organizations. Davis respondfed that State I;epar am e
rights programs funded through the GEF can, in fact, be.u;e to p 3; e | o
such as rent, personnel, and equipment, so that hufnan rig ts.group .
function effectively over time. The second operational quee?tl.on ccincec]l:.pe
difficulties activists often have with the reporting and admlmstr}ajtlvc? ._gm
of managing grants from international funders. In her respmllse, ?:Saﬁli;ét
a practice by which the State Department funds a grant to a a;ger Su% e
as an implementing partner, and the implementing pa‘irt'ner t extlhe s
the smaller group and agrees to take on the t?sk of admmlstei:lmg f g
practice provides a cooperative path to funding small LG'BT uman f-g ;
nizations while shifting administrative tasks to groups with more 111. ras
tise in grant administration. s
anieltg;;iece ofg information about US. governmt.ant resgurcels) allfi
dedicated to LGBTQ human rights was revealed in the:> We ortl. -
Answers” plenary session: under normal circumstan.ces, 11;1ple_m§r;5;sr:g.p
and grantees who receive congressionally appropriated orilgr;i;ta_l
required to “mark” or “brand” all products of U.S. governmen f\sls 9
lic meetings, on organizations websites, and on all other ma’g:;)la HOW
produced from that assistance (Us. DepartmenF of State n.d.b): Fow
has received an exemption to this branding requirement because:.?_t
nature of many of its human rights programs and because as;ot:;lal :
United States could place many human rights defer%ders at nst'.:.-. .: i
is explained in grant agreements that grantees (and implemen 1ang
when they receive aid. The exemption means that grantees o
their cooperation with the United States, but they are not i;c;t_: .
a grantee-grantor relationship with the U.S. g(.)vernrnent , :
open to charges of colluding either with the United Sta?es 0;1 -
imperialism. And many are likely to deny su‘c}} a relat{onsdl ;
interest of an LGBTQ organization or the activists affiliated W
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LGBTQ organizations do make use of the exemption to the State Depart-
ment’s marking policy. For example, even though ASOGIHRO is both a grantee
of and an implementing partner with the U.S. government, no information about
its relationship with the United States appears on its website or in other materi-
als. As I have researched U.S. government interventions on behalf of LGBTQ
human rights, I have discovered that many such in-country advocacy groups
have ties with the U.S. State Department that they do not reveal to the public. For
example, at a recent LGBTQ human rights conference in a European city, I met
one such DRL GEF grantee who leads a Middle Eastern LGBTQ human rights
organization. The activist’s organization serves as a network hub for and regional
partner with other Middle Eastern LGBTQ organizations and does not advertise
its relationship with the U.S. State Department.

The second day of the conference included sessions of “Activist-Donor Speed
Dating” The conference program promised activists “open engagement” with
funders in the “Speed Dating” sessions and, indeed, the discussion was lively
and informative in the sessions I attended. Organized differently than it was in
the 2013 program, this version of “speed dating” featured two sets of four con-

~ current sessions. Each one of the first set of sessions concentrated on a region

of Africa: North, South, East, and West. Representatives from the State Depart-
- ment, USAID, and other funding organizations spread out and formed a funder
. panel for each session. These regional sessions were followed by a brief break,
 after which a new set of topical sessions convened.

The topical session of “Activist-Donor Speed Dating” I attended focused on

Sexual Health, and the U.S. government panelist for that session was the State
Department's Jesse Bernstein. Bernstein offered the session attendees a quick yet
detailed overview of the three types of assistance that male up the Global Equal-

ity Fund and represent opportunities for funding and assistance for LGBTQ
human rights advocacy. He gave group members examples from funded proj-
ts that would be relevant to sexual health advocacy. One activist in this ses-
sion asked how difficult or bureaucratic the process of applying for GEF funding
s; and Bernstein outlined a revised and streamlined grant process designed to
‘more proposer friendly than previous processes. In this process advocates
pond to a solicitation for proposals for particular programs by submitting a
0-page statement of interest (SOI) without a budget. Donor representatives
view the SOIs and request full formal proposals from activists or organizations
- projects that are deemed competitive. At the formal proposal stage, poten-
l grantees can receive further guidance from State Department personnel to
mplete the proposal, and DRL sometimes encourages activists from smaller
Sanizations to seek partnership with more experienced LGBTQ organizations
ch as ASOGIHRO.
SOGI human rights advocates attended the ASOGIHRO 2015 biennial meet-
rom across the continent of Africa. Although I do not have a comprehensive

R s
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list of national delegations, I know that activists from the foliqwing c;unt;igs:
attended: Algeria, Angola, Botswana, Burundi, C.ameroon, D‘emOCI’E.ltIC. egu e
of Congo, Egypt, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Moza?nblque, N1ger1ie.1, Eu h
Africa, South Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. In this ¢ ap
ter, | focus on the discourse and mechanisms of U.S. government advocacy o.
behalf of LGBTQ human rights, and on the reception of that advocacy by a sub
set of LGBTQ human rights activists. However, take‘n asa whc?le, the COnferen?
incorporated presentations and discussions on a va}‘1ety of topics germai.l(.? to'th
concerns of LGBTQ people in different legal, social, and c'u.itur.ai pos1t%ons
African nations, including the benefits and limitations c.:f litigation; navigat
conflict in and among LGBTQ human rights orgalnizatmns; the .role of youn
people in the movement; promoting transgender 1.:1ghts and awaler.lezs; mig
tion, asylum seeking, and refugees; the role of art. in the moveme.nF a . re
public health concerns of LGBTQ people (including HIV/AIDS); 1.nte.1.na.t_;.
advocacy; employment and entrepreneurship for LGBTQ people dlSE:;lml
against in labor markets; building movement s.ustainablhty; and LGBTQ peopl
and religion. Funders also attended these sessions throughout the course
meeting, no doubt learning more about the pressures, challenges, progrgm
successes of the LGBTQ movement on the continent. _ ‘
SOGI human rights interventions of the U.S. government raise brogde
tions about the theory and practice of democracy. No doubt there are ma
questions and implications, but here I will address three. 'I:hfe first is
ency, an issue that becomes salient when government Offl(fiatis d().lf.
detailed, specific information regarding, for example, the rec;:p1ents o
ernment human rights assistance. A second question often raised b .r.
critics of U.S. government interventions with and on behalf of gend:er;a
minorities is that the terms of U.S. government assistance, or lmereiy-itl"ie
ities that prevail between the United States and' poorer natwn.s,-.mftf
particular understanding of sexual or gendered 1de.nt:1ty on recipien
rights aid (Zeidan 2013). Finally, an issue that is explicitly taken ugll:l
is that LGBTQ politics have, over time, become shaped and determi
“funding power” than by “people power,” or that the movemen?ffln
and priorities—are imposed from the top down rather than beu.lg
effectuated from the bottom up. :

for holding policymakers and other government officials accountable (Nayrig
2007).* One U.S. LGBTQ activist who has called for more transparency from
the State Department on the operation of the Global Equality Fund is Michael
Petrelis, whose questions about U.S. government SOGI human rights advocacy
exemplify concerns of many advocates of democratic accountability. Petrelis has
used his blog, the Petrelis Files, to acquaint readers with his requests for infor-
mation and his criticism of the State Department’s failure to provide detailed
information about the GEF and its grantees. Petrelis offers readers a request for
information regarding the GEF that he sent to the State Department:

['wish to learn about the transparency of the Global Equality Fund and need to
know where I can find a list of all donors, amounts contributed, expenses, and

grants made to LGBT groups since the fund’s inception. Where do I obtain this
info on the web?

Looking around the State Department site and various government and inde-
pendent watchdog sites, has not turned up a financial accounting for the public
and taxpayers. As both a global gay advocate and transparency activist, I very

much wish to see documentation about the money that has flowed in and out of
the fund.

nderlining the inadequacy of the response he received to this request, Petrelis
akes a classic case for transparency from public officials who oversee and
dminister the GEE. He emphasizes that “the question before us is how do we
llow the money and learn who verifies that the contributions are reaching
eir intended beneficiaries.” Petrelis shares the frustration of many citizens and
ctivists who have tried unsuccessfully to extract information from their govern-
tent in order to hold policymakers and other public officials accountable when
e writes that “the GEF has to engage in respectful dialogue with transparency
dvocates and immediately release a financial accounting to the public” (Petrelis
114).
s the circumstances of the ASOGIHRO conferences suggest, in the arena of
an rights, an unresolved conflict can prevail between legitimate demands
transparency and the value of protecting the identities of members of mar-
lized groups. Even before conferees assembled for the 2015 meeting, we were
eminded of the grave conditions in which many LGBTQ individuals and
vists live and work. An ASOGIHRO organizer emailed participants travel-
to the conference with instructions not to inform anyone of the existence or
Pose of the meeting once we arrived in the host country. Organizers arranged
ortation from locations in a nearby city to the undisclosed location where
nference would be held. In situations where lives are endangered, DRL
Cials sacrifice transparency to shield those whose human rights are imper-
ne way to characterize this peril is to say that in the case of SOGI human

SOGI Human Rights Advocacy and Democracy

Democratic theorists generally embrace the p.roposinon--:.t___
transparency—sometimes called “publicity”—with I"egarcl dt
communications is crucial to an informed, deliberative, anb_.
zenry (Gutmann and Thompson 1998). Transparency has o
a good in and of itself as well as a necessary, though not:a:st
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e double jeopardy: LGBTQ people and human rights
cution for being LGBTQ or an advocate for LGBTQ
d persecution for cooperating—or
ment or Western moral

rights violations, people fac
defenders may suffer perse
people, but they may also suffer suspicion an
being perceived to cooperate—with the U.S. govern
degeneracy.
Second, critics
standing of relatively fixed
produce a normalizing effect
LGBTQ people that may not
execute programs. This consequence o
U.S. government officials and Jocal, indigenous human ri
resources is likely to be a de facto requirement that foreign citizens who engage -
in sexual relations or in forms of gender presentation or performance that ar
culturally nonnormative identify as gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender in orde
to gain access to resources or forms of protection that U.S. government agencie
or entities offer to those whose human rights may be being violated on the basi
of their nonconforming gender or sexuality. This anxiety about the imposition 0
forms of identity or identification is a subset of larger worries about Wester
cultural imperialism that are central to many personal worldviews, theoret
systems, and practical political programs. Indeed, anxieties about cultural an
political imposition have shaped American and other Western feminist theori¢
and practices, in the academy as well as in political organizations and elector

of Western hegemony worry that a Western or U.S. under-
LGBT identities can—or almost certainly does—
on local, non-Western human rights advocates and
be a deliberate goal of those who would design and
f the power imbalance between Western/
ghts advocates seeking -

politics.

For these critics, the ASOGIHRO conferences provide an informative ex

ple of the operation of U.S. government outreach to those whose human ri
are imperiled on the basis of sexuality or gender identity/ expression. Th

ferences are organized by an African LGBTQ organization on behalf of

sortium of African groups, and the U.S. representatives and other funder
including U.

attend are guests of the conference organizers. Thus, donors,
ernment officials, are in no position to screen possible recipients for their
ence to particular sexual or gender :dentifications that fit 2 model prefer
or familiar to Western or U.S. elites. In addition, ASOGIHRO, and the
groups whose members attended the 2015 conference or provided materi
self-consciously employ identifiers such as LGBT, LGBTL, MSM (men W
sex with men), WSW (women who have sex with women), transgend
woman, and transman to identify themselves and the objects of their ac
The empirical question of whether, or under what conditions, U
ment acts or actors impose particular conceptions or terms related:t
and sexuality on people around the world can be investigated in part
ing information about the ways in which State Department SOGI hu
programs are designed and administered. In the case of the GEF, as w
initiatives that are not related to immigration, U.S. agencies and rept

TOP DOWN, BOTTOM UP, OR MEETING IN THE MIDD
3 LE?

do not sc indivi ipi -

£ particll'flzx; izigliual-reaplex-lts of' U.S. human rights resources and assistq

oty o o tg ;é%(}ns of identity. Rather, organizations—often groupsril;e

e e indiVidualQ pzople who a.re served by initiatives like the GEF_-
e e o 8 an' gro.ups without regard for the nuances of how
el groups) identify themselves or the language they use to

Clearl i
» Peop)lf; T,;r; :il?];?\;e se?c with men, women who have sex with women
e prop e who donol identify as conventionally gendered in their own sociai
o difforens o r); name themselves using different terms that may sig-
s cutura d.ﬂ?anmgs or c%‘eate different group boundaries (Wilson
o caltural rln erences are important for outsiders to understand for
o eforts o eateor }fetency,. as well as for pragmatic purposes related to
RO to st L(o} . ;man f‘lghts. However, T observed nothing at ASOGI-
gender o oy Q a.ctmsts understood these categories of sexual and
activists who spoke pubiicT;Ii]nu;i?:fjn:: ste};zfn bYdOUtSiderS. ond v
| . ions documented and r i
:E;tfsvv;ielzftilcll :not?;;ihcim attributions aimed at them in their own SSEiL;?f;;C}
SOGULGETQ sctiviom n th United St ot oo e ey ™
I see Bosia and Weiss 2013).
relaﬁonsii;scg?;iinof Ifrcgmnents of democracy about funding andfgssistance
o nps beteen | ; “.18. government and local, in-country LGBTQ orga-
- é global hegemon, the United States undermines democrac
g 1ts funding and other forms of leverage to impose its will and interest?sr

- on communiti ,

ocratic deci:;es and t_o degrade their capacity for grassroots activism and dem

; ion making. Here again, the ASOGIHRO, its now long-standin
’ y g

elationship witk : .
0nference§shed1v:i§b?: ;i llllnplementmg partners, and its biennial activist
GBTQ activist agendas a ;g ton the processes of negotiation through which
he ASOGIHRO confere nd programs are developed, funded, and executed. At
S. government official DCZS, a.s well as similar venues throughout the world,
eir acquaintance sharesialllf grassroots human rights advocates meet or renew
iscuss the exigen’c o ; .ormatl'on about the challenges confronting activists,
Xisting assistance pro r; fvists bring to th.e table and how their work fits into
rograms might mI::eth m}f) o Comn.num‘c ate additional needs that assistance
v applatice lines “.;a Sn I; e‘2’015 session, “We Don't Know the Answers,” one
by working with DRL a;rfiss.s plea to the assembled activists to “help me help
tted with assictance bat (i icials to report( not only immediate “outputs” asso-
tribute to internal Statea[io lolnger-term outcomes” that can justify aid and
$ Paisley Currah has opat tment accountability for continued assistance.
retical Left often tendpon;lted out, skeptics of state action on the queer-
Ate actors and to ima i‘EO ?]VefEmphasi)Ze a unity of intention on the part
trah 2013). There gine the ‘the state’ as far more monolithic than it is”
are many examples of the significance of this internal
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multiplicity of “the state;’ including many accounts of the U.S. government
simultaneously pursuing and executing contradictory goals and policies. A
benign example of such internal multiplicity and contradictoriness of U.S. gov-
ernment policy can be seen in the differences in the grant-making processes
of two agencies, USAID and the State Department. USAID has a complex and
olicitation process (USAID 2013, 2015). By contrast, in its human
the State Department sets general priorities to serve multiple
populations and to be responsive to a wide variety of needs and situations. So, for =
DRL established two priority themes for the year’s funding "
solicitations. These priorities, “friends and allies” and “protecting and promoting

gender persons,’ emerged directly from the report drafted by -
activists and nonstate donors who attended the November 2014 Conference to
Advance the Human Rights of and Inclusive Development for LGBTI Persons.

directive s
rights programs,

example, in July 2015,

the rights of trans

Conclusion

SOGI human rights interventions involving the U.S. State Department
LGBTQ/human rights organizations abroad are devised and executed nei
from the top down nor from the bottom up- Both of these metaphors fail to cap
ture the complexity of the negotiations that produce the human rights age :
and the particular projects to which the funding and assistance of the uUs.
ernment, other governments, and CSOs are applied at a particular mome
Neither do these metaphors adequately account for the ways in which
ous factors (such as U.S. presidential administrations, foreign policy @
executive branch agency norms and agendas) influence current config
of policy, programming, networks, and forms of solidarity that, together
up the complex set of conditions for human rights advocacy. Instead, the lz
scape of U.S. participation in international LGBTQ human rights progr n
and advocacy is constructed through ongoing negotiation among gro
among human rights advocates.

Although donors and implementing partners fund recipients and pros
variety of kinds of assistance to grantee individuals and organizatio
and grantees negotiate
and other terms of assistance. These negotiations do not take place
venue or at a single stage in a funding process. Instead, it is common
ties and requests to originate with activists in a variety of formal an
venues. And after priorities have been set by funders and propos
solicited, activists deliver brief SOIs that outline operational need
concepts. As Davis put it in the “We Don't Know the Answers” ple
this stage State Department human rights officials are in effect enjoil
activists to “tell us what great ideas you have” :

T .
OP DOWN, BOTTOM UP, OR Mpp1ing 3
IN THE y
Mipp

One feature of ongoi i
: going human rights work, such
fi(;nlljam of SOGI human rights, is that relationships ?s that which pr
1; s but also among human rights advocates and fung M not only g,
the 2015 ASOGIHRO conference, it was virtually i ers- In the closg

. ; q
ing conversations that took place among activists possib gl avoid

anc_l ipto each night. Throughout the conference Iand fundegg during
a_ctmsts, as well as between activists and repres:ensav-v many reuniog§
tTons who have developed relationships over timtamves o funding ]
rights advocacy. Such phenomena are not the usnaledthat =i based on
However, a complete account of U.S. government Sy omain of politjcg
should take into account not only the policy mec}, GI. imag rights
T‘onments.: for human rights interventions but also thanlsms and politj
interventions, policies, and practices. ¢ relational dime
‘ NOTES
1 Especially in internati i «
(abbrevia};ed ae SOGI)OiZZl ?;z’;f; ; liilrt; l.a;:’,v sexual orientaion and gender iden

i _ ariation is S
ender dEmapy ‘
gender identity or expression,” which I encountered for the GIE, for “sexual orien

2015 ASOGIHRO conference. et e Prescg i
2 swr::e?} is the largest contributor to the Global Equality Fypg
t i s
D); ! nia ;:lt;-d ]States, and as of July 2016, the other partner 0 ——
R rt ,S inland, France, Germany, Iceland, the Netherlan; S
€r
: ent State Department programs, and thus documents > oray e Vg
hese groups that are relevant in particular contexts employ sl
Inf- - . - - . ; B
4 : ]Cormatlon in ’[hl.S section is drawn from 2013 conference . :
nce program; an interview with Patricia Davis conducted wtora indlid R
sources as identified. " April 15, 20LcE s
5 A specifi ici
unclz) 1;;: e%ement of these policies for many years was an “anti
) n ituti
o stitutional by the Supreme Court in 2013 in Agency fy L
. iance for Open Society International "ernational DRI
6 Both th ienni .
i e 2013 and the 2015 biennial conferences were held :
onference featured simultaneous translation for speakers ';Enghsh, e
0

indi i )
igenous African language. The conference programs fi French, Portugucse i
Bhd French. Oboth meetings were in Engl

7 Iwas unabl i
e to obtain an accurate count of conference regis
rations,

programming and projects, including the us . Sstimated attendance at between 200 and 250. but socEE

8 The Euro i ;
. pean Union has been a prolific site of scholarship, e
1e1s to transparency and accountability. M political debaiSEIuy

9 A « »
b Added to “LGBT” to denote intersex identity,

- . s “T” was occagi s
RO meeting. However, 1 didn't hear any discussion at themnally used at the 2015 ASOGI=

Stru i i i

ggles specifically related to intersex conditions or idenli:]eetmg of human rights

r lcation. AT
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Visualizing the Global LGBTQ Network

CHRISTINA KIEL AND MEGAN E. OSTERBUR

The form of a nfzt'work can have important implications for issue framing, for
Fhe_ networks ability to generate change in policy and/or society, and for expec-
tations for the future of the movement. This chapter uses hyperl
jisualize transnational LGBTQ networks on both regional and global levels
The methods employed here enable us to identify central actors within regional
‘nvorks, and organizations that act as conduits among different regions. Exam-
mg.a.llloff the implications is beyond the scope of the chapter; here we provide
nitial foray into the form the network t
| akes and propose potenti
r future research. propose potentislavenes
here are a number of studi ifi
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aign success depend on the density and connectedness of a network: tIglus
important to fill this lacuna in the literature. Elsewhere we argue that ,those
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z_tmz.ations active in LGBTQ advocacy are aware of the need to under-
h(.) 18 part of the larger network. Most limit themselves to listing partner
ations on their website. Some are more analytical. For example, in 2008
T Movement Advancement Project (MAP) published a report catalog-
JOT international advocacy organizations who work to secure the rights
fare of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) people aroundgthe
MAP 2008). This particular mapping exercise includes a small sample of
ons (twenty-five), chosen by experts. ’
dCh o‘n .transnational a.dvocacy networks (TANSs) points to additional
¢§Cr.1b1ng and evaluating the structure of advocacy networks. Rogers
avid (2008) describe the networks surrounding the Israeli-Palestinian



