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ABSTRACT. Froman American perspective, Ecuador is a low-interesh-
try and, thus US has developed a specific foreiglicy towards it. There are two
main goals driving US foreign policy towards Ecuadiemocracy promotion and
to encourage Ecuador in free market reforms by Agareconomic initiatives like
Andean Trade Preferences Act (ATPA). At present, B&opean countries and
Russia are all competing to control the keys ofEbeadorian market.
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ResumMEN: Los EE.UU. han elaborado una politica exterigreegfica ha-
cia Ecuador pues, desde la perspectiva estadoseideste es un pais de poco inte-
rés. Son dos los principales objetivos que dirigepolitica exterior de los EE.UU.
hacia Ecuador: la promocién de la democracia ypeya para las reformas del libre
mercado a través de las iniciativas econémicasi@stadenses como la Ley de Pre-
ferencias Arancelarias Andinas (ATPA). Actualmembs, Estados Unidos, los pai-
ses de Europa y Rusia compiten por controlar lasdlael mercado ecuatoriano.

PALABRAS CcLAVE: Ecuador, EE.UU., mercado libre, democracia, dsoga

" Rafal WoRbLICczEK, Ph.D. in History, Assistant Professor in the Dapant of History of
Diplomacy and International Politics and at the tgcof International and Political Studies
of the Jagiellonian University, Cracow, Poland. Btmeordlik@poczta.fm.

Revista del CESLA, No. 19, 2016, pp. 175-197



176 RafatWoRDLICZEK

INTRODUCTION

The United States pursues an active foreign patissards different
regions of the world. U.S. relations with actorglsas China, Russia, the
European Union, and Japan are considered a pridtawever, the United
States, as the most influential player on the m#eonal political scene is al-
so involved in the regions of low interest. An exdenof such an area is the
Andean subregion. This article focuses on the gorgiolicy of the U.S. to-
wards one country of the Andean subregion. The ttpwelected for the
analysis is Ecuador for two reasons. The firstards associated with the
current political history of Ecuador. As a resulttbe parliamentary elec-
tions in 2005, there was a change of foreign pobigythe newly elected
president Rafael Correa, from a pro-American onani that was independ-
ent from Washington. The second reason for chodkisgcountry is that the
US views Ecuador as a significant petroleum exporte

ECUADOR AS PART OF THEJS FOREIGNPoLICY IN THE 20" CENTURY

For a long time in modern American history, Ecualdas aroused
the interest of the United States in the contexthefarmed conflict played
out between Peru and Ecuador. The dispute betviwmse two neighboring
countries concerned the frontier areas borderiegMiarafion River in the
eastern Amazon. The origins of the conflict datekita the colonial period
and the subsequent peace agreements in the ye29s 1830, 1924 and
1942, which did not lead to a lasting settlemetie President of the United
States Franklin Delano Roosevelt strongly contetuio the Ecuadorian —
Peruvian agreement of 1942 (Batowski, 2001: 28%rByrki, 2000: 96;
Dobrzycki, 2006: 504-505). The decisions takenanuary 1942 proved to
be short-lived for it only suspended the host#itietween the two countries
for the duration of the World War Il. The conflichs not been completely
resolved, and during the Cold War there were séwemaed confrontations
between the antagonized parties. Also after 1945Hikigton watched the
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development of events and made efforts to finigh donflict. In the mid-
1991 there was a further escalation of the confiteen the Ecuadorian army
entered the disputed land in the Cenepa River yallehe Condor Moun-
tains. In January of the following year, Presideajimori presented a pro-
posal for a 37-point agreement, which was rejebtethe authorities in Qui-
to (Marcella, Downs, 1999: 103). Between 1993 a@@4] the Ecuadorians
built military fortifications in the Cenepa Vallegnd in turn, the Peruvian
soldiers built a temporary military helipad. In dary 1995, the Ecuadorian
army bombed the Peruvian investment, which causetther tension be-
tween the parties. In the area of conflict, thees & confrontation between
three thousand Ecuadorian soldiers and two thouBandvian troops. The
War on the valley of the headwaters of the CenaparRWar of the Upper
Cenepa) began. As a result of the fighting, 30@G0 soldiers were killed.
Moreover, according to the estimates of economiisésyar in 1995 brought
losses to both parties of more than USD 1 billiBalner, 1997: 121). In
such a situation, the American diplomacy becamwecin the mid-1990s,
President Clinton attempted the termination of thigg-term conflict. The
American initiative was supported by the followihgtin countries: Chile,
Brazil and Argentina. Through the representativieth@se States, on Febru-
ary 17, 1995, still during the fighting, the Ecuddn-Peruvian negotiations
started. The first decision was to create the Bt§itObserver Mission Ecua-
dor-Peru (MOMEP), headed by the commander of SOUDMC General
Barry McCaffrey. The main task of the MOMEP was Heparation of the
fighting troops and the announcement of the vabdéyhe Cenepa River
headwaters as a demilitarized zone. Difficult cbation talks, lasting sev-
eral years, went successfully, since the Ecuad®@&mnvian agreement con-
cluded in Brasilia on October 26, 1998 has beepewsd by both sides till
today. The key role in the signing of the agreemead played by American
diplomat Luigi Einaudi and Brazilian President Fardo Henrique Cardoso
(Leiva, 2005: 150).

The involvement of the United States in resolving tonflict after
the Cold War was not accidental. It was a part oéa coherent policy an-
nounced by the Americans in the new post-Cold Waitipal reality to-
wards the countries of Latin America. Among the mogortant objectives
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of the US foreign policy towards the countries afib America, during the
presidencies of Bush and Clinton were: the promotd democracy, the
fight against drug trafficking, trade liberalizati@nd economic integration
of Latin America under the leadership of the Uni&tdtes, encouraging the
governments of Latin American countries to pursugAmerican politics
and the spread of the American culture among thbal Ipopulation (Bush,
1991: 1044). Critics accused President Clintonttehapting to achieve the
desired objectives by the United States by usiegBbuadorian — Peruvian
conflict in an instrumental and short-term way. #Aating to them, Wa-
shington treated its commitment to the completibrthe territorial dispute
between Quito and Lima as preparing the grounctlimser cooperation of
an economic nature between the United States atimd Amnerican countries.
The problem was that closer economic cooperationldvbenefit only the
American side (Bonilla, 1999: 41; McClintock, Va|e€2003: 83).

ISSUES OFECONOMIC SECURITY

Currently, Ecuador is present in American foreigiiqy for two
main reasons. The first group of problems deal® witonomic issues, of
which a significant part is the Ecuadorian expdrpetroleum to the United
States. The second is the fight against internakidrug trafficking. In the
case of Ecuador, the fight against drug traffickiaga result of American
foreign policy towards Colombia. Since the middighe first decade of the
21* century, a separate key issue in the relationsdsst the US and Ecua-
dor is the internal and international policy of tharent President of Ecua-
dor Rafael Correa. The Correa government has atdirgact on the con-
temporary relations between Quito and Washington.

At the forefront of the relations between Washimgsmd Ecuador
stand out common economic interests. Economicioektof the United
States and Ecuador are dominated by the oil traete for Quito, the United
States is the larger partner in their economy. Borla economy is based on
five major export products: petroleum, bananasngs, flowers and cocoa.
As much as 60% of export earnings come from theolgetm sector, which
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accounts for about 40% of the budgetary resourtdseccountry. For Ecua-
dor, the United States is still the main importéfand and petroleum. In
2004, 40% of export from Ecuador found way into fkmerican market.
In turn, the United States is one of the main coesitfrom which Ecuador
imports goods. Ecuador buys from Americans for gdammechanical
equipment, fertilizers, computers, electronic desicand processed fuel
products. In 2012, 26% of the goods imported byadfion came from the
United States, and Ecuador took th& Btace as a trade partner of Washing-
ton. The above trend in the economic relations eetwEcuador and the
United States has persisted from the early 1990s1as been going on up to
date, despite the seizure of power by PresideradR&forrea, a supporter of
the politics independent from the United Statesv@,e2005: 132-133).
According to the data of thdS Energy Information Administration
among the countries of Latin America, Ecuador is ohthe largest oil ex-
porters to the United States (US Energy Informaf\dministration, 2013).
Despite the fact that the United States buys pairolfrom Ecuador, the lat-
ter is not crucial to the American economy. Resemkeraw materials, for
example petroleum and natural gas, are limitecdidition, uncertain legis-
lative action of the central authorities, strikpegtests of workers and sabo-
tage actions regarding oil drains do not have dipesffect on increasing
the extraction of raw materials. In view of the avdrable atmosphere to
foreign investors since 2008, the investments okAcan companies in the
mining industry in Ecuador decreased by 50%. Coegpéw other countries
in the region, the importance of raw materials freouador for Americans
is secondary, and Washington is able to replacsilpesdeficiencies in the
supply of oil or gas with the supplies from othertp of the world. In the
last decade the proportion of imports of this raatenal to the United States
from Venezuela, Brazil, Mexico and Colombia inceshswhile it decreased
from Ecuador. In 2012, Ecuador occupied th& place among countries
exporting oil to the United States. Oil fields ieuador are not the greatest,
but they may provide a temporary alternative togheplies of this resource
from unstable countries in the Middle East regibhe majority of oil im-
ported from Ecuador is delivered to consumers élestern states of the
USA. On this market, there are about 195 thousandorian barrels of oil
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delivered per day Testimony of the Honorable Karen A. Harbert...
2006: 18).

TABLE 1. THE EXTRACTION OF PETROLEUM BY THE FOLLOWING COUNTRS OF THE REGION
(THOUSAND BARRELS PER DAY

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
forecast| forecast | forecast| forecast| forecast
Argentina 698 682 685 690 705 720 725 711
Bolivia 60 56 58 62 65 65 64 6p
Brazil 1.833| 1.899 2.06¢ 2.350 2.5%0 2.700 2.900 3100
Chile 10 8 8 7 5 5 4 4
Ecuador 520 514 490 495 485 500 510 525
Colombia 561 618 655 670 650 650 675 660
Mexico 3.471| 3.157 2.997 2.827 2.690 2.600 2.%50 2.600
Peru 114 120 119 104 120 130 130 124
Trinidad 154 149 160 15( 140 132 130 125
Venezuela 2.613| 2.566) 2.35( 2.38D 2.500 2.630 2.700 2,870
Rest of Latin
American 83 82 83 85 86 8¢ 98 a7
countries
Latin
America 10.117| 9.851 9.664 9.821 9.996 10.220 10.481 101778
total

Source: ,Ecuador Oil & Gas Report Q1 2010”, 2010a.

Statistics show that the extraction of petroleumths countries of
the region in 2009 amounted to 9.67 million barpes day, and according
to estimates in 2014, the extraction was expectéuctease to 10.78 million
barrels per day. At the same time, the share oh@&muon the Latin Ameri-
can market fell from 5.07% in 2009 to projectedr48in 2014. Since 2001,
there has been a decline in oil exports from LAnmericancountries. At the
beginning of the Z1century, the export of this raw material from toain-
tries of this region amounted to 3.37 million b&aneer day, while in 2009 it
fell to 1.92 million barrels per day. It is expettthat oil exports will in-
crease to 2.17 million barrels per day in 2014. [Engest exporters of petro-
leum in the region will remain Mexico, Brazil, Vengela, Colombia and
Ecuador (Radler, 2010).
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TABLE 2. THE EXTRACTION OF NATURAL GAS BY THE FOLLOWING COUNRIES OF THE REGION

(BILLION M?3)
2007 2008 2000 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

forecast| forecast| forecast| forecast| forecast
Argentina 44.8 44.1 44.5 45 47 48 48 456
Bolivia 13.8 13.9 14.9 16.1 17.8 18|6 20 PO
Brazil 11.3 13.9 15 17 2( 2P 25 28
Chile 15 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.6 14
Ecuador 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.8 10
Colombia 7.5 9.1 9.3 9.5 1d 10.y 1n 1115
Mexico 54 54.9 55 56.5 54 60 60 g0
Peru 2.7 34 4 6 9 12 14 15.b
Trinidad 39 39.3 43 45 48 5 5b 56
Venezuela 321 315 29.5 32 35 40 45 60
Latin 207.2| 2123 2175 2295 2467 263.6  280.4 P99
America total

Source: “Ecuador Oil & Gas Report Q1 2010”, 2010b.

For Ecuadorian economy, the energy sector is thie smarce of in-
come. Export of petroleum accounts for half of ltetegports of the country,
from which comes the third part of the tax revetmehe central budget.
Ecuador is the sixth in terms of oil extraction dhe fifth in terms of oil ex-
ports from all countries of Latin America, wheré2%f oil exports go to the
American market. Since the beginning of thé 2&ntury, increasingly more
important customers of the Ecuadorian raw materalChina and the coun-
tries of Latin America. At the same time, Ecuadoports processed and re-
fined petroleum and other fuel products. This ie thuthe lack of technical
capacity of refining crude oil in the country. Ceudil extraction in Ecuador
IS decreasing; nevertheless, President Corregirgytto improve the situa-
tion by encouraging foreign investors to investhia development of infra-
structure related to the extraction, production amgort of crude oil. In
2008, the crude oil reserves in Ecuador were ettng be approximately
4.66 billion barrels. The largest deposits of thigterial are concentrated in
five locations in the region of Oriente in the eaSthe country: Sacha, Li-
bertador, Shushufindi, Lago Agrio and Auca. In $egiier 2003, a private
company Oleoducto de Crudos Pesados was foundshtavith the extrac-
tion and export of unprocessed petroleum. Sincé& 200 the decision of the
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central authorities as much as 52% of the extractiod export of this raw
material belongs to the state-owned company Patesler. Just two years
earlier, Petroecuador controlled 46% of crude odldpction, but President
Correa decided to strengthen the position of thatesowned leading eco-
nomic source. The highest price for favoring statered Petroecuador paid
a mining company whose shareholders were Americamsea’s policy led
to the closure of Occidental Petroleum on Ecuadonerket. Ecuadorian
companies with foreign capital, e.g. Repsol YPH, &rd Andes Petroleum
continue their activities on commodity markets.drction of oil of each of
these companies is at the level of 40-50 thousamckls per day. In 2007,
Ecuador’s position on the world map of resources lieen strengthened by
the re-accession of Quito to the OPEC organizatimuador left OPEC at
the end of 1992). Today it is the least significam@mber of the club with
the lowest granted limit of the raw material extiac at the level of 430
thousand barrels per day. In 2008, crude oil méetsenergy needs of the
country in as much as 75%, and 20% of the energydduced by hydroe-
lectric power plants. Due to the lack of transgortl distribution infrastruc-
ture, natural gas accounts for only 5% of the ntafidew Estimates Boost
Worldwide Oil, Gas Reserves”, 2008). In turn, theportance of the re-
sources of natural gas in Ecuador is symbolic an@di4 it will remain at
the level of 0.5 to one billion nEntirely indigenous natural gas resources
are able to satisfy the needs of the Ecuadoriarkehafhe above table
shows that from the point of view of the economid anergy security of the
United States, the priority still goes to such ddes as Mexico, Venezuela,
Brazil, Argentina and Colombid €stimony of the Honorable Karen A. Har-
bert.., 2006: 20-21).

THE FIGHT AGAINST INTERNATIONAL DRUG CRIMINALITY

The second reason for the activity of the Uniteateét is associated
with the position of Ecuador and its relations vittle neighbors. Ecuador is
pushed in between Peru and Colombia, the two npaptucers of cocaine
and heroin. Through Ecuador passes the main routehch drugs are ille-
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gally transported from Peru and Colombia to custsmethe USA and Eu-
rope. At the turn of the 1980s and 1990s, the aiti® of Ecuador, sup-
ported by the American services took steps to gitgrthe fight against
criminal drug groups. (Bagley, Bonilla, Paez, 199%gcording to the data
collected in 2013 by officials of the State Depatinfor Ecuador, the drugs
transported each year weigh 110 tons, includingd 2bns of cocaine
(U.S. Department of State, 2013). lllegal drug picitbn and trafficking
from Colombia generates another problem. On thé@der of Ecuador seek
refuge various paramilitary units that participatehe Colombian war be-
tween the drug cartels. Permanent internal conflisb causes increased
emigration from Colombia. Most refugees from Colémnbead to Ecuador
and settle along the northern border of the courfthys process adversely
affects the stability and security in the north@art of Ecuador (Beittel,
2012: 30). According to the Americans, Ecuador dogshave the potential
capacities and does not have sufficient forcesotdrol the border with Co-
lombia, to shelter refugees from Colombia and ¢iffely implement the re-
strictions in the smuggling of drugs. Washingtorssas the biggest disad-
vantages of Quito as follows: weakness of the statelocal administration,
corruption among officials and the problems of coinof the borders with
Peru and Colombia. The main problems of Ecuaddhénfight against nar-
coterrorism were described in the document of tageDepartmerCountry
Reports on Terroris2012. According to this document, “Ecuador’s great-
est counterterrorism and security challenge rendathe presence of Co-
lombian terrorist groups in the extremely diffictdtrrain along the porous
450 — mile border with Colombia” (U.S. DepartmehState, 2012).

In 1999, the President of Colombia Andres Pastrarengo an-
nounced a costly and ambitious program called Blalombia, whose main
task was to finish the conflict ongoing for morenh40 years among Co-
lombian drug cartels. The original cost of six-y@an Colombia was esti-
mated at USD 7.5 billion. More than half of the sahUSD 4 billion would
have been paid by the Colombian side, and USD Wlirbdollars would
have come from the international community (U.Sp&ément of State,
2001). In addition, Plan Colombia assumed the ptmmoof democracy,
market economy and the introduction of social mefrPresident Pastrana
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was aware that the success of Plan Colombia woekhnealming the inter-
nal situation in Colombia, and in turn, it wouldtiease the level of security
in the region and stabilize political relationsnaighboring countries (Plan
Colombia, 2001)Since the beginning of implementing Plan Colomiiie,
United States supported the program. In 2000, thegfess accepted Plan
Colombia and President Clinton signed it. U.S. ggdrfinancial aid to Co-
lombia and other countries like Bolivia and Pemuagart of Plan Colombia
for USD 1.3 billion. In the period from 2000 to A)@he Americans donated
further USD 2.8 billion. Additionally, from the bgdt of the Department of
Defense there were assigned funds for USD 1.7billin total, Colombia
has received from the United States USD 4.5 biltamsupport Plan Colom-
bia (DeShazo, Forman, McLean, 2009). In 2001, asqgiaPlan Colombia,
U.S. under the agreement signed with Minister aklgm Affairs of Ecuador
Heinz Moeller transferred in two installments US@R& 12 million, for the
purpose of training the Ecuadorian army and pobeel sealing the borders
with neighboring countries. During his stay in Wiagjton in June 2001,
Minister Moeller received from President Bush anpise to provide finan-
cial assistance for USD 40 million per year for tiext five years (Moss,
2001). In order to support poor Latin American doies in the fight against
drug trafficking, President George W. Bush annodnioe 2005 Andean
Counterdrug Initiativg/ACI). Since 2008, the Andean Counterdrug Iniiati
(ACI) was changed into the Andean Counterdrug RomgACP). The
change affected only the name of the program, vthieegoals and methods
of their implementation remained unchanged. In 20YPresident Obama’s
decision the ACP funds have been transferred tdntieenational Narcotics
Control and Law Enforcement (INCLE). Thus, the A@&s formally com-
pleted. As part of ACI the Americans gave to Coliarthe amount of USD
463 million, and the Department of Defense an @t USD 90 million.
Since the beginning of the implementation of Plato@bia and the ACI
program, the United States allocated the sum ofentioan USD 8 billion
(Veillette, 2006).

Financial assistance was continued by the Obamaéanédration. In
2013, Washington allocated USD 332 million for flght against drug traf-
ficking in Colombia and neighboring countries (B&it 2013b: 23). Presi-
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dent Correa from the moment of taking over the pomes a strong critic of
the American idea of combating drug production &mafficking in the re-
gion, using billions of dollars of programs ACI aitan Colombia. Coo-
peration between Bogota and Washington within thioisiatives raised con-
cerns of the president of Ecuador. According to dheaouncement of the
2007 elections, two years later the Ecuadoriancaititns did not agree to the
continued presence of American troops in the nmagitimilitary base in
Manta. American military base in Manta on the Reaaibast of Ecuador
operated in the years 1999-2009. It was establighdgril 1999 based on
the decision of the government of Jamil Mahuad Witt2001, President
Bush increased the number of soldiers in the bage 200 to 400. The last
mission of the American soldiers took place in 9. Manta along with
El Salvador, Curacao and Aruba was one of the fioyortant American
military bases in the region, in which there wegeried out operations
against drug producers and traffickers (Beittell 20 7). Americans were
surprised by the decision of President CorrealJ & Forward Operating
Locationin Manta was an important element in the fight agiinternation-
al criminal narcoterrorist groups. It should be edidhat in the territory of
Ecuador there were five more military bases ofilnéed States: Isla Bartla,
San Lorenzo, Sucumbios, Macara i Tena ( Jimendd5:2008). The Ameri-
can army successfully controlled the Pacific c@ast trained the Ecuado-
rian police forces for an effective fight againsugl crime. Critics of the
American military base in Manta challenged the eeofsits existence for
formal and legal reasons. Among them was also @pm#o believed that
Washington funding the fight against drug traffidimainly in Colombia
and supporting Colombian government, may in ther&utake advantage of
the situation and under the pretext of combatinggmugglers make moves
against anti-American authorities in Quito. Corigastill convinced that
such a potential action can be realized, thankkdasupport of the authori-
ties in Bogota, loyal to the United States (BejtB€l13a: 31).

Ecuador was, for many years, a country whose paligystem was
pro-American. The political and economic relatidmstween Quito and
Washington were going on properly. However, theentrrelations between
the United States and Ecuador are largely shapeabédgoverning philoso-
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phy of President Rafael Correa. The turning paantthe United States was
the year 2006. After more than a decade charaetkhby political instability
and economic collapse, the sentiments among Eciaadeociety were radi-
calized and as a result, in November 2006 the teaidthe left wing — Ra-
fael Vicente Correa Delgado — was elected presideafiael Correa aspires
to the role Hugo Chavez, President of Venezuela,thatil March 2013.
The intention of the president of Ecuador is legdhre ideological front-line
of Latin American countries directed against thenests of Washington and
current position of the USA in the region. An adxial element of the go-
vernment of Correa is the attempt to gain econandependence from the
United States and to this end, thus initiating efasconomic relations with
Russia, the European Union and especially with suphospective partner
as the People’s Republic of China. Since 2006,itRras Correa has consist-
ently sought to diversify the relations of Quitotlwivarious countries to
break the monopoly of the USA. Ecuador joined trganization alternative
to the Andean Trade Preference Act (ATPA) — thevBolan Alliance of the
Americas (ALBA), which was established in 2004 twe finitiative of the
president of Venezuela, Hugo Chavez. In additioWémezuela and Ecua-
dor, ALBA includes Nicaragua, Cuba, Bolivia and e smaller Caribbean
countries. After the death of Chavez, the leadprsiiithe organization re-
mains an open question. Ecuador under Presidene& s a very active
member of many organizations present in the intemnal arena. The most
important examples include the activity in the Unadf South American Na-
tions (UNASUR), which has the seat of the secratani Quito, membership
in the Community of Latin America and Caribbeant&a CELAC) and in
the Organization of American States (OAS). The ti® international insti-
tutions are designed to promote economic, politecal security cooperation
between Latin American countries without the pgsaton of the United
States, and they are an alternative for a clodabmmiation of Latin Ameri-
can countries with the USA. The policy of Correavyaed to be right, be-
cause in 2009 the former president received thédace of 52% of the ci-
tizens, winning the presidential election in thwstfround of voting. On Feb-
ruary 17, 2013, he won the next election with 57the votes. The most
dangerous Correa’s rival — Guillermo Lasso of adfright-wing party Mo-
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vimiento Creando Oportunidades (CREO) gained ke litwer than 30%.
President Correa is the first politician since 19 enjoys constant popu-
larity among the entire population of Ecuador, rdtgss of region of resi-
dence, education, gender and age. The benefits thhemule of Correa are
visible in economic success of Ecuador, notice@lpl¢he average citizens.
According to the World Bank and United Nations, #d@®nomic situation in
Ecuador is changing, and the standard of livingdite rises. The area of
urban poverty has been reduced from 49% in 20@2% in 2011, and the
area of extreme poverty from 19% to 10%. Sociagmms targeting the
poor population were financed by Correa from thse tax on companies
operating in the oil market in Ecuador, from satéscrude oil and from
loans from China. A popular decision among the Bouan society was the
one to nationalize strategic sectors of the Ecuadoeconomy. President
Correa also benefitted from international econoprigsperity and high oll
prices on world markets. It is true that in 200U&aor also felt the effects
of the global recession and the economy recordkmivabut still positive
GDP ratio of 0.6%. According to some economists,Ecuadorian economy
has avoided major turbulence, among others, bysibecof the authorities in
1999, introducing the American dollar as the offi@urrency of payment in
the country. For Correa, the fight against theatds the currency of Ecua-
dor is still one of the priorities of his policypth in the economic and the
ideological sphere. In 2010, Ecuador's GDP amouite?.6%, and a year
later it rose to the impressive result of 7.4%ydol fall in 2012 to 5%. Ac-
cording to estimates of economists, Ecuador's GDPOiL3 was projected to
reach 3.8%. The fall in GDP was the result of, agnothers, the decline in
oil prices on the world markets and the closuretder of the authorities of
Esmeralda, the largest refinery in Ecuador (Unkietions Economic Com-
mission for Latin America and the Caribbean’s (E@)A2012).

In October 2007, President Correa signed a deurieieh included
arecord of raising taxes from 50% to 99% of rewecod the oil-trading
companies. Interestingly enough, the new rulesaioetl some seemingly
beneficial alternative solutions. Investors couldid paying high tax if they
agreed to convert their existing projects in thevise contracts. According-
ly, the companies would extract petroleum on bebfathe Ecuadorian gov-
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ernment. For such an opportunity, they would bergda lower than the
high tax tariff. At the same time, the mining irdtaicture previously owned
by oil companies would be taken over by the sfalte new restrictive law
was also aimed at American companies doing busimeise Ecuadorian
fuel market: Chevron and Texaco. Both Chevron aexbk€o were not lucky
to invest in Ecuador long before President Coroek bffice. Against these
two companies, lawsuits were repeatedly filed fmmeges in the amount of
many billion dollars. In fact, many harmful siddesits caused by mining ac-
tivities of American companies affected the livddazal people. In 1993,
around 30,000 residents of the Ecuadorian patefmazon sued Texaco
for pollution of the land with toxic waste over theriod from 1964 to 1990.
In turn, Chevron was accused of unlawful cuttindasfie areas of tropical
forest in the eastern part of the country for inrest purposes. Attorneys of
corporate defendants pointed out the pervasiveipton among Ecuadorian
government officials at various levels and the lathkvailability of local ju-
dicial officers to politicians. American attorneggued that according to the
agreement concluded with the government of Ecuatier, American side
paid in the early 1990s multibillion-dollar compatiens. After 20 years of
hearing sessions, in 2011 the Ecuadorian courtreddiie American inves-
tors to pay compensation in the astronomical amofittSD 18 billion. The
Americans appealed to the International Court dfithation in The Hague.
In turn, the arbitration court decision was unfalme to the Ecuadorian
side. The arguments of the Americans prevailedyipgothat the Ecuadorian
court breached the bilateral agreement from thénbegy of the last decade
of the twentieth century, on the basis of whichdbepensations were paid.
On June 6, 2013, the court of the District of Cdbiemin Washington found
the decision of The Hague the final settlementhefdispute (“Energy in the
Americas...”, 2001: 103).

President Correa implementing the new law foundskifmtrapped.
On the one hand, the purpose of legal steps takasntavemphasize the pur-
suit of anti-American political line within the goe of the ideological and
propaganda. On the other hand, the Ecuadorian dtigemneeded funds for
the implementation of their populist social prograand the previous state
revenues derived largely from the fuel sector camgsa The new higher tax
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rates were designed to lead to an increase in budgenues. However, as
a result of this decision, the climate in the egegctor in Ecuador for for-
eign investors deteriorated and was compared t@x(exla under the Hugo
Chavez rulesThe State of Democracy in Venezuela2004; The United
States and Venezuelg 1991).As the result of the decree of 2007, by 2012
the investments of foreign capital in the Ecuadofigel sector decreased by
20%. In order to become independent from Americaestors and compen-
sate for 20% loss, in August 2009, Ecuador sigmedgreement with China
for a loan of USD 1 billion for investments in theergy sector. At the same
time, President Correa warned multinational corpmna against attempts to
obtain compensation from the government of Ecudololosses due to the
introduction of restrictive rules in 2007. He theszed that if a company
made a lawsuit against the Ecuadorian governmethtetinternational court
of justice, its activities in Ecuador would be cdetply prohibited. Despite
threats of President Correa, in mid-2009 the esdéchaalue of all claims
was USD 11 billion, a sum equal to the annual budfiehe country. Due to
the withdrawal of a number of major foreign compsnirom the Ecuadorian
market, the percentage of oil extracted by stateemlxcompanies increased.
In 2010, the state-owned mining companies had 628tkeh share and
a year later, the share increased to 71%. Dedpétanicreased activity of
domestic companies, it was impossible to stop #dik of oil prices ac-
cording to the supply-and-demand market. The patitythe current go-
vernment of Ecuador, unfavorable to foreign investbas caused a syste-
matic decrease in petroleum extraction (“Ecuaddr 8&iGas Report Q1,
20107, 2010c).

The tensions between Washington and Quito escaliatefpril
2011, when the Ambassador of the United Stateshdediodges was ex-
pelled from Ecuador. The decision made by Presi@mrtea to expel the
ambassador to the United States from the countsyan@py of the action of
Evo Morales in Bolivia in 2008. Correa along withavez and President
of Honduras Manuel Zelaya was an ardent suppofteadical actions initi-
ated by Bolivia towards American diplomats in 2008e accusations di-
rected at the American diplomatic mission were aisailar (“Expulsion of
US Ambassadors...”, 2008). In response, the Ameriaathorities an-
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nounced the end of the diplomatic mission of thebAssador of Ecuador to
the United States. Less than a year later, theomiglic relations were re-
established, but the tension between the courdrieaot slow down. Adam
E. Namm who was appointed the new ambassador &f.eto Quito failed
to alleviate relations with the Ecuadorian authesit Ecuadorian policymak-
ers accused American diplomats of support for {hgosition and their ac-
tivities against political stability in Ecuador. fiact, Ambassador Namm
gave public support to persecuted journalists fteennewspapeEl Univer-
so. Anti-American policy of President Correa did riscourage the gov-
ernment of the United States from the aid progronslifferent agencies in
Ecuador. A strong supporter of the continuation famdiing of the programs
in the field of economic and environmental natare¢counteracting the pro-
duction and trafficking of drugs, was AmbassadomNa According to the
American data, in 2012 Ecuador received USD 221Bomj and a year later
the Obama administration allocated the amount dd23.3 million. Esti-
mates of the Department of State show that aboud WE8 million was
transferred to the Ecuadorians in 2014. It is worthing that despite the
many difficulties being made by the Ecuadorian arities, the United
States kept sending volunteers from the Americaaritths and NGOs, for
example the USAID. In 2013 there were over 120 feopthem. Similarly
as Russia and Bolivia in 2008, Ecuador has decideckase cooperation
with the USAID and demanded departure from itsttay of employees of
the agency. In response to this step of Presidernteg&, the Americans sus-
pended the financial assistance in the amount dd 33 million allocated
for Ecuador for 2009 (Santamaria, 2013).

On the other hand, President Correa was aware wf itmportant
a trading partner for Ecuador was the United Stated how significant to
the economy of the country is the treaty on prefiae trade of 1991. In
February 2011, he sought an extension of the agneewwn theAndean
Trade Preference AcfATPA) within the bilateral free trade agreement,
whose provisions would cease to apply. By the datisf the Congress, the
free trade agreement was extended to July 31, 2IMi8. episode showed
the Americans that the policy of President Coreemore anti-American in
the declarations than manifested in real actiomst{@, 2013b: 8).
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In the mid-2013, a scandal bubbled out affecting tilations be-
tween the U.S. and Ecuador. In June, Edward J. &moma computer tech-
nician working for the CIA and the U.S. NationalcBety Agency escaped
from the United States to Hong Kong and publicip@amced important and
secret information about the American intelligeseevices. After arriving in
Moscow, he made a declaration that he would stawebtain asylum in one
of the Latin American countries. Snowden was raigrto Venezuela, Cuba,
Nicaragua, Bolivia or Ecuador. The reaction of BEmiadorian authorities
was unexpected of a country leading a policy withigh degree of anti-
Americanism. President Correa acted in accordarittethhe expectations of
Washington and indirectly refused to grant asylor&mowden. On June 28,
after a conversation with Vice President Joe Bid&nesident Correa stated
that the request of Snowden to obtain asylum inreHouwould be seriously
considered only when Snowden was already presdatuador or in one of
the embassies of that country. The source of suelacion of the President
of Ecuador can be seen in a similar situation enrttid-2012. Then, Wiki-
Leaks founder Julian Assange, found himself inElsaadorian embassy in
London and lived in its territory for a year. Thatians of the Ecuadorian au-
thorities in this case led to strained relationthwie United States. In case
of Snowden, despite the nature of his foreign golRresident Correa want-
ed to avoid another crisis with Washington. Corieaware of the im-
portance of economic relations with the United &atnd the role that trade
exchange with Washington plays in the economy afaflor. The Snowden
case and reaction of the authorities of EcuadowstdJSA that the policy
of President Correa is anti-American only in tewhdarsh rhetoric. Critics
of the rule of Correa, using the Snowden case,s&cthim of hypocrisy and
lack of consistency in action. In an official speeBresident Correa defend-
ed the attitude of Snowden, portraying him as latégfor freedom of choice
and expression. However, the same president ofdecuatroduced a res-
trictive bill aimed at indigenous journalists, arabellious authors were put
in prison (Garcia, 2013).

Since January 2007, the time President Correaaéffade; his deci-
sions of an economic nature have had a negativaatgn the vital Ameri-
can interests in the country. Firstly, Correa neddhe free trade agreement
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(FTA) concluded in 2006 between the United States Bolivia, Peru, Ec-
uador and Colombia. Colombia and Peru, following signed multilateral
agreement, concluded bilateral trade agreements thi2 United States,
strengthening the cooperation with Washington @vittal, 2012; Bolle,
2012).

Bolivia and Ecuador, following Venezuela, refusedsign such
agreements, emphasizing the desire to pursue armio policy indepen-
dent of the United States. To the disappointmerwashington, both coun-
tries oriented their economic policy on the inteéigra of Latin American
countries. An expression of this activity was thamge in 2012 in status of
Ecuador from an observer into a full member ofébenomic organization,
hosting Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay ancézeela — Mercado
Comun del Sur (MERCOSUR).

In 2008, President Correa denied the need to requesy of the USD
3.2 billion debt to foreign creditors, mainly tcettUnited States. According
to the president of Ecuador debts were contracyeth® previous govern-
ment, so Ecuador under his rule would not be liédlgettle any balance for
the irresponsible decisions of his predecessorste@s argument caused
further cooling of the already strained AmericaBecuadorian relations. The
United States announced that it would not granth&rrloans, and American
companies would begin to withdraw from investmentEcuador. President
Correa found a way out of this seemingly stalensétetion inviting inves-
tors from China to invest in the Ecuadorian econamyfavorable terms.
The crisis in relations with the traditional traglipartner, which the United
States viewed previously for Ecuador, made Corezade to pursue closer
cooperation with the European Union. Moreover, dhthorities of Ecuador
refused to cooperate with experts from the WorldiBand the International
Monetary Fund. The economic aid to Ecuador fromerimational financial
institutions was significant. For example, onlyNtarch 2003, the reformist
economic recovery plan by the then President ofaBou— Colonel Lucio
Gutierrez was supported by the International Mayetaund with the
amount of USD 205 million (Tavidze, 2004: 96).

In June 2013 the American — Ecuadorian relationsevpeit to an-
other test. The Parliament of Ecuador adopted a laewon mining. The
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person responsible for the implementation of the negulations was the
Minister of Mining Germanico Pinto, appointed in020 a loyal colleague
and close friend of President Correa (Watkins, 2008ning of coal and
gold is a relatively new industry in Ecuador. Thepose of the development
of this branch is to reduce the dependence of staenues from petroleum
extraction and exports. President Correa has dendig strived to improve
the competitiveness and attractiveness of Ecuaddh® economic map of
the world. At the end of 2010, the Parliament deditb build factories pro-
ducing highly specialized products of mineral - el sector. Plants of
this new industry were located on the outskirtQafto and Guayaquil. This
decision was not favorable for Americans, as sccfemical products and
processed oil were mostly imported from the USAl&@viieal, 2011: 9). Tra-
ditionally, foreign companies, including the Amexicones, were present in
the Ecuadorian oil sector for many years. Promotibthe state program of
coal and gold mining at the expense of the fueketamwhich so far was the
leading sector, enabled President Correa to demad@she need to become
independent of the American capital. To avoid artyre emergence of for-
eign corporations of the mining sector, the newvisions introduced high
taxation of potential profits in the future. Eveefdre 2013, mining compa-
nies from Canada and the United States expressm@shin the exploitation
of gold deposits with prografruta del Norte After the introduction of high
taxes on the profits, North American companies avithv from the pro-
ject (Beittel, 2013b:4).

CONCLUSIONS

The election of Rafael Correa as President of Emuéor three-
times in row has caused a radical change in therisare— Ecuadorian rela-
tions. Correa’s presidency is characterized bytamiti anti-American rheto-
ric, “anti-imperialistic” decisions, and populistutb authoritarian internal
provisions. Both the USA and the international hnmights organizations
accuse President Correa of exercising authoritgp@ners. Examples of
negative steps were, among others: amendment toothitution in 2008
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that increased the powers of the executive bodigsecially the president.
Another was the suppression of demonstrations liégofficers in Septem-
ber 2010, protesting against deteriorating workoogditions. Correa ac-
cused the protestors of standing behind the cagmpt and sent military
troops against the demonstrators. As a resulteofifitary intervention, five
protesters were killed. Another action appallingeinational opinion in
2011 was the lawsuit against the journalistEbfniversonewspaper who
spoke critically of President Correa. The coureduthat journalists exceed-
ed their rights and sentenced them to three yagesison and granted USD
40 million in damages to the president. The Humagh® Watch organiza-
tion warned that such a policy can result in regomn of freedom of expres-
sion in the future and the introduction of resivietrules imposed on Ecua-
dorian mass media. In fact, already on June 143,20 Ecuadorian Par-
liament dominated by supporters of President Cqotesned through the re-
strictive law, which posed the possibility of cersdop of the communica-
tions of the mass media. Some kind of Correa’srrggeon human rights’
defenders was an attempt to reduce funding foratheity of Inter-Ameri-
can Commission on Human Rights (IACHR), acting witthe Organization
of American States (OAS). Correa raised this ititeaat the beginning of
2013, when Ecuador took over the presidency ofQAS. Despite the sup-
port of Bolivia and Venezuela, it did not enteratbiforce due to the opposi-
tion of the vast majority of American countries (han Rights Watch,
2013).

© CESILA Universidad de Varsovia



The Main Issues in US-Ecuador Relations in th&Cantury 195

REFERENCES

Batowski, H. (2001)Miegdzy dwiema wojnami 1919-1939. Zarys historii dyplomate]
Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Literackie.

Beittel, J.S. (2012)Colombia: Background and U.S. Relations, and Cosgjomal Interest
US Congressional Research Service, November 28, WishiD.C.

Beittel, J.S. (2013a):cuador: Political and Economic Conditions and UR&lations US
Congressional Research Service, July 3, WashingtGn D.

Beittel, J.S. (2013bReace Talks in Colomhi&S Congressional Research Service, March 1,
Washington D.C.

Bolle, M.J. (2012),U.S.-Colombia Free Trade Agreement: Labor Issi#S Congressional
Research Service January 4, Washington D.C.

Bonilla, A, (ed.) (1999)Ecuador-Pert: bajo un mismo sol: Horizonte de lgosacion y el
conflicto, Quito: DESCO-FLASCO.

Bagley, B., Bonilla, A., Paez A. (ed.) (19918 economia politica del narcotrafico: el caso
ecuatoriang Quito: FLASCO.

DeShazo, P., Forman, J.M., McLean, P. (20@@untering Threats to Security and Stability
in a Failing State: Lessons from Colompi@enter for Strategic& International
Studies, Washington D.C., http://csis.org/files/jixdtion/090930_DeShazo_Coun-
teringThreats_Web.pdf (accessed: 20.11.2013).

Dobrzycki, W. (2000)Stosunki midzynarodowe w Ameryce taskiej. Historia i wspoéiczes-
nos¢, Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Scholar.

Dobrzycki, W. (2006) Historia stosunkéw mdzynarodowych 1815-194%Varszawa: Wy-
dawnictwo Scholar.

“Ecuador Oil & Gas Report Q1 2010” (2010&): Business Monitor Internationaho. 12,
http://www.businessmonitor.com (accessed: 27.13201

“Ecuador Oil & Gas Report Q1 2010” (20101): Business Monitor Internationaho. 14,
http://www.businessmonitor.com (accessed: 27.13201

“Ecuador Oil & Gas Report Q1 2010” (2010c), Business Monitor Internationaho. 8,
http://www.businessmonitor.com (accessed: 21.04p01

“Energy in the Americas. Building a Lasting Partigosfor Security and Prosperity” (2001),
A Report of the Council of the Americas. EnergyohcGroup Washington D.C.

Revista del CESLA, No. 19, 2016, pp. 175-197



196 RafatWoRDLICZEK

“Expulsion of US Ambassadors: Ecuador, HondurapstBolivia and Venezuela” (2008),
in: Global ResearchSeptember 14, http://www.globalresearch.ca/exmuoisf-us-
ambassadors-ecuador-honduras-support-bolivia-vete22975 (accessed:
28.02.2013).

Garcia, M.J. (2013)U.S. May Face Significant Obstacles in Attempt pprahend Edward
SnowdenUS Congressional Research Service, Washington D.C.

Human Rights Watch (2013Human Rights in Ecuadpttp://www.hrw.org/node/106213
(accessed: 21.12.2013).

Jiménez, Navarro G. (2003hymunidad. La ruta de la dominacipQuito: Ediciones Zitra.

Leiva, Ponce J. (ed.) (2009)as relaciones Ecuador-Estados Unidos en 25 afiodeteo-
cracia (1979-2004)Quito: ABYA-YALA/FLASCO.

Marcella, G., Downs, R. (eds.) (1999ecurity Cooperation in the Western Hemisphere. Re-
solving the Ecuador-Peru ConflicMiami: University of Miami North South Cen-
ter.

McClintock, C., Vallas, F. (2003 he United States and Peru. Cooperation at a Qéstv
York/London: Routledge.

Moss, N. (2001), “U.S. Plans More Troops for Ecuddnugs Fight Anti-narcotics Battle 400
Personnel and Use of Larger, More Sophisticatedraft Agreed in 10 — Year Ac-
cord”, Financial TimesJune 6.

“New Estimates Boost Worldwide Oil, Gas Reserves”’0@0 in: Oil & Gas Journa)
vol. 106, no. 48, http://www.ogj.com/articles/pfirdlume-106/issue-48/general-in-
terest.html (accessed: 13.01.2013).

Palmer, Scott D. (1997), “Peru — Ecuador Border {mnMissed Opportunities, Misplaced
Nationalism, and Multilateral Peacekeeping”, Journal of Inter — American Stu-
dies and World Affairsvol. 99, no. 3, pp. 98-125.

Plan Colombia: an Initial Assessment: Hearing beftite Senate Caucus on International Nar-
cotics Control,(2001), 107th Congress, 1st session, February 2&hington D.C.,
http://hdl.handle.net/2027/purl.3275407017801 E@sme27. 05.2014).

Public Papers of the Presidents of the United StaBeorge Busl{1991), Book Il (July 1 to
December 31, 1990), Washington D.C.

Radler, M. (2010), “Total Reserves, Production Climb Mixed Results”, in:Oil & Gas
Journal vol. 108, no. 46, http://www.ogj.com/articlesitfivolume-108/issue-
46/special-reports.html (accessed 23.01.2014).

© CESLA Universidad de Varsovia



The Main Issues in US-Ecuador Relations in th&Cantury 197

Santamaria, C. (2013), “After Bolivia, USAID now oot Ecuador too”|nternational Deve-
lopment Newshttps://devex.com/news/after-bolivia-usaid-now-ofiecuador-too/
(accessed 21.03.2014).

Tavidze, A. (ed.) (2004Andean Regional InitiativeNew York: Nova Science Pub Inc.

Testimony of the Honorable Karen A. Harbert befoubc®mmittee on the Western Hemi-
sphere(2006), Committee on International Relations, UHBuse of Representa-
tives, in: Western Hemisphere energy security: ihgasefore the Subcommittee on
the Western Hemisphere of the Committee on Inteynati Relations, House of
Representatives, 109th Congress, 2nd session, Mawhshington D.C.

The State of Democracy in Venezuela: Hearing betmeeSubcommittee on Western Hemi-
sphere, Peace Corps, and Narcotics Affairs of the Gtteeron Foreign Relations
(2004), United States Senate, 108th Congress, éssiom, June 24, Washington
D.C.

The United States and Venezuela. New Opportunities iBstablished Relationsh{i991),
The Report of the CSIS-CAUSA Working Group on U.S.-&arelan Relations,
Washington D.C.

United Nations Economic Commission for Latin Ameri@ad the Caribbean’s (ECLAC)
(2012),Social Panorama of Latin America 2Q1Rriefing Paper.

U.S. Department of State (2013)013 International Narcotics Control Strategy Report
(INCSR) www.state.gov/g/inl/rls/nrcrpt/2013 (accessed04®013).

U.S. Department of State (2012puntry Reports on Terrorism, 2011uly 7, http://www.state.-
gov/j/ctirls/crt/2011 (accessed: 21.01.2014).

U.S. Department of State (2001), Bureau of Wedtiamisphere AffairsPlan Colombia. Fact
SheetMarch 14, 2001, http://www.state.gov/fireleasds/(accessed 21. 03. 2013).

U.S. Energy Information Administration, http://wweia.gov (accessed: 23.12.2013).

Veillette, C. (2005)Plan Colombia: A Progress ReppoliS Congressional Research Service,
June 22, Washington D.C.

Villarreal, A.M. (2011), ATPA Renewal: Background and Issug$ Congressional Research
Service, April 14, Washington D.C.

Villarreal, A.M. (2012),TheU.S.-Colombia Free Trade Agreement: Background asdds
US Congressional Research Service, November 9, WgishiD.C.

Watkins, E. (2009), “Ecuador Appoints Pinto as @ild Mining Minister”, in:Oil & Gas
Journal vol. 107, no. 47, http://www.ogj.com/articles/2006/ecuador-appoints-
pinto.html (accessed: 17.01.2014).

Revista del CESLA, No. 19, 2016, pp. 175-197






