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Chapter I: Conceptualizing Backlash 

 

 

Upon expelling the Danish NGO IBIS from Bolivia in 2013, President Evo Morales 

declared, “It will not be permitted that NGOs search for external financing and come to conspire 

against democracy and the government” (Azcui). The expulsion came after the signing of the 

Legal Personality Law, which allowed the state to close NGOs that it deemed to be out of 

compliance with their stated objectives (Vivanco, “Opinion | The Hypocrisy of Evo Morales”). 

Around the same time, Vice President Álvaro García Linera took to referring to NGOs as 

“Organizations of Other Governments on Bolivian Territory” (Appe and Barragán). In 2015, in 

an open letter to Bolivian civil society leaders, Linera justified his public criticism of four 

prominent NGOs on the basis of defending Bolivia’s sovereignty. He stated, “It is about a 

principle of sovereignty and elemental dignity for any democratic state and… as a public servant, 

I am not only in the right but in the moral and intellectual obligation to oppose any kind of 

interference in internal political activities” (Linera). In the same letter, he accused the NGOs in 

question of “playing the role of substitutes for right-wing political parties.”  

Bolivia is not a special case in terms of placing restrictions on foreign-based NGOs or 

domestic NGOs receiving foreign funding. In a 2013 review of 98 countries, using analyses from 

sources such as the International Center for Not-for-Profit Law (ICNL), Darin Christensen and 

Jeremy Weinstein find that 39 countries restrict, and 12 countries totally prohibit foreign funding 

for NGOs. By restrict, they mean that the state “places at least one restriction on the receipt of 

foreign funds” and by prohibit, they mean that the state “places a strict upper limit on the receipt 

of foreign funds for at least a subset of NGOs” (Christensen and Weinstein). Significantly, the 
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majority of these measures are recent. They note, “It is clear that countries are tightening their 

regulation of civil society. More than half in our dataset have changed their legal rules to put 

some form of foreign-funding restriction in place” (Christensen and Weinstein). So, it is a 

growing trend. 

 

Figure 1: States that Restrict/Prohibit Foreign Funding, as of 2013 (Christensen and Weinstein) 

In a 2014 report from the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Closing Space: 

Democracy and Human Rights Support Under Fire,” Thomas Carothers and Saskia 

Brechenmacher corroborate Christensen and Weinstein’s findings, placing Morales’s actions in a 

wider trend of backlash against civil society, particularly against NGOs engaged in democracy 

promotion and human rights protection: 

After decades of growing global reach, the field of international support for democracy 

and human rights faces a worrisome trend: widening and increasingly assertive pushback 

around the developing and postcommunist worlds. Governments are erecting legal and 

logistical barriers to externally sponsored democracy and rights programs they deem too 

politically intrusive, publicly vilifying international aid groups engaged in democracy and 

rights work as well as their local partners, and harassing or expelling such international 

groups altogether. (Carothers and Brechenmacher) 
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While acknowledging that authoritarian and semi-authoritarian states have long repressed their 

domestic civil societies, the report contends that the current trend is different and especially 

concerning. In traditionally authoritarian states like Saudi Arabia and North Korea, leaders “have 

little room to further curtail [foreign] assistance” for domestic civil society. In semi-authoritarian 

states like Russia and China, leaders “usually concede limited space for independent civil society 

and opposition parties, but reduce that space whenever they perceive any significant challenge to 

their political grip” (Carothers and Brechenmacher). With the current trend, however, a large 

number of “relatively democratic governments that for decades encouraged or at least tolerated 

international democracy and rights support have also recently taken or seriously considered 

measures to restrict such assistance” (Carothers and Brechenmacher). In this sense, “pushback 

today often represents the loss of access that had already been achieved, rather than the ongoing 

struggle over access that has traditionally been denied” (Carothers and Brechenmacher). For 

advocates of democratization, this backslide is a most concerning development. 

Authoritarian Semi-Authoritarian Democratic 

Belarus 

Eritrea 

United Arab Emirates 

Uzbekistan 

Zimbabwe 

Azerbaijan 

Cambodia 

Ethiopia 

Russia 

Venezuela 

Bangladesh 

Bolivia 

Ecuador 

Honduras 

India 

Indonesia 

Kenya 

Nicaragua 

Peru 

Table 1: Countries exhibiting backlash, as of 2014 (Carothers and Brechenmacher) 
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This trend transcends continental boundaries (see Table 1). In Europe, Hungarian Prime 

Minister Viktor Orbán has recently accused George Soros, the Hungarian-American billionaire 

and founder of the Open Society Foundations, of trying to “sweep away governments which 

represent national interests, including ours” (Nelson). Orbán has targeted Soros-funded NGOs 

that assist Middle Eastern and North African migrants with proposed legislation to close NGOs 

flagged as dangerous to national security. In justifying the measure, a government spokesman 

said, “These organizations definitely don't have a democratic mandate because they have never 

been voted for, nobody elected them, and definitely the only force is the money behind them” 

(Nelson). That NGOs are not democratic is not an original critique of civil society.  

In Asia, India passed the Foreign Contribution Act in 2010. The act bans external funding 

“for any activities detrimental to the national interest and for matters connected therewith or 

incidental thereto” as well as for “organizations of a political nature,” as defined by the 

government (Carothers and Brechenmacher). As of 2016, 25 NGOs had been denied permission 

to receive foreign funding and another 11,000 or so had not renewed their permissions, many out 

of protest. Under Prime Minister Narendra Modi, the government has accused NGOs of staging a 

“growth-retarding campaign” against the country’s development (Doshi). That NGOs are 

standing in the path of development objectives is another common critique of civil society. 

In Sub-Saharan Africa, Kenya, under President Uhuru Kenyatta, has tightened 

restrictions on foreign aid workers, threatened to deregister nearly 1000 NGOs for accounting 

discrepancies, and sought to restrict foreign funding to 15% of NGOs’ total funding (Brass). 

Collectively, these actions belie an anti-foreign streak on the part of the current administration. 

Seemingly, they also amount to retribution for Kenyatta’s referral, by domestic NGOs, to the 

International Criminal Court for his role in inciting ethnic violence during the 2007 presidential 
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election (Kuo and Kuo). Though the court opted not to prosecute Kenyatta, the episode seems to 

have left him wary of the strength of independent civil society.  

Contextualizing Backlash 

While the trend is relatively clear––mounting backlash against civil society, particularly 

against foreign funded NGOs––its cause is more ambiguous. According to Carothers and 

Brechenmacher, “the explanation lies in several interrelated and major changes in international 

politics.” The report traces attitudes towards NGOs engaged in democracy promotion over time, 

from the era of the Cold War through to the present. During the Cold War, developing countries 

consented to foreign assistance on the conditions that it was apolitical and state-centered: “that 

the assistance would aim at producing socioeconomic progress rather than political change, and 

that aid providers would channel aid to governments” (Carothers and Brechenmacher).   

After the fall of the USSR, however, Western donors “began to substantially increase the 

share of assistance going directly to nongovernmental organizations rather than governments in 

aid-receiving countries, whether under the rubrics of civil society development or participatory 

development” (Carothers and Brechenmacher). In the resultant unipolar world, recipient states 

consented to this modification of the arrangement in keeping with the general spirit of 

democratization. At this point, there was relatively little reason to fear the erosion of sovereignty, 

as support for NGOs “seemed to consist of rather unfocused efforts to distribute paltry amounts 

of aid to a plethora of minor actors for the vague purpose of fostering civil society development” 

(Carothers and Brechenmacher). Such support did not seem especially threatening to ruling 

regimes.   

When the democratic wave eventually stalled in the early 2000s, many hybrid regimes 

adopted an instrumental attitude towards foreign assistance. That is, “eager to preserve a 
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semblance of democratic pluralism as well as their international political reputation, they let such 

assistance proceed when it did not seem to present a serious threat to their hold on power, but 

curtailed or undermined it when they perceived it to be politically destabilizing” (Carothers and 

Brechenmacher). However, the deposition of Yugoslavian leader Slobadan Milosevic in 2000, 

facilitated in part by Western-backed NGOs, marked a turning point for foreign assistance for 

civil society: “it set off alarm bells… among strongman governments throughout the developing 

world fearful of both domestic upheaval and external intervention” (Carothers and 

Brechenmacher). Though not the primary reason behind Milosevic’s fall, some Western-backed 

NGOs had advocated strongly for this outcome.  

The 2003 US invasion of Iraq––on the false pretense of confiscating Saddam Hussein’s 

‘weapons of mass destruction’––further tarnished the notion of democracy promotion. In short, 

for many ‘hybrid’ leaders, “Democracy promotion had become synonymous for ‘Western-

imposed regime change” (Carothers and Brechenmacher). Then in 2005, the Paris Declaration on 

Aid Effectiveness provided countries with a ready justification for restricting civil society. That 

is, “interpreting country ownership as government ownership, some aid-receiving governments 

wielded it as a legitimizing tool for their efforts to push back against aid they found politically 

threatening and intrusive” (Carothers and Brechenmacher). In this respect, the consequence of 

the declaration had the unintended side-effect of seemingly legitimizing efforts to disempower 

civil society. 

Research Question 

In general, analyses of the backlash trend tend to be sweeping and, consequently, 

somewhat cursory with respect to the attention paid to the particular dynamics at play in each 

state. The aforementioned report definitely falls into this camp. In opposition to those who 
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“focus on the psychology of certain outspoken leaders,” its authors reply, “it is crucial not to lose 

sight of the larger causal forest for the sake of some striking individual trees. In seeking to 

understand why pushback has become such a widespread phenomenon only relatively recently… 

it is necessary to take a broader view” (Carothers and Brechenmacher). Certainly, this approach 

has merit. After all, trends only come into focus at some distance. But this is necessarily a 

reductive lens, obscuring differences between countries with respect to the causes and 

manifestation of backlash.  

While the report situates the trend in historical context, identifying the geopolitical 

developments that primed it, it does not explain the trend with respect to the internal social, 

political, and economic dynamics of the countries in question. So, focusing on the intra-national 

level, I ask: Why do states restrict civil society? More precisely, to what end to states place 

restrictions on foreign-funded NGOs? In this thesis, I focus on South America, specifically the 

Andean states of Ecuador and Peru. Both of these states fall into the aforementioned report’s 

third category of relatively democratic states that have recently taken measures to restrict civil 

society.  

This question is not just of theoretical but also practical significance. For mission-driven, 

foreign-funded NGOs, its answer is potentially relevant to adopting strategies to overcome 

regulatory barriers (e.g. partnering with academic institutions). For foreign donors, its answer is 

potentially relevant to framing their aid in negotiations with the host country about the terms of 

assistance (e.g. appealing to national development objectives). And for institutions of regional 

and global governance and other states committed to democratic principles, its answer is 

potentially relevant to crafting policy towards the state in question (e.g. supporting, tolerating, 

critiquing, sanctioning, etc.).       
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Possible Explanations 

 In this thesis, I examine both cases with respect to three possible explanations: defending 

sovereignty against foreign powers (E1), stifling domestic dissent (E2), and rent-seeking (E3). 

Of course, this is not an exhaustive list; there may be other credible explanations. While it is 

unlikely that all of these explanations apply to a given case, they are not necessarily mutually-

exclusive. That is to say, I am open to the possibility that backlash is motivated by a combination 

of factors. 

Defending Sovereignty (E1) 

 

One possible explanation is that states restrict foreign-funded NGOs to curtail subversive 

foreign influence. On this view, these restrictions constitute a reassertion of sovereignty against 

Western donor states and in particular against the US. This explanation is consistent with the 

stated rationale of leaders like Morales, who often alleges that the US is working to destabilize 

his regime via its funding of civil society. His characterization of the US is that of a neo-

imperialist power, intent on retaining its historical hegemony over the hemisphere, especially in 

light of China’s growing influence in the region.  

Historically, this characterization is well founded. For most of the 20th century, US 

foreign policy towards Latin America was characterized by direct military interventions (e.g. 

Cuba, Dominican Republic, Grenada, Guatemala, Haiti, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama) as well as 

indirect interventions (e.g. Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Cuba, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, 

Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama), not to mention other forms of 

economic intervention (Coatsworth).  

Barring outright cooptation of the NGO by a foreign power (i.e. NGO as ‘trojan horse’), 

implicit in this allegation is an assumption of donor dependency: reliant for their organizational 
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survival on continual grants, NGOs are incentivized to align with their donors’ preferences to 

improve their odds of winning new grants or, conversely, to decrease their odds of losing 

existing ones (Akbar). NGOs are thus vulnerable to ‘puppetisation’ by their donors: “since 

patrons have both the inclination to hold NGOs accountable and the means to ‘punish’ them, the 

most important danger lies not in the NGO’s abusing the trust but in the patron’s abusing its 

powers of punishment” (Najam). In this sense, NGOs may not actually be as independent as they 

claim to be.  

While this would seem to substantiate the allegations of leaders like Morales, there is also 

cause for skepticism. For instance, Alison Brysk argues that “this objection [to foreign 

assistance] is valid only if states themselves eschew foreign assistance, and only insofar as 

foreign support threatens the state’s monopoly of coercion” (Brysk). It is hypocritical, she 

suggests, for a state that readily accepts foreign aid to cast aspersions on domestic NGOs for 

doing the same. Further, she claims, even if the state does not accept foreign aid, it is not the case 

that foreign funding necessarily undermines state sovereignty. That is to say, the burden of proof 

falls on the state to demonstrate precisely how such assistance is working to undermine it. To the 

contrary, she contends that in many countries, foreign support is necessary to “level the playing 

field” between the state and its society (Brysk). 

Stifling Dissent (E2) 

 

Along these lines, another possible explanation is that states restrict foreign-funded 

NGOs to stifle domestic dissent. Carothers implies this when he asks the question: 

Are [these governments] genuinely afraid that relatively modest Western democracy-

training programs and financial aid for often weak civic and political groups will 

undermine their hold on power, or is this fear just a convenient justification for repressive 

measures they would take anyway? (Christensen and Weinstein). 
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In this light, the anti-imperialist rationale looks like a spurious excuse for curtailing oppositional 

domestic actors, such as environmentalists protesting the extraction of natural resources. 

There remains, however, a deeper question about the end to which states stifle dissent. As 

the sub-end, some see facilitating of economic development. In part, this entails attracting 

foreign investment. In Latin America, as in Africa, this increasingly means Chinese investment. 

In fact, China has made considerable economic and political inroads in Latin America in the past 

decade, propping up Maduro’s regime through the purchase of Venezuelan oil and investing 

heavily in infrastructure all the way from Central America to the Southern Cone. Chinese 

investment is largely concentrated in extractive projects which are often the object of protest by 

NGOs. Thus, curtailing NGOs’ ability to protest minimizes the risk associated with such 

investments, incentivizing further investment. More critically, others simply cite the 

accumulation of power as the sub-end. They focus on the psychology of individual leaders like 

Morales, who is currently trying to amend the constitution so that he can stand for an 

unprecedented fourth term (Margolis). 

Seeking Rents (E3) 

A third possible explanation is that states restrict foreign-funded NGOs to facilitate rent-

seeking. That is, by placing more obstacles in their path, they create more opportunities to solicit 

bribes from NGOs seeking legal standing or permission to receive foreign funding. In this sense, 

the measures may be a way for leaders to reward the lower-level officials who staff the various 

ministries which oversee civil society, thus shoring up political support for their regime.  

According to Brad Epperly and Taedong Lee, following Holmes, in generally corrupt 

states “systemic corruption should affect agencies such as the tax police, the procuracy, and 

regulatory agencies to a high degree, given the already-high levels of discretion involved in these 
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fields” (Epperly and Lee). More precisely, following Green, they state, “Corruption in the above 

institutions and others allows for greater administrative discretion in policies like registering new 

organizations, inspecting their premises, and monitoring their activities, and should create a 

situation where state agents are more likely and better able to extract rents from existing or new 

NGOs” (Epperly and Lee). To be clear, this explanation is not about corruption internal to 

NGOs––though this may be present too––but about NGOs operating within a corrupt system. In 

this system, corrupt regulatory officials exploit NGOs’ principled commitment to mission to 

extract rents from them. 

Definitions 

Non-Governmental Organization 

The term ‘non-governmental organization’ is a vague one. According to the UN, an NGO 

is “an independent voluntary association of people acting together on a continuous basis, for 

some common purpose, other than achieving government office, making money or illegal 

activities” (Willetts). This definition is an essentially negative one; it refers to a group that is 

non-governmental, non-profit seeking, and non-criminal. There are many types of NGOs, 

including religious charities, advocacy groups, think tanks, and professional associations (Spar 

and Dail). 

Regarding the first condition, it is important to note that non-governmental does not mean 

nonpolitical. That is to say, “The attention, resources, and political space afforded to NGOs have 

political consequences as NGOs may upset the political status quo, create political uncertainty, 

and generate new sets of political winners and losers” (Bloodgood et al.). In this sense, NGOs––

even on principle apolitical ones––have political implications. Regarding the second condition, 

the stipulation that NGOs derive the majority of their funding from private sources is often 
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unsatisfied in practice. In fact, some contractor NGOs—“engaged primarily in design, 

facilitation and implementation of developmental sub projects”––derive all of their funding from 

public sources (Kamat). But this an extreme case and most NGOs receive their funding from a 

combination of private and public sources.   

In a more positive sense, “NGOs are formal (professionalized) independent societal 

organizations whose primary aim is to promote common goals at the national or the international 

level” (Martens). They are formal in that they have an organizational structure with a 

headquarters, a skilled staff, a constitution, and legal standing in a state. They are independent in 

that they are primarily supported by member fees and private donations, though many receive 

funding from public sources. They are societal in that their members come from the private 

sphere and they promote common goals in advocating for the provision of public goods 

(Martens). 

NGOs have proliferated since the end of the Cold War, when funding that had been 

earmarked for military operations suddenly became available for democratization programs, 

particularly in the former Soviet bloc (Florini). In terms of the number of NGOs with 

‘consultative status’ in United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), the growth of 

NGOs was rather slow from 1945 to 1994; in these fifty years, only about 1000 NGOs gained 

consultative status (see Figure 2). In the fifteen years between 1994 and 2009, however, over 

3000 additional NGOs gained this status. 
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Figure 2: NGOs Consulting with ECOSOC (Willetts) 

The Andean Community is no exception to this trend. As of 2018, there were over 3,800 

NGOs active in its four member-states (see Figure 3). However, only 10% of these NGOs are 

actually based in the Andean Community. The other 90% of NGOs operating in the Andean 

Community are based in other countries, primarily in North America and Europe. This gaping 

disparity has not gone unnoticed by regional leaders, who point to it as evidence of excessive 

foreign influence in their countries.   
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Figure 3: NGOs in Andean Community Consulting with ECOSOC, as of 2018 (“CSO Net”) 

This explosion in the number of NGOs has come in the context of the ideological 

ascendancy of neoliberalism. Before and during the Cold War, “development policy and 

programmes in the Third World followed a largely social democratic model that prescribed a 

central role to the state in building democratic societies” (Kamat). After the Cold War, however, 

“the state… [was] represented as fragmented by private interests… and hence inept at 

representing the will of the people” (Kamat). In this context, for foreign donors NGOs presented 

an attractive alternative to the state in the distribution of aid.  

Civil Society 

NGOs constitute only one element of civil society, “the third sector of society, along with 

government and business” (Civil Society). Indeed, civil society is quite a broad term:  

Properly understood, civil society is a broader concept, encompassing all the 

organizations and associations that exist outside of the state (including political parties) 

and the market. It includes the gamut of organizations that political scientists traditionally 

label interest groups––not just advocacy NGOs but also labor unions, professional 

associations (like those of doctors and lawyers), chambers of commerce, ethnic 

associations, and others. (Carothers) 
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Other manifestations of civil society include religious organizations, sports clubs, and student 

groups.  

But civil society is more than just an umbrella term. According to Brysk, “Civil society is 

public and political association outside the state, not a residual category or a list of types of 

actors. Its political role is not just to aggregate, represent, and articulate interests, but also to 

create citizens, to shape consciousness, and to help define what is public and political” (Brysk). 

On this view, civil society is not merely a category of political actors but a collective actor with a 

key role to play in the process of democratization.  

This is not to say, however, that a vibrant civil society necessarily begets a strong 

democracy. As Debora Spar and James Dail explain, “An active civil society may well be 

associated with an active or growing democracy, but the expansion of civic participation does 

not guarantee the emergence of political rights” (Spar and Dail). Civil society alone cannot 

create rights, which are by definition a contract between the state and society. There is also some 

evidence to suggest that civil society can work against democracy. While civil society can 

“discipline the state, ensure that citizens’ interests are taken seriously, and foster greater civic 

and political participation,” it can also “choke the workings of representative institutions and 

systematically distort policy outcomes in favor of the… better organized” (Carothers). In other 

words, bigger is not necessarily better when it comes to civil society.  

Nor is civil society itself necessarily democratic. To qualify as such, Brysk says it “must 

be representative, accountable, and pluralistic, and it must respect human rights” (Brysk). The 

same criteria apply to individual NGOs. If not, they risk “undermining [civil society] itself” and 

with it, the greater process of democratization (Brysk). As Carothers observed in 1999, “The 

burgeoning NGO sectors in [democratizing] countries are often dominated by elite-run groups 
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that have only tenuous ties to the citizens on whose behalf they claim to act, and they depend on 

international funders for budgets they cannot nourish from domestic sources” (Carothers). In 

many countries, the same observation could apply equally well today.  

Methodology 

 

Figure 4: Map of the Andean Community 

In this thesis, I employ qualitative methods complemented by descriptive statistics. The 

core of my thesis are case studies of Ecuador and Peru with respect to the regulatory 

environment for NGOs. Ecuador and Peru are full members of the Andean Community, along 

with Bolivia and Colombia (see Figure 4). I have focused on the Andean Community not 

because it is the most repressive environment for civil society in the region. That would probably 

be Venezuela (a former member of the bloc), with the forcible repression of dissent under the 

Maduro administration (Avenue et al., “World Report 2017”). Rather, the Andean Community 

merits consideration because, unlike increasingly authoritarian Venezuela, its member-states are 
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host to nominally free political environments. In this context, the restrictions on NGOs suggest 

democratic backsliding.    

While there is variation within the bloc between the most hostile state (arguably Bolivia) 

and the least hostile state (arguably Colombia) for civil society, all of the countries exhibit at 

least some features of backlash. As Bolivia has received considerably more attention in the press 

and in the academic literature, I have excluded it as a case study. I have also excluded Colombia, 

as it is not considered by the aforementioned report to have crossed the threshold for 

consideration as a backlash state. So, I take up Ecuador and Peru as case studies. In so doing, I 

aim to develop a deeper understanding of the motivations behind restricting civil society in the 

region. My aim is not to generalize my findings to Latin America as a whole.    

In each case study, I trace the history of state-civil society relations through recent 

presidential administrations, presenting key changes in the regulatory landscape for NGOs in 

historical context. My sources include interviews with NGO personnel, government regulators, 

USAID officers, and an academic, conducted in country in December 2017. Altogether, I spent 

nearly three weeks in Ecuador and Peru conducting interviews and familiarizing myself with the 

historical and cultural contexts of both countries. In this thesis, I also draw upon the texts of the 

laws in question, statements from public officials, articles from national and international media, 

press releases from NGOs, and reports from domestic civil society umbrella organizations and 

international third-party monitoring organizations, among other sources. I then analyze each case 

with respect to the above explanations. 
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Chapter II: Ecuador 

 

 

Timeline 

 

January 2007 • Correa assumes office 

March 2008 • Correa issues Decree 982, raising barriers to entry for NGOs 

September 2008 • Montecristi Constitution is approved 

March 2009 • Acción Ecológica has its legal status revoked 

September 2010 • Police officers mount an unsuccessful coup against Correa  

June 2013 • Correa issues Decree 16, replacing Decree 982  

December 2013 • Fundación Pachamama is dissolved 

June 2015 • Fundamedios is threatened with dissolution 

August 2015 • Correa issues Executive Decree 739, modifying Decree 16 

December 2016 • Acción Ecológica is again threatened with dissolution  

May 2017 • Moreno assumes office 

October 2017 • Moreno issues Decree 193, rescinding Decrees 16 and 739 

Table 2: Timeline of key events pertaining to civil society 

Background 

 

Correa Administration, 2007-2017 

Rafael Correa was elected in 2006, part of the ‘Pink Tide’ of leftist leaders in South 

America in the 21st century––from Venezuela (1999, Hugo Chávez) to Argentina (2003, Néstor 
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Kirchner) to Bolivia (2005, Evo Morales). As with other leaders of the ‘Pink Tide,’ Correa ran 

on a platform critical of the neoliberal agenda promoted by the US in the region.  

An economist by training, Correa obtained his PhD from the University of Illinois and 

taught as a professor at the University of San Francisco in Quito. Subsequently, Correa served as 

Director of the Ministry of Education and Culture under President Sixto Durán Bailén and then 

as Minister of Finance under President Alfredo Palacio. During his presidential campaign, 

however, representing the Proud and Sovereign Fatherland Alliance (‘Alianza PAIS’), Correa 

portrayed himself as a political outsider with a decidedly anti-establishment message. 

Initially, Correa’s victory was met with optimism by many elements of Ecuadorean civil 

society. “When Correa came to power, there was a lot of hope,” said Cesár Ricaurte, the director 

of the Andean Foundation for the Observation and Study of the Media (Fundamedios), a Quito-

based NGO that advocates for freedom of the press (Ricaurte). In 1999, Ecuador experienced a 

severe financial crisis marked by the failure of more than a dozen banks and the subsequent 

adoption of the dollar as a means of stabilizing the economy and stopping hyperinflation. The 

crisis prompted thousands of Ecuadoreans to emigrate from the country and led to the resignation 

of President Jamil Mahaud (Ceja). In the decade prior to Correa’s election, no administration had 

lasted longer than three years.  

Then, Ricaurte explained, “this movement and young leader appear that take all of the 

historical signals from civil society and social movements and convert them in their political 

platform.” It was an exciting moment for Ecuadorean civil society. He remarked, “Alianza PAIS 

and Rafael Correa come to power with an agenda for which Ecuadorean civil society had been 

fighting for 20 years, ever since the return of democracy.”  

Montecristi Constitution 
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Once in office, Correa acted quickly on his campaign promise to replace Ecuador’s 

constitution, convening a Constituent Assembly in 2007. Ratified in 2008 by popular vote, the 

Montecristi Constitution was notable for its progressivism. For example, it recognized Ecuador 

as an intercultural and pluri-national state. It also acknowledged the concepts of Pachamama 

(roughly, the Quechua concept of mother nature) and Sumak Kawsay (‘Good Living’), “the 

participation of human beings in a vital joining of a cosmic character… in tightly held 

relationality, or harmony with nature” (Salazar). Moreover, it subjected all rights to the 

attainment of Sumak Kawsay.  

In practice, however, the constitution proved problematic for civil society. The problem, 

critics said, was not that the constitution was too vague but that its propositions were too 

numerous and too explicit: “they drafted a Constitution so descriptive and detailed on the subject 

of rights, that what they accomplished was the limitation of rights, or even their elimination” 

(Salazar). For example, with respect to the freedom of expression, the constitution protected only 

information that is “true, verified, timely, contextualized, diverse, without prior censorship of the 

facts, events, and the processes of general interest” (Salazar). These stipulations left the door 

open for sanctioning outlets for failing to sufficiently contextualize the news as well as imposing 

official content on outlets in the form of corrections.    

In coopting many of the key tenets of Ecuadorean civil society, the constitution 

effectively depleted much of the political oxygen for NGOs. As Ricaurte clarified, “The 

governors and ministers now say that the state is… going to guarantee all of the rights of the 

Ecuadoreans, so it is not necessary for [an independent] civil society to exist. There can only be a 

civil society dependent on the state.” So, what initially seemed like an endorsement came to look 

to NGOs more and more like repression. Thereafter, Ricaurte said, “There was a crisis of identity 
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and there was a crisis of objectives and functions because in the new model… [the state] 

assumed much of the role that had been historically assigned to civil society.” Officially, there 

was little left for NGOs to do. 

Decree 982 

Long predating the constitution, Ecuador’s Civil Code gives the president the authority to 

regulate NGOs by issuing executive decrees (“Ecuador”). As president, Correa made ample use 

of this authority. In 2008, he signed Decree 982, erecting barriers to entry for NGOs seeking 

legal status. These included possessing at least $400 or $4000 in funding, depending on the type 

of organization, as well as disclosing the identities of the organization’s founding members 

(“Ecuador”).  

One of the first applications of Decree 982 , in a punitive sense, was against Acción 

Ecológica (AE). Founded by a group of university students in Quito in 1986, AE adheres to a 

grassroots model of environmental defense. It primarily supports rural and indigenous 

communities in opposing extractive activity on their lands. As laid out in its legal statute, its ends 

include conducting ecological studies, publicizing environmental problems, conducting relations 

with national and international environmental actors, and advocating for legal protections for the 

environment. Its stated objectives include protecting rights, people, communities, and the 

environment, spreading awareness of environmental contamination, and educating rural and 

urban sectors about environmental preservation (“Quiénes Somos”). 

Over its 30-year history, AE has found itself in conflict with the state on multiple 

occasions. “We have been a group that practically gets in the way of the plans and the policies of 

the government,” said Dr. Alexandra Almeida, the president of AE (Almeida). When Correa 

entered office, however, the nature of the conflict changed. “When Correa’s government comes 
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in, that is when the persecution begins,” she said. AE first found itself in conflict with Correa in 

2009 after protesting the Mining Law, which permitted transnational companies to mine 

Ecuador’s rich mineral reserves with 25-year concessions (Derksen). AE challenged the 

constitutionality of the law, concerned about its potentially deleterious impact on indigenous 

communities. Subsequently, the Ministry of Health revoked AE’s legal status. It argued that AE 

should have been registered with the Ministry of the Environment, which was created in 1996. 

To change ministries, however, AE would have had to reconstitute itself as a new organization, 

with a new name and charter.  

Objecting to the government’s dichotomous conception of environmental protection and 

human health, AE refused to re-register as a new organization. “We would not have problems 

with transferring to the [Ministry of the] Environment,” said Almeida, but only “as the same 

organization, with its twenty-something years of functioning.”  

In its plight, AE attracted the attention of a broad coalition of foreign actors.   

For instance, in an open letter to Correa from author Naomi Klein, published by the North 

American Congress on Latin America (NACLA), she expresses “shock and confusion” at 

Ecuador’s decision to revoke AE’s legal standing: 

What impressed me so much about Acción Ecológica was the fact that it is so clearly part 

of a genuine people’s movement, working in direct solidarity with the communities 

affected by the extractive industries…. What a shame it is that instead of seeing what I 

saw—a progressive government working with grassroots and indigenous movements to 

find solutions that reconcile economic justice with ecological imperatives and indigenous 

rights—these activists are instead seeing something all too familiar: a state seemingly 

using its power to weaken dissent. (Klein)  

 

Ultimately, after a successful challenge in court, the government relented, allowing AE to 

transfer ministries as the same organization. 

2010 Coup Attempt and Aftermath 
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In 2010, Correa was the victim of an attempted coup by disgruntled police officers. 

Incensed about a pending law to restrict bonuses and slow promotions, members of the National 

Police briefly detained Correa in a hospital before he was rescued by army forces (Carroll, 

“Ecuador Declares State of Emergency as Country Thrown into Chaos”). In hindsight, the 

attempted coup was a turning point in Correa’s attitude towards civil society. “From then on,” 

said Ricaurte, “there was a very open confrontation between Fundamedios and the government. 

The government attacked us very frontally, saying that we were CIA agents, that we were traitors 

to the country, etc.”  

Over the years, Correa went on to repeat this allegation many times. On June 6, 2012, for 

example, on his weekly TV program, Citizen Link, Correa cast Ricaurte as a friend of the US 

after attending a reception in DC. “We already know that Fundamedios is part of the gang, César 

Ricaurte is a pal. Now we know because he has open doors in Washington,” he said. In addition, 

on April 28, 2012 he alleged that “César Ricaurte’s Fundamedios is a surveillance group of the 

[US] Embassy” because it receives funding from USAID and the National Endowment for 

Democracy (NED) (Menciones de Fundamedios En Las Sabatinas). 

In light of Correa’s rhetoric, USAID’s departure from Ecuador in 2014, after 53 years of 

operating in the country, was not a surprising move. It had been unable to renew its contract with 

the government over a dispute regarding the roughly 10% of its budget allocated for “democracy 

and governance” programs, of which $280,000 went to Fundamedios in 2011. As with Chavez 

and Morales, who expelled USAID from Bolivia in 2013, Correa had characterized such 

programs as politically subversive (“USAID Is Leaving Ecuador”).  

USAID was not the only foreign donor to pull out of Ecuador. Germany’s Konrad 

Adenauer Foundation, a private foundation associated with the Christian Democratic Union 
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though predominately federally funded, also left in 2014 over “the growing control and influence 

of the government in Quito over the political work of foundations and NGOs” (“Fundación 

alemana Konrad Adenauer anuncia que dejará Ecuador por motivos políticos”). In this sense, 

Correa’s qualms were not just with the US but also with its western allies.  

Decree 16 

Supplanting Decree 982, Decree 16 of 2013 established a compulsory registry of NGOs–

–the Unified System of Information on Social Organizations (SUIOS). It also laid out the 

conditions for which an NGO could be dissolved. These included:  

• Deviate from the ends and objectives for which it was constituted 

• Dedicate itself to activities of political partisanship… of interference in public policies 

that endanger the internal or external security of the state or that affect public peace 

• Repeatedly contravene regulations emanated from the competent authorities for awarding 

legal status or by the entities of control and regulation.1  

 

The first casualty of Decree 16 was Fundación Pachamama, a Quito-based environmental 

NGO that partnered with indigenous communities to oppose oil development in the Amazon 

region. In 2013, members of the foundation took part in a protest against the XIth Oil Round, an 

auction of drilling blocks in the rainforest. In response, the government accused the organization 

of encouraging violence during the protest. Per the language of the decree, the Ministry of the 

Environment charged the foundation with “executing actions that were not consistent with their 

statuary ends and objectives” as well as “interfer[ing] with public policies against the internal 

security of the state and the public peace.” It dissolved the organization in December 2013. 

Decree 739 

Reforming Decree 16, Executive Decree 739 of 2015 modified the requirements for 

granting legal status to NGOs. Precisely, it eased reporting requirements, removed the financial 

                                                 
1 Executive Decree 16 of 2012, Section VI, Article 26 
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thresholds, and removed the requirement that organizations have legal representation throughout 

the registration process (Conaghan). It also removed prolonged inactivity as grounds for 

dissolution (“Decreto 193” 193). However, the changes failed to appease Ecuadorean civil 

society. Specifically, the Ecuadorean Confederation of Civil Society Organizations (CEOSC) 

lodged the following three complaints: 

1. Executive Decree 16 has not been repealed, which leaves us with two decrees that 

regulate CSOs: Decree 16 and Decree 739, this generates confusion in the application of 

the law. 

2. It is possible to dissolve a CSO that conducts activities that affect public peace or for not 

following a ruling given by any state institution. 

3. Also, government has vaguely defined the concept of good CSO government, who 

evaluates it and based in which criteria. (“Analysis of Executive Decree 739”) 

 

With respect to the third complaint, the vagueness of the concept of good governance was 

problematic insofar as failing to meet the standard of good governance was grounds for 

government intervention.  

In June 2015, appealing to Decrees 16 and 739, the National Secretariat of 

Communication (SECOM) moved to dissolve Fundamedios on the charge of engaging in 

political activity. (For an incomplete list of organizations dissolved under Decrees 16 and 739, 

see Table 3.) It alleged that “Fundamedios has disseminated messages, alerts and essays with 

indisputable political overtones that make clear the position of this social organization whose 

scope should limit itself to the areas of social communication and journalism” (Mar). The motion 

was met with an international outpouring of support for Fundamedios. For example, in an open 

letter to Fernando Alvarado, the Secretary of Communication, the International Freedom of 

Expression Exchange (IFEX) commented: 

Monitoring, documenting and disseminating information about the conditions of freedom 

of expression in society is essential to the functioning of civil society around the world 

and at the core of our members' work. It is inconceivable therefore that this activity could 
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reasonably be construed as being outside the legitimate mandate of a freedom of 

expression organization such as Fundamedios. (“Ecuador”) 

 

Amnesty International also released a bulletin––“Urgent Action: Government Moves to Close 

Ecuadorian NGO”––urging readers to write to Correa and the Minister of Justice, “Reminding 

them that States have a responsibility to protect human rights defenders and create the conditions 

necessary to ensure that they can carry out their legitimate activities without any unfair 

restrictions or fear of reprisals” (Government Moves to Close Ecuadorian NGO).  

Ministry Registered 

Organizations 

Dissolved 

Organizations 

Inactive 

Organizations 

Economic and Social 

Inclusion 

23,580 121  

Education 2,034 48  

Environment 236 276  

Industry 1,575   

Labor    

Agriculture* 10,160  1,958 

Total 37,585 445  

*Information provided by the Register of Multisector Organizations (ROM) 

Table 3: Organizations dissolved by ministry, as of May 2017 (Fundamedios) 

Bowing to the pressure, in September SECOM dropped the motion. However, in a 

statement announcing the decision, it cautioned Fundamedios against “raising unfounded alerts 

for the sole purpose of affecting the prestige of Ecuador and its institutions” 

(“FUNDAMEDIOS”). 

Moreno Administration, 2017–Present 

Correa’s vice president from 2007-2013 and chosen successor, Lenín Moreno 

campaigned on a platform of carrying forth Correa’s ‘Citizen Revolution,’ albeit with a lighter 

hand than his predecessor. Polling closely with his conservative opponent Guillermo Lasso––

whom he beat by only 2.3% in the runoff––Moreno distanced himself slightly from Correa, 
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offering “continuity with change” and “an outstretched hand” to elements of the traditional 

opposition (Stoessel). 

Once in office, however, a sizeable rift developed between Moreno and Correa. In 

August 2017, he forced out his vice president, Jorge Glas, a holdover from the previous 

administration, on corruption charges in connection with the Brazilian construction firm 

Odebrecht (Shifter and Raderstorf). Then in November 2017, Alianza PAIS took the drastic step 

of expelling Moreno from the party, ostensibly over missing a few meetings (Stoessel). Most 

recently, in February 2018, Moreno succeeded in amending the constitution to reinstate 

presidential term limits, which Correa had abolished in 2015 (“Ecuador Votes to Limit 

Presidents’ Terms in Blow to Rafael Correa”). The amendment, approved by a nationwide 

referendum, effectively barred Correa, who already served two terms, from returning to office.  

Repeal of Decrees 16 and 739 

Moreno has also broken with Correa’s adversarial posture towards civil society, sending 

signals of reconciliation to Ecuadorean NGOs. In September 2017, for example, he received 

leaders of CONAIE in the presidential palace. He reassured them, “Never again do we want a 

paternalistic state that tries imposes on everyone a single way of life. Here the only rules are 

respect and tolerance” (Por Segunda Ocasión Presidente Moreno Recibe a CONAIE En 

Carondelet Para Analizar Nuevas Propuestas).  

Then in October 2017, acknowledging pressure from NGO leaders, he repealed 

Executive Decrees 16 and 739. On Twitter, he said, “Thanks to the national dialogue and at the 

request of social organizations, Decrees 16 and 738 are derogated.” In a broadcast, he explained, 

“The idea is to unlock completely all the bureaucratic arguments that prevent social 



Levine 

 61 

 

Figure 10: Total Non-Refundable International Cooperation Received by Peru, 1994-2014 

Publicly, the creation of APCI was justified as a means of allocating funds in line with 

national development objectives. As stated on its website, APCI’s mission is as follows: 

Guiding public institution that orients and articulates the supply and demand of non-

refundable international cooperation at different levels of government and civil society 

with a decentralized focus, providing quality services based on the principles of 

efficiency and transparency; thus, contributing to national efforts in support of the 

sustainable development of the country. (“APCI Quiénes Somos”) 

 

 In line with this mission, its functions include, the “strategic development of international 

cooperation with the goal of overcoming the welfarist scheme of previous eras” as well as the 

“formulation of cooperation plans that articulate the national demand and define the priorities as 

a function of sectoral and national development strategies” (“APCI Quiénes Somos”). Together, 

these functions constitute a rejection of passive dependency on foreign donors in favor of an 

active, state-centered approach to international cooperation.  
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 As in Ecuador, the biggest player in foreign assistance to Peru has been the US. 

According to the Foreign Aid Explorer, the amount of US foreign aid disbursed to Peru spiked in 

2002 at $290 million, decreasing to a low of $88 million in 2007, the year before Peru was 

officially declared an Upper Middle-Income (UMI) country by the World Bank (see Figure 11). 

Thereafter, the amount of aid stabilized around $150 million annually, with the exception of a 

spike in 2015 at $301 million, with nearly half of that amount going to narcotics control.  

 

 

Figure 11: US Foreign Aid to Peru, 2001-2016 

 

 But looking specifically at support for civil society shows a different picture. Such aid––a 

relatively small part of the total aid package––declined precipitously between 2001 ($5.9 

million) and 2003 ($288,000). It has remained below $1 million ever since (see Figure 12). With 

a GDP of $192 billion in 2016––nearly twice that of Ecuador’s in the same year––a few hundred 

thousand dollars a year in support for civil society looks positively paltry.    
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Figure 12: US Foreign Aid to Peru for Civil Society, 2001-2016 

 

 So, it would seem that there is even less support for the defending sovereignty 

explanation in this case than in that of Ecuador. That is not to say that APCI’s creation did not 

belie the perception of the erosion of sovereignty, in light of the increase in the total amount of 

foreign assistance flowing into Peru (though still small relative to GDP). In any event, a closer 

look at the quantity of US support for civil society does not suggest that NGOs were the proper 

object of the government’s hypothetical fears.  

Stifling Dissent (E2) 

 In this case, there is considerably more evidence pointing to the explanation that 

restrictions on NGOs were motivated by a desire to stifle dissent. Seemingly, such measures 

furnish the state with weapons (e.g. monitoring, auditing) with which to threaten organizations 

that stand in the way of realizing its interests, namely environmentalists and indigenous groups. 

The ‘Baguazo’ conflict is a prime example of such a conflict. On one side, there was García, a 

converted neoliberal, with an overriding interest in attracting foreign investment to exploit Peru’s 

rich oil and mineral reserves. With respect to the ongoing indigenous strike, he commented: 
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When we have resources like oil, gas and lumber and abundant fishing in the Amazon 

that can give work to many people in the rivers of our jungle, that doesn’t belong just to 

the group that had the good fortune to be born there. The Amazon belongs to you and 

your children. It belongs to the whole nation. The riches of Peru belong to all Peruvians 

and should be enjoyed by all of us. (Brandenburg and Orzel) 

 

He also said: 

These people do not have crowns. These people are not first-class citizens. 400,000 

natives cannot tell 28 million Peruvians that, ‘You don’t have any right to come here.’ No 

way. This is a grave error. It is like they want to take us back to primitive times. The 

government has been extremely patient until now. But the country cannot have a gun to 

its head. The government must act with strength to restore order. The people expect the 

State to maintain order. This must end. (Brandenburg and Orzel) 

 

On the other side, there was Pizango, deeply committed to upholding indigenous land rights and 

protecting the environment. Replying to García, he said: 

We do not oppose development. We are always demonized: “The indigenous people are 

capricious. They are savages that do not understand development.” That is why they 

think we are obstacles to development. That is not true. We want the country to progress, 

but without putting lives at risk. (Brandenburg and Orzel) 

 

Then came the criminalization of protest, following the violence in Bagua, with the issuing of an 

arrest warrant for Pizango and dozens of other indigenous leaders. And then in the midst of the 

crisis, supposedly at random, APCI announced that it was auditing AIDESEP. 

 In light of Peru’s endemic political instability, with a generally adversarial relationship 

between the executive and the legislature following the Fujimori era, there is little evidence to 

suggest that the stifling of dissent had as its sub-end the consolidation of power. In Peru, in 

contrast to Ecuador under Correa or Bolivia under Morales, the leaders have been too weak to 

attempt such a power grab.  

Seeking Rents (E3) 

Considering the endemic corruption at the highest level of Peruvian government––

“Four of the five living elected presidents have been accused of corruption” as well as the 
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leading opposition politician in Keiko Fujimori––one might wonder how the lower levels of 

government fare in this respect (“Peru’s President Pedro Pablo the Brief”). Given the apparent 

moral laxity at the top of the pyramid, where one would expect the most scrutiny of public 

figures, what of the thousands of civil servants that staff the various government ministries and 

their agencies, such as APCI? This intuition lends credence to the rent-seeking explanation––that 

states restrict NGOs to reward the political supporters of the current administration by creating 

additional opportunities for soliciting bribes from civil society leaders.  

 There is anecdotal evidence of such practices. According to the US Department of State, 

“NGOs and civil society leaders reported that some government officials allegedly sought bribes 

in exchange for documents, which indigenous persons were unable or unwilling to pay. Without 

identity cards, they were unable to exercise basic rights, such as voting and gaining access to 

health services and education” (Peru 2016 Human Rights Report). In another anecdote, a lawyer 

for the Fundación Chijnaya, a US-based NGO promoting development in southern Peru, was 

able to register the organization only after a chance encounter in a bar with a magistrate, with 

some money changing hands. Allegedly, this episode came after years of rejected applications 

submitted through official channels.5 

 According to the Corruption Perceptions Index from Transparency International, for 2017 

Peru ranked 96th out of 180 in the world (lower is better) in terms of corruption with a score of 

37 (higher is better) (see Figure 13). In the Americas, it was tied for 18th with Brazil, Colombia, 

and Panama, above Bolivia and El Salvador (both with 33) and behind Guyana (38) and 

Argentina (39).  

                                                 
5 This incident was described to me by Professor Heather Williams in December 2017. 
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Figure 13: Peru’s Corruption Perception Index Score, 2012-2017 

Revisiting the 2017 Latinobarometer survey, fully 19% of those surveyed considered 

corruption the most important problem in their country (see Figure 14). This was the third-

highest percentage in the region, behind only Brazil (31%) and Colombia (20%) and nearly 

double the regional average of 10%. Only 27% of those surveyed thought Peru had made 

progress in reducing corruption in the past two years. Tied with Mexico, this was the third lowest 

percentage in the region, higher only than El Salvador and Venezuela (22%) (see Figure 15). 

However, the probability of bribing a ministerial functionary for a contract was only 36––equal 

to the regional average. For reference, the country with the lowest probability was Chile (19) and 

the countries with the highest probability were Paraguay and Mexico (both 51) (see Figure 16). 

Finally, on a scale from zero (no corruption) to ten (much corruption), Peruvians rated their 

perception of corruption in government at 8.4, tied with Venezuela for the highest in the region 

(see Figure 17). For reference, Uruguay was the lowest at 6.2.  
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Collectively, these results are rather promising for the rent-seeking explanation, if not for 

the quality of governance in Peru. Although the merely average probability for bribing a 

ministerial functionary does not strongly support the notion that lower-level officials regularly 

solicit bribes for registering NGOs, the first and last statistics are so striking as to merit further 

consideration. Also, it is important to note that the survey was conducted before Kuczynski’s 

implication in the sweeping Odebrecht scandal, his unsuccessful impeachment and subsequent 

pardoning of Fujimori, and eventually his resignation upon the publication of a video showing 

vote-buying on the part of his lawyer. Certainly, these events are unlikely to diminish Peruvians’ 

perceptions of corruption in their country.  
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Chapter IV: Conclusions 

 

 

Findings 

 

 With respect to the first explanation (E1)––that states restrict NGOs to curtail subversive 

foreign influence––I find only circumstantial evidence for Ecuador and no real evidence for 

Peru. In Ecuador, considering its historical experience of US intervention and strained relations 

with the US in recent years, Correa’s stated concern for sovereignty was not obviously 

unfounded. However, upon closer inspection of US aid flows to Ecuador, support for civil 

society groups like Fundamedios turns out to be quite small relative not only to Ecuador’s GDP 

but also to US support for other kinds of initiatives––too small to conceivably pose a threat, let 

alone an existential threat to Correa’s administration.  

In Peru, despite APCI’s stated concern for sovereignty, a review of the foreign aid data 

yields much the same conclusion: far too little money flowing from the US to Peruvian civil 

society to pose any sort of real threat to the government. In the absence of a significant historical 

experience of US intervention or contentious contemporary relations with the US (in fact, 

bilateral relations have generally been quite good since the ouster of Fujimori), a concern for 

sovereignty appears utterly unfounded.  

With respect to the second explanation (E2)––that states restrict NGOs to stifle domestic 

dissent––I find compelling evidence in both cases. In Ecuador, the dissolution orders for Acción 

Ecológica, Fundación Pachamama, and Fundamedios all came on the heels of those 

organizations’ involvement in protests against government-backed initiatives. More precisely, 

the attacks against the first two organizations for their opposition to mining projects suggest 
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stifling dissent with the sub-end of economic development. By contrast, in light of Correa’s 

considerable cult of personality, the attacks against Fundamedios for criticizing the government’s 

treatment of the press point to the consolidation of power as the sub-end. And in Peru, the 

auditing of AIDESEP by APCI following its mobilization against privatization also suggests the 

stifling of dissent to the sub-end of development, particularly in light of García’s stated 

economic rationale.   

Finally, with respect to the third explanation (E3)––that states restrict NGOs to facilitate 

rent-seeking––I find contradictory evidence in Ecuador and promising evidence in Peru. In 

Ecuador, the Latinobarometer data indicates a relatively low perception of corruption in 

government. By contrast, the Transparency International data indicates a relatively high 

perception of corruption. In the absence of anecdotal evidence supporting the proposed 

mechanism by which leaders might reward lower-level bureaucrats, I reject this explanation for 

Ecuador. In Peru, however, the corruption indicators tell a consistent story, one bolstered by 

anecdotal evidence, albeit limited, of corruption in the NGO registration process. In Peru, this 

explanation certainly merits further consideration. Here, the challenge for researchers is that 

NGOs are unlikely to admit to engaging with a corrupt system for fear of alienating donors.       

Recommendations 

 

My findings point to some tentative recommendations for foreign-funded NGOs and 

international donors in anticipating or responding to backlash. First, my research suggests that 

NGOs should strengthen their transnational ties. Indeed, transnational solidarity is a powerful 

defense mechanism for NGOs against government backlash. In Ecuador, for instance, both 

Fundamedios and Acción Ecológica did not avert dissolution alone. Rather, they did so with the 

help of an outspoken coalition of international actors such as Human Rights Watch, Amnesty 
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International, IFEX, and NACLA that pressured Correa’s government to drop the motion. 

Likewise, in Peru, some of the same actors were instrumental in pushing back against efforts to 

expand APCI’s mandate.  

Second, my research suggests that NGOs should increase the share of their funding 

derived from domestic sources. To this end, they should focus more of their fundraising on 

domestic audiences. Not only would this reduce their dependence on foreign funding––

undermining the charge, however spurious, that they are merely vehicles of foreign influence––

but it would also promote the cultural norm of charitable giving. This is not to say that they 

should reject foreign funding; even if the quantity of funds derived from domestic sources is not 

hugely significant, having a greater number of small donors would give more people a stake in 

their work. Relative to non-donors, intuition would suggest that donors are more likely to 

mobilize around the NGO in times of attack. So, having a larger pool of donors would put the 

NGO in a stronger position to push back against government repression.  

Third, in determining how to respond to backlash against their recipients, my research 

suggests that foreign donors should approach the trend with a greater degree of nuance. That is to 

say, their strategies should be sensitive to the political, economic, and social dynamics of the 

host state. This means being sensitive to the state’s experience of foreign intervention as well as 

considering leaders’ deeper ends for stifling dissent, such as facilitating development or 

consolidating their personal power. Donors should take all of these variables into account in 

designing their response. The determinants of backlash are different everywhere, so when it 

comes to combatting backlash, there is no one-size-fits-all approach. 

Further Inquiry 
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In the spirit of further inquiry, others might conduct their own analyses of the factors 

motivating backlash in other regions, such as Sub-Saharan Africa (e.g. Kenya) or South Asia 

(e.g. India). Analyses of other regions are likely to invite different hypotheses and yield different 

conclusions than mine. This is consistent with the spirit of this thesis: to nuance the discussion of 

backlash with observations drawn from analyzing a particular region of the world.  

Following Appe and Barragán, further consideration might be given to the ways in which 

NGOs in hostile states have adapted to their unique political circumstances. In their article, for 

example, they discuss how foreign-funded NGOs in Ecuador have partnered with research 

universities to circumvent restrictions on foreign assistance. And in Peru, there is evidence to 

suggest that would-be NGOs have instead registered as associations or committees, other 

designations under Peruvian tax law, to get around the restrictions that apply to NGOs.  

Finally, more attention might be paid to the notion of easing backlash as a potential 

challenge to the dominant narrative about ever-increasing backlash against civil society. In both 

of the cases considered, recent administrations have moved to ease or abolish some of the 

restrictions put in place by their predecessors. In Ecuador, for example, Moreno has overseen the 

repeal of Decrees 16 and 739 and the reinstitution of Fundación Pachamama. Meanwhile, in 

Peru, Kuczynski pared back APCI’s mandate with Executive Resolution 130. Although neither 

Moreno nor Kuczynski completely undid the legislative legacy of their predecessors, their 

actions stand in opposition to the notion of mounting backlash. It remains to be seen how civil 

society fares under Moreno and Vizcarra––whether recent signs of reconciliation towards civil 

society represent a deep thawing of state-civil society relations or merely a brief lull in an 

otherwise increasingly hostile relationship. 

   



Levine  

 72 

Works Cited 

 

 

Agua Limpia. http://www.agualimpia.org/. Accessed 20 Apr. 2018. 

Akbar. “NGO Failure and the Need to Bring Back the State.” Journal of International 

Development, vol. 11, no. 2, May 1999, pp. 259–71. onlinelibrary.wiley.com (Atypon), 

doi:10.1002/(SICI)1099-1328(199903/04)11:2<259::AID-JID573>3.0.CO;2-N. 

Alasino, Enrique. Peru: The Kingdom of the NGO? 2008, p. 42. 

Almeida, Alexandra. Interview with Acción Ecológica. 18 Dec. 2017. 

“Analysis of Executive Decree 739.” COESC, 

http://confederacionecuatorianaosc.org/confederacion/sites/default/files/Ecuadorian-

Confederation-of-CSOs-Analysis-of-Executive-Decree-739.pdf. Accessed 23 Apr. 2018. 

“APCI Aprueba Modificaciones en el Marco Legal.” ANC, 23 Feb. 2017, 

http://www.anc.org.pe/2017/02/23/apci-aprueba-modificaciones-en-el-marco-legal-

relativa-a-los-registros-de-las-ong-eniex-e-ipreda-2/. 

“APCI Quiénes Somos.” APCI, http://www.apci.gob.pe/index.php/informacion-institucional-

2/quienes-somos. Accessed 30 Mar. 2018. 

Appe, Susan, and Daniel Barragán. “Policy Windows for CSOs in Latin America: Looking 

Outside Legal and Regulatory Frameworks.” VOLUNTAS: International Journal of 

Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, vol. 28, no. 4, Aug. 2017, pp. 1812–31. 

CrossRef, doi:10.1007/s11266-015-9666-z. 

Avenue, Human Rights Watch |. 350 Fifth, et al. “Ecuador: Clampdown on Civil Society.” 

Human Rights Watch, 12 Aug. 2013, https://www.hrw.org/news/2013/08/12/ecuador-

clampdown-civil-society. 



Levine 

 73 

---. “World Report 2017: Rights Trends in Venezuela.” Human Rights Watch, 12 Jan. 2017, 

https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2017/country-chapters/venezuela. 

Azcui, Mabel. “Morales amenaza con expulsar a las ONG que conspiren en contra de su 

Gobierno.” El País, 24 Dec. 2013. elpais.com, 

https://elpais.com/internacional/2013/12/24/actualidad/1387850766_754480.html. 

Bidwell, Simon. “South America Bidsta: Alan Garcia’s Dog in the Manger.” South America 

Bidsta, 10 Nov. 2007, http://bidsta.blogspot.com/2007/11/alan-garcias-dog-in-

manger.html. 

Bloodgood, Elizabeth A., et al. “National Styles of NGO Regulation.” Nonprofit and Voluntary 

Sector Quarterly, vol. 43, no. 4, 2014, pp. 716–736. 

Brandenburg, Heidi, and Matthew Orzel. When Two Worlds Collide. 2016. 

Brass, Jennifer. “Kenya’s Clampdown on Civil Society Is against Its Self-Interest.” The 

Conversation, http://theconversation.com/kenyas-clampdown-on-civil-society-is-against-

its-self-interest-62019. Accessed 7 Apr. 2018. 

Brooke, James. Peru’s Poor Feel Hardship of “Fuji Shock” Austerity. 12 Aug. 1990, 

https://www.nytimes.com/1990/08/12/world/peru-s-poor-feel-hardship-of-fuji-shock-

austerity.html. 

Brysk, Alison. “Democratizing Civil Society in Latin America.” Journal of Democracy, vol. 11, 

no. 3, 2000, pp. 151–65. CrossRef, doi:10.1353/jod.2000.0049. 

Burr, Robert, and Thomas Davies. “Peru.” Encyclopædia Britannica, 26 Mar. 2018, 

https://www.britannica.com/place/Peru/The-second-junta#ref28024. 

Carothers, Thomas. Critical Mission: Essays on Democracy Promotion. Carnegie Endowment 

for International Peace, 2004. 



Levine  

 74 

Carothers, Thomas, and Saskia Brechenmacher. “Closing Space: Democracy and Human Rights 

Support Under Fire.” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 

https://carnegieendowment.org/2014/02/20/closing-space-democracy-and-human-rights-

support-under-fire-pub-54503. Accessed 7 Apr. 2018. 

Carroll, Rory. “Ecuador Declares State of Emergency as Country Thrown into Chaos.” The 

Guardian, 30 Sept. 2010, http://www.theguardian.com/world/2010/sep/30/ecuador-

chaos-police-rafael-correa. 

---. “Ecuador Says It Blundered over Snowden Travel Document.” The Guardian, 4 July 2013, 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/jul/02/ecuador-rafael-correa-snowden-mistake. 

Ceja, Lucho Granadas. “The Banking Crisis That Nearly Destroyed Ecuador’s Economy.” 

Telesur, 8 Mar. 2016, https://www.telesurtv.net/english/analysis/The-Banking-Crisis-

That-Nearly-Destroyed-Ecuadors-Economy-20160308-0047.html. 

Christensen, Darin, and Jeremy Weinstein. Project MUSE - Defunding Dissent: Restrictions on 

Aid to NGOs. https://muse.jhu.edu/article/504620. Accessed 12 Apr. 2018. 

Civil Society. 23 Oct. 2014, http://www.un.org/en/sections/resources-different-audiences/civil-

society/. 

Coatsworth, John. United States Interventions. revista.drclas.harvard.edu, 

https://revista.drclas.harvard.edu/book/united-states-interventions. Accessed 24 Apr. 

2018. 

Collyns, Dan. “Will the New President’s Grand Vision End Peru’s Water Crisis?” The Guardian, 

25 Oct. 2016, http://www.theguardian.com/global-development-professionals-

network/2016/oct/25/water-access-peru-president-kuczynski-ppk. 

Conaghan, Catherine M. Legal Norms and Civil Society Organizations. no. 2, 2016, p. 3. 



Levine 

 75 

Constitution of 1993. Constitute Project, 2009, 

https://www.constituteproject.org/constitution/Peru_2009.pdf?lang=en. 

Crabtree, John. “Peru: Outing the NGOs | OpenDemocracy.” OpenDemocracy, 22 Nov. 2006, 

https://www.opendemocracy.net/democracy-protest/peru_ngos_4117.jsp. 

“CSO Net.” UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 

http://esango.un.org/civilsociety/displayConsultativeStatusSearch.do?method=searchEco

Soc&sessionCheck=false&ngoFlag=1. Accessed 30 Jan. 2018. 

“Decreto 193.” Plan V, 30 Oct. 2017, http://www.planv.com.ec/historias/politica/decreto-193-

sigue-la-sombra-la-disolucion. 

Derksen, Andrew. Ecuador Approves New Mining Law | Lexology. 

https://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=01ef4b84-4161-47ee-8a2b-

7d27dc7b8335. Accessed 7 Mar. 2018. 

Díaz, Walter Vargas. “Violence, Power and Mining in Peru: How Has Las Bambas Worsened 

Repression?” OpenDemocracy, 7 Dec. 2017, https://www.opendemocracy.net/protest/las-

bambas-mine-peru. 

Doshi, Vidhi. “India Accused of Muzzling NGOs by Blocking Foreign Funding.” The Guardian, 

24 Nov. 2016, http://www.theguardian.com/global-development/2016/nov/24/india-

modi-government-accused-muzzling-ngos-by-blocking-foreign-funding. 

Drzewieniecki, Joanna. The Coordinadora Nacional de Derechos Humanos: A Case Study. 

“Ecuador.” NGO Law Monitor, http://www.icnl.org/research/monitor/ecuador.html. Accessed 1 

Feb. 2018. 



Levine  

 76 

“Ecuador: Recognise Right of Fundamedios to Report on Free Expression.” IFEX, 

http://www.ifex.org/ecuador/2015/06/26/secom_ban_fundamedios/. Accessed 23 Apr. 

2018. 

“Ecuador Votes to Limit Presidents’ Terms in Blow to Rafael Correa.” The Guardian, 5 Feb. 

2018, http://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/feb/05/ecuador-votes-to-limit-presidents-

terms-in-blow-to-rafael-correa. 

Epperly, Brad, and Taedong Lee. “Corruption and NGO Sustainability: A Panel Study of Post-

Communist States.” VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit 

Organizations, vol. 26, no. 1, Feb. 2015, pp. 171–97. Crossref, doi:10.1007/s11266-013-

9404-3. 

Florini, Ann. “Is Global Civil Society a Good Thing?” New Perspectives Quarterly, vol. 21, no. 

2, Apr. 2004, pp. 72–76. onlinelibrary.wiley.com (Atypon), doi:10.1111/j.1540-

5842.2004.00667.x. 

Fuentes, Fernando. “Rafael Correa: ‘Tenemos una consulta cuya convocatoria es 

inconstitucional, lo que la invalida.’” La Tercera, 3 Feb. 2018, 

http://www.latercera.com/mundo/noticia/rafael-correa-tenemos-una-consulta-cuya-

convocatoria-inconstitucional-lo-la-invalida/56523/. 

“Fundación alemana Konrad Adenauer anuncia que dejará Ecuador por motivos políticos.” El 

Universo, 20 Aug. 2014, 

https://www.eluniverso.com/noticias/2014/08/20/nota/3485941/fundacion-alemana-

konrad-adenauer-dice-que-dejara-ecuador-motivos. 



Levine 

 77 

“Fundamedios: For Now, There Will Be No Dissolution.” Ecuador Review, 1 Oct. 2015, 

http://www.ecuadorreview.com/e-news-ecuador/fundamedios-for-now-there-will-be-no-

dissolution/. 

Gestión, Redacción. “ONG que incumplan la ley serán retiradas de registro de APCI.” Gestion, 

25 May 2015, https://gestion.pe/peru/politica/ong-incumplan-ley-seran-retiradas-registro-

apci-90775. 

“Glosario de Términos.” APCI, http://www.apci.gob.pe/index.php/cooperacion-tecnica-

internacional2/glosario-de-terminos. Accessed 27 Apr. 2018. 

Government Moves to Close Ecuadorian NGO. Amnesty International, 11 Sept. 2015. Zotero, 

https://www.amnesty.org/download/Documents/AMR2824332015ENGLISH.pdf. 

Hollar, Sherman. “Pedro Pablo Kuczynski.” Encyclopedia Britannica, 23 Mar. 2018, 

https://www.britannica.com/biography/Pedro-Pablo-Kuczynski. 

Kamat, Sangeeta. “The Privatization of Public Interest: Theorizing NGO Discourse in a 

Neoliberal Era.” Review of International Political Economy, vol. 11, no. 1, 2004, pp. 

155–76. 

Kaye, David, and Edison Lanza. “UN and IACHR Rapporteurs Warn of Arbitrary Application of 

the Organic Communications Act.” OAS, 3 Nov. 2016, 

http://www.oas.org/en/iachr/expression/showarticle.asp?artID=1045&lID=1. 

Klein, Naomi. “An Open Letter to Rafael Correa.” NACLA, 12 Mar. 2009, /news/open-letter-

rafael-correa. 

Knoll, Andrew, et al. Trump Alarms Venezuela With Talk of a ‘Military Option’ - The New York 

Times. 12 Aug. 2017, https://www.nytimes.com/2017/08/12/world/americas/trump-

venezuela-military.html. 



Levine  

 78 

Kuo, Lily, and Lily Kuo. “Kenya Is Pressuring Thousands of Expat NGO Workers and 

Volunteers to Go Home.” Quartz, 19 July 2016, https://qz.com/716518/kenya-is-

pressuring-thousands-of-expat-ngo-workers-and-volunteers-to-go-home/. 

Landolt, Hans. “Hans.Pdf.” Ideele, Mar. 2007, 

http://www.idl.org.pe/idlrev/revistas/180/hans.pdf. 

Latinobarometer Questionnaire. Latinobarometer, 2015. 

“Life After Correa.” IFEX, 17 Feb. 2017, 

http://www.ifex.org/ecuador/2017/02/17/free_speech_future/. 

Linera, Álvaro García. “Sobre las ONGs.” América Latina en Movimiento, 18 Aug. 2015, 

https://www.alainet.org/es/articulo/171823. 

Mar. “Secom inicia proceso de disolución de Fundamedios.” Fundamedios, 

http://www.fundamedios.org/alertas/secom-inicia-proceso-de-disolucion-de-

fundamedios/. Accessed 6 Mar. 2018. 

Margolis, Mac. “Bolivia Doesn’t Want a President for Life.” Bloomberg.Com, 5 Mar. 2018. 

www.bloomberg.com, https://www.bloomberg.com/view/articles/2018-03-05/bolivia-s-

president-evo-morales-doesn-t-deserve-a-fourth-term. 

Martens, Kerstin. “Mission Impossible? Defining Nongovernmental Organizations.” Voluntas: 

International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, vol. 13, no. 3, Sept. 

2002, pp. 271–85. link.springer.com, doi:10.1023/A:1020341526691. 

Menciones de Fundamedios En Las Sabatinas. Fundamedios. 

Mera, Cristian A. Flores. INDICES DE APROBACIÓN A LA GESTIÓN Y CREDIBILIDAD DEL 

PRESIDENTE CORREA Y DE LA ASAMBLEA NACIONAL, A FEBRERO 2015 - 



Levine 

 79 

CEDATOS. http://www.cedatos.com.ec/detalles_noticia.php?Id=164. Accessed 26 Apr. 

2018. 

Najam, Adil. “NGO Accountability: A Conceptual Framework.” Development Policy Review, 

vol. 14, no. 4, Dec. 1996, pp. 339–54. onlinelibrary.wiley.com, doi:10.1111/j.1467-

7679.1996.tb00112.x. 

National Policy for Technical International Cooperation. APCI. 

Nelson, Soraya Sarhaddi. “Hungary’s Leader Proposes ‘Stop Soros’ Laws Against NGOs That 

Help Migrants.” NPR.Org, 

https://www.npr.org/sections/parallels/2018/02/23/588218227/hungarys-leader-pushes-

for-stop-soros-laws-against-ngos-that-help-migrants. Accessed 7 Apr. 2018. 

Noche, Media. “El caso Fundamedios o la construcción de un enemigo público.” Fundamedios, 

30 Jan. 2014, http://www.fundamedios.org/el-caso-fundamedios-o-la-construccion-de-

un-enemigo-publico/. 

Obama, Barack. “Remarks by President Obama at the First Plenary Session of the Summit of the 

Americas.” Whitehouse.Gov, 11 Apr. 2015, https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-

press-office/2015/04/11/remarks-president-obama-first-plenary-session-summit-

americas. 

“Ollanta Humala.” Britannica Academic, 2 Mar. 2018, https://academic-eb-

com.ccl.idm.oclc.org/levels/collegiate/article/Ollanta-Humala/571165. 

Operation Condor. CIA, 14 Feb. 1978, 

https://www.cia.gov/library/readingroom/docs/DOC_0000345205.pdf. 

“Peru.” ICNL, http://www.icnl.org/research/monitor/peru.html. Accessed 26 Apr. 2018. 



Levine  

 80 

---. Civic Freedom Monitor, http://www.icnl.org/research/monitor/peru.html. Accessed 1 Feb. 

2018. 

“Peru - Government.” US Library of Congress, http://countrystudies.us/peru/70.htm. Accessed 

29 Mar. 2018. 

“Peru - The 1990 Campaign and Elections.” US Library of Congress, 

http://countrystudies.us/peru/94.htm. Accessed 29 Mar. 2018. 

Peru 2016 Human Rights Report. US Department of State, 2016. 

“Peru Indigenous Leader Pizango Freed on Bail.” BBC, 28 May 2010, 

http://www.bbc.com/news/10170311. 

“Peru’s President Pedro Pablo the Brief.” The Economist, 28 Mar. 2018, 

https://www.economist.com/news/americas/21739791-lessons-another-fallen-leader-

perus-president-pedro-pablo-brief. 

Por Segunda Ocasión Presidente Moreno Recibe a CONAIE En Carondelet Para Analizar 

Nuevas Propuestas. 11 Sept. 2017, 

http://www.ecuadorinmediato.com/index.php?module=Noticias&func=news_user_view

&id=2818825660. 

“Presidente Lenín Moreno Deroga Decretos 16 y 739.” Secretaría Nacional de Gestión de La 

Política, 23 Oct. 2017, http://www.politica.gob.ec/presidente-lenin-moreno-deroga-

decretos-16-y-739-que-regulaban-conformacion-de-organizaciones-sociales/. 

“Quiénes Somos.” Acción Ecológica, http://www.accionecologica.org/iquienes-somos. Accessed 

27 Apr. 2018. 

Ricaurte, César. Interview with Fundamedios. 19 Dec. 2017. 



Levine  

 84 

Appendix I: Latinobarometer Figures 

 

Figure 14: Corruption as the most important problem in the country 

 

Figure 15: Progress in the reduction of state corruption in the last two years 
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Figure 16: Probability of bribing a police officer, a judge, and a ministerial functionary 

 

Figure 17: Corruption in Latin America by country 


