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Preface 
 
 
Nicaragua and Honduras are the second and third poorest countries in Latin America. 
In addition to being poor they also have high levels of inequality, which means that  
efforts in recent years to increase economic growth have not benefited the poor. Given 
that poverty is much more than material deprivation, well-being and human 
development indicators also reveal a chronic pattern of social exclusion. The rural and 
agricultural sector has played a key role in the social and economic development of 
Honduras and Nicaragua. It represents between 25% and 30% of total GDP,  
contributes to the generation of export revenues, and most importantly it is the main 
source of employment and income for the rural population. For these reasons, the 
rural sector and especially agriculture has a central role to play in Honduras and 
Nicaragua’s Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP). The majority of poor people 
in Honduras and Nicaragua live in rural areas and work in agriculture. However, the 
rural sector is characterized by a high level of polarization and inequity in the 
distribution of income and productive resources such as land. The rural regions of 
Honduras and Nicaragua have the worst indicators in relation to health, education, 
access to public services and infrastructure, housing and environmental deterioration.  
 
In light of this context, an analysis of the impact to date of Poverty Reduction 
Strategies, introduced three years ago in both countries, is of huge importance. The 
PRSP approach involves the participatory design of national poverty reduction 
strategies, that are results orientated with a focus on partnership between the State and 
civil society in the search for solutions to poverty until the year 2015. Given the high 
levels of poverty in Honduras and Nicaragua and its commitment to both countries, 
IFAD has commissioned a study into the impact of the PRSPs on the rural sector and 
rural development policies in order to identify additional opportunities to support 
PRSP initiatives and to draw lessons from the process in order to orientate its future 
interventions in Honduras and Nicaragua. 
 
This study was carried out by Trócaire (Irish Non-governmental Development 
Agency) in Honduras and Nicaragua during the months of September 2003 to January 
2004. The methodology used included the systematic analysis of the principal 
documents produced by the governments, civil society and International Cooperation 
in relation to the implementation of the PRSPs, as well as the new agricultural and 
rural development policies drawn up by the Honduran and Nicaraguan governments in 
the course of 2003. It also included direct interviews with a large sample of the 
principal actors and stakeholders involved in the formulation, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation of the PRSPs. In addition, a series of workshops were held 
with peasant organisations, interest groups, women’s organisations and indigenous 
movements in order to their gather their opinions on the current status and impact of 
the PRSPs and their proposals for improving the future impact of the strategies.  
 
The report is organised as follows: Chapter one reviews the PRSP process in 
Honduras and Nicaragua, including the consultation process, the level of commitment 
and the perspective of the different actors during the formulation of the strategies, the 
problems encountered and the current status of the process in both countries. Chapter 
two reflects on the evolution of the understanding of poverty at international level and 
in Honduras and Nicaragua and provides a synthesis of the definition, causes and 
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effects of rural poverty as identified in the PRSPs. Chapter three focuses on the 
measures contained in the PRSPs for the rural sector and the new agricultural and 
rural development policies drawn up in both countries in 2003. An analysis is 
provided of the coherency between these policies and the PRSPs and the perspective 
of the different actors is outlined. The chapter also reviews the implications of the 
recently signed regional free trade agreement (CAFTA) for the rural economies of 
Central America. Chapter four provides an analysis of the progress made to date in the 
implementation of the PRSPs and the problems encountered that have limited the  
positive impact of the strategies on the rural poor. Chapter five identifies the main 
areas of donor intervention and the levels of donor coordination. It examines the role 
of the G15 and the Sectoral Working Groups in Honduras as a model for donor 
coordination around the PRSP, and the Consultative Group and the Sectoral Working 
Groups set up in Nicaragua in 2003. Mechanisms for coordination between the 
government, donors, and civil society are also analysed and civil society initiatives to 
increase citizen participation in the PRSP processes are discussed. Chapter six 
concludes with a series of observations and recommendations as to how IFAD could 
strengthen its interventions and avail of new opportunities in the PRSP processes in 
Honduras and Nicaragua as a means of fulfilling its mission to eradicate rural poverty.  
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Executive Summary 
 
 
The rural sector plays a key role in the economic and social development of Honduras 
and Nicaragua, accounting for 25-30% of GDP. However, this sector is characterised 
by a high level of polarisation and inequity in the distribution of income and 
productive resources and the majority of poor people in both countries reside here. It 
is evident that public policies implemented over the last two decades have failed the 
rural poor.  
 
The introduction of Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP) in 2000 was seen as a 
significant opportunity to remedy the situation of poverty and inequality in the rural 
sector. This study aims to answer some key questions in relation to progress made, 
three years after the introduction of PRSPs, towards the reduction of rural poverty in 
Honduras and Nicaragua. Has the PRSP approach led to new alternative policies to 
tackle rural poverty? To what extent have the PRSPs been successful in reducing 
poverty to date? In what ways have the PRSPs influenced the relationship between 
donors, governments and citizens? Have traditionally marginalized groups become 
more visible in the debate on poverty and in decision making processes? What are the 
implications of the PRSPs for the future support of international organisations to  
poverty reduction efforts in Honduras and Nicaragua?. 
 
General conclusions from the study indicate that although the Poverty Reduction 
Strategies of Honduras and Nicaragua acknowledge and place a strong emphasis on 
the high levels of poverty in rural areas, the policies put forward to address the 
situation are ambiguous. Rural policies contained in both documents tend to be of a 
general nature and must be examined along with recent national and sectoral plans 
which set out a more detailed description of public policies for the rural sector. These 
new plans are in the final phase of definition and a pro-rural poor focus within them is 
far from guaranteed. In addition, the impact of the implementation of the PRSPs on 
the rural sector to date has been disappointing. A positive aspect of the PRSP process 
in both countries is that it has led to greater involvement of civil society in the 
political dialogue. Although the participatory process has been criticized for lacking 
depth, it does represent an important step towards a more inclusive process of public 
policy definition and the establishment of priorities for poverty reduction. The PRSPs 
have also heralded a more efficient model of international cooperation in support of 
poverty reduction efforts, characterized by greater coordination between donors and 
between donors and governments as well as the decentralisation of decision-making 
processes. The general implications of the PRSP in Honduras and Nicaragua for 
donors include the need to engage in political dialogue at national level in order to 
guarantee a pro-poor focus in the policies that are currently being defined and the 
need to include components in their programmes for strengthening citizen 
participation in policy formulation, monitoring and evaluation.  
 
Chapter one shows that the Poverty Reduction Strategy documents of Honduras and 
Nicaragua, approved by the International Financial Institutions (IFIs) in 2001, did not 
have the consensus of all stakeholders and were not the result of a genuine 
participatory process that allowed for broad and effective participation of all actors. 
Only a small number of civil society organisations were invited to participate in the 
consultation process, there was no participation of poor men and women from rural 
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communities and the final documents did not take civil society’s proposals into 
account. The macro-economic framework of the strategies was decided by a small 
number of government representatives and the IFIs. Since the content of the 
documents was not decided upon through a consensus among stakeholders, the 
Honduran and Nicaraguan PRSPs do not reflect the interests of the vast majority of 
the population and are deficient in terms of specific measures to address the structural 
causes of poverty, and rural poverty in particular.  
 
Chapter two reveals that the statistics and analysis of poverty provided by the  
Honduran Poverty Reduction Strategy (PRS) and the Nicaraguan Strengthened 
Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy (SGPRS) indicate that poverty and 
vulnerability are concentrated in rural areas in both countries. The Honduran PRS 
emphasizes inequality as a key cause of poverty which is manifested through a lack of 
access to land, inequity in its distribution, and inequity in the provision of public 
services and infrastructure. Although Nicaragua’s SGPRS also mentions inequality 
and other structural causes of poverty, it places special emphasis on the economic 
collapse and the civil war of the 1980s as constituting the main reasons for the high 
levels of poverty in the country.  
 
Chapter three demonstrates that although the poverty diagnostics provided by the 
PRSPs highlight the concentration of poverty in rural areas, the measures proposed for 
the rural sector are not sufficient to reduce the risks and vulnerabilities faced by rural 
families, to create opportunities for small producers to increase their income and 
standard of living, or to eliminate inequality in the distribution of income and 
productive resources. The focus of the two documents is to improve the productivity 
and competitiveness of the agricultural sector with the objective of increasing exports 
and improving integration into global markets. In addition, measures relating to the 
rural sector are not well defined but are vague and general. This means that the PRSPs 
cannot be examined in an isolated manner from other official policies since it is in 
these policies that the specific measures for the rural sector are described in more 
detail. In Nicaragua, rural policy is currently being influenced by the National 
Development Plan and the Agricultural and Forestry Sectoral Policy while in 
Honduras the Government Plan 2002-2006 and the Agricultural Sectoral Policy are 
influencing policy. In both countries the Central American Free Trade Agreement 
(CAFTA) with the United States has had a strong impact on policy design. 
Consequently, ensuring that national and sectoral policies reflect and address the 
interests of poor people living in rural areas is of vital importance.  
 
The formulation of the aforementioned policies and sectoral plans (SWAPs) to 
address the transformation of agriculture, the reduction of poverty and institutional 
reform is the most innovative aspect of rural development policy in both countries. 
Although the holistic approach of these plans and policies is promising, rural 
development based on the interests and potential of small producers is not guaranteed. 
Land reform is sliding down the agenda and governments and donors are not paying 
due attention to the issue, nor to the issue of inequality in the distribution of public 
resources in rural areas.  
 
Chapter four shows that the impact of the PRSPs to date in reducing rural poverty in 
Honduras and Nicaragua has been disappointing. Although Nicaragua has reached 
Completion Point within the HIPC initiative, the achievements of the SGPRS in 
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reducing poverty are discouraging. In Honduras, the situation has been more complex 
due to the absence of an agreement with the IMF until February 2004. The low level 
of implementation of the PRS to date means that there are very few results in terms of 
concrete projects and poverty reduction. One reason for this is that the PRSP was 
conceived as a programme to absorb debt relief funds and the absence of these, due to 
the absence of an agreement with the IMF, has compromised its implementation. The 
lack of clarity and information in relation to PRSP programmes and projects and the 
absence of indicators against which to measure progress has exacerbated the situation. 
As a result, the importance of using the PRSP as a means of leveraging overall 
government expenditure, not just debt relief funds, in favour of poverty reduction is 
beginning to be appreciated by the various actors. 
 
In both countries, a concrete output of the PRSP process in relation to poverty 
reduction has been the growing demand for decentralisation and the deepening of 
participatory processes at local, regional and national level. The PRSP has led to the 
creation of new governmental structures and mechanisms that seek to align policies to 
the priorities of poverty reduction and improve coordination between government, 
civil society and donors. Civil society representatives are participating in these formal 
structures and efforts are being made towards the institutionalisation of consultation 
processes. In 2002, the Consultative Council for the Poverty Reduction Fund was 
created in Honduras. An important mechanism for ensuring greater and more effective 
participation of civil society in the process, the Council is composed of government 
and civil society representatives and is responsible for advising the Social Cabinet on 
the prioritisation of projects to be financed by the Poverty Reduction Fund. However, 
the overall functioning of the Council is threatened by structural limitations while the 
effective participation of civil society is compromised by representation problems and 
a lack of coordination between representatives of the different sectors on the Council 
and civil society representatives at local level. In Nicaragua, the formal mechanism 
for civil society participation and dialogue with the government continues to be the 
National Council for Economic and Social Planning (CONPES), set up after 
Hurricane Mitch to facilitate the participation of civil society in the reconstruction 
process and whose members are appointed by the government. Unfortunately, the 
participation of civil society in this structure was negatively affected last year by the 
incorporation of more representatives from the private sector. Despite the problems 
with the structures for citizen participation in both countries, it is important to see 
them as platforms that could be strengthened and improved to ensure more effective 
participation of civil society, that goes beyond mere consultation.    
 
In chapter five it is seen that some of the most important outcomes of the PRSP 
process include greater coordination between donors, both official and non-official, 
and the innovative initiatives being developed by civil society to participate in the 
process at all levels, from the local to the national level. The G15 and the Sectoral 
Working Groups in Honduras are proving to be functional mechanisms for policy 
coordination and alignment among donors. Although they need to be strengthened, 
they offer significant opportunities for the joint development and monitoring of 
SWAPs. Coordination between international non-governmental organisation within 
ACI is being strengthened and innovative mechanisms are being developed for 
strengthening Honduran civil society involvement in the PRSP process through a 
common strategy and fund. In Nicaragua, a structure such as the G15 does not exist 
and donor coordination has been weak, a situation that the government has tried to 
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rectify in the past year through the creation of four Sectoral Working Groups and a 
Global Working Group. Civil society participation in these Sectoral Working Groups 
needs to be secured and in both countries the capacity of civil society to bring 
proposals to the dialogue table needs to be strengthened. There is a high level of 
coordination between international NGOs working on PRSP issues in Nicaragua. 
Although they have not formed a network such as ACI in Honduras, they maintain a 
high level of coordination through their participation in the South-North Advocacy 
Group (GISN) set up in 2003 in the context of the publication of the draft National 
Development Plan. The coalition is made up of NGOs and national networks, local 
governments, associations of municipalities, and international NGOs, among others, 
and its objective is to influence both the SGPRS and the National Development Plan 
so that they are based on locally defined needs, priorities and potential.   
 
Civil society in both countries acknowledge the opportunities that the PRSP process 
has opened up for greater and more effective participation in the formulation,  
implementation and monitoring of public policies. However, they have also 
maintained a critical stance in relation to some aspects of the PRSP, including the lack 
of adequate debate on the macroeconomic context; the lack of political will to address 
the issue of inequality in the distribution of wealth; the official interpretation of 
participation, which is limited to formal consultations; the low level of ownership and 
the lack of knowledge about the PRSPs among a large section of the population; the 
slow rate of implementation and the lack of visible results. Civil society PRSP 
initiatives at local and national level have played an important role in generating 
increased pressure for the acceleration of the decentralisation process. In Honduras, 
greater efforts are needed to achieve a higher level of coordination and coherence 
between civil society actors involved in the PRSP while in Nicaragua important 
progress was made in this respect with the creation of the South-North Advocacy 
Group in 2003. Other areas that need to be strengthened include improving the links 
between national level and grassroots organisations, increasing the capacity of civil 
society to formulate proposals, monitor and carry out social auditing.  
 
Attention is drawn throughout this study to the fact that neither Honduras nor 
Nicaragua’s PRSP are gendered documents. In both cases, the explicit measures set 
out to address the situation of women reinforce the stereotypical vision of them as 
mothers and carers, while their participation in the economy is seen implicitly in the 
promotion of strategic sectors which largely depend on a female workforce. The 
women’s movement feel they face the double challenge of trying to advance their 
position not only with the government but also with other sectors of civil society. The 
representation of women in the PRS institutional framework in Honduras has been 
problematic due to the fact that just one person is responsible for representing women, 
children and adolescents in the Consultative Council. To date, Honduras has not 
achieved any of the PRS gender related objectives. At the same time, important 
institutional progress has been made, which is contributing to the increased visibility 
of gender issues in the process. For example, the National Institute for Women has 
participated actively in the consultations around the PRS, gender disaggregated 
statistics are being developed, as are plans for gender equality, in general, and in the 
agricultural sector in particular. In Nicaragua, very little progress has been made 
towards improving the situation of women. In fact, the Second Progress Report on the 
implementation of the SGPRS does not even mention the cross-cutting issue of 
equity. The Law for Equal Opportunities has been problematic and has still not been 
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approved at the time of writing this document, and many of the gender intermediate 
indicators have not been met. 
 
Drawing on the findings of the earlier chapters, chapter six highlights opportunities 
that the PRSP process presents for an organisation such as IFAD in the design of its 
support programme for Honduras and Nicaragua. Highlighted among these is the need 
to engage in political dialogue at national level in order to ensure a pro-poor focus in 
policies that are currently being defined in both countries. Another important 
opportunity relates to contributing to the strengthening of citizen participation in 
policy formulation, monitoring and evaluation.  
 
IFAD is the international organisation that has most contributed to the debate on rural 
poverty and rural development policy. However, its influence on national policy in 
Honduras and Nicaragua has been limited by a lack of physical presence and its 
relative invisibility in the definition of policies compared to the size of its project 
portfolio. There are numerous opportunities that IFAD could avail of to ensure that  
policies developed in the context of the PRSPs are pro-poor. In Honduras, the 
government and donors are currently working on the formulation of the sectoral 
agricultural policy, the coordination of SWAPs and institutional reform. Coordination 
between donors is very well articulated in Honduras through the G-15 and its sectoral 
working groups as well as the Tripartite Sectoral Groups. Sectoral plans are also being 
drawn up in Nicaragua and Tripartite Sectoral Working Groups have also been set up 
to improve donor coordination. IFAD has thus far not participated in these key 
mechanisms and it will be important to take part in them in order to influence the 
policies that are being developed. The need for increased debate as well as further 
research and independent proposals on different issues related to poverty and rural 
development also constitute important opportunities for IFAD. These issues include 
the unequal distribution of public resources, the opportunities and risks for the rural 
poor of CAFTA, the coffee crisis, identification of the driving forces of rural 
development, and access to land. The fact that agrarian reform has been sliding down 
the national agendas means that IFAD’s contribution to the resolution of this issue is 
of vital importance.  
 
In relation to rural sector public institutions, the capacity of the National Programme 
for Sustainable Rural Development (PRONADERS) in Honduras to contribute to the 
formulation of national rural development policy and to ensure the institutionalisation 
and replication of best practices needs to be strengthened. It is also important for 
IFAD’s experience to be linked with the proposal from the Ministry for Home Affairs 
and the Honduran Fund for Social Investment (FHIS) to develop local and municipal 
plans, in order to maximize synergy between the different initiatives and minimize 
duplication. 
 
The PRSP process in Honduras and Nicaragua has contributed to the creation of new 
spaces for citizen participation at all levels and to the mobilisation of communities 
and civil society organisations in an effort to influence and monitor the Poverty 
Reduction Strategies. IFAD could contribute to the strengthening of citizen 
participation through introducing components in its projects aimed at (i) increasing 
awareness among its beneficiaries of the PRSP, the sectoral agricultural policy and 
other relevant policies; (ii) strengthening local participatory decision-making 
structures; (iii) developing linkages between grassroots organisations and civil society 
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organisations working at national level. IFAD could also play a leading role in  
promoting community monitoring of the provision of public services through 
facilitating citizen monitoring of its own projects. Setting an important example for 
other service providers, this could be done through selecting PRSP intermediate 
indicators applicable to IFAD projects, setting targets for them and facilitating 
beneficiary monitoring. Contributing to the common fund currently being designed by 
International Cooperation Agencies (ACI) in collaboration with Honduran civil 
society provides a significant opportunity for donors to strengthen and increase the 
participation of civil society and marginalized groups in the PRSP process.   
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1. Introduction to the Honduran and Nicaraguan Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Process  

 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
Honduras and Nicaragua reached Decision Point1 within the Heavily Indebted Poor 
Country Initiative (HIPC II) in 2000 and the International Financial Institutions (IFIs) 
approved the final Poverty Reduction Strategic Papers (PRSP) for both countries in 
the autumn of 2001. Honduras was originally expected to reach Completion Point2 in 
July 2002. A new date was then set for March 2003, but was postponed again due to 
the inability of the government to comply with the International Monetary Fund’s 
(IMF) macro-economic conditions, principally those relating to the fiscal deficit, set 
out in the last Letter of Intent, which was signed in October 2001. Honduras finally 
signed an agreement with the IMF in February 2004 and is expected to reach 
Completion Point in early 2005. Completion Point for Nicaragua was also delayed 
due to non-compliance with IMF conditions in 2001. A Poverty Reduction and 
Growth Facility (PRGF) was agreed in December 2002 and Nicaragua reached 
completion in January 2004.  
 
Under the HIPC II initiative, the estimated total nominal debt service relief for 
Honduras is US$900 million, which represents a reduction of approximately 18% in 
the net present value of debt. Nicaragua will benefit from a greater amount of debt 
relief, nominally estimated to be US$4.5 billion, representing a reduction of 72% of 
the net present value. 
 
 
Table 1.1 Implementation of the PRSP in Honduras and Nicaragua 2000 - 2003 
 HONDURAS NICARAGUA 

Interim PRSP Approved July 6, 2000 December  21, 2000 
PRSP Approved  October  11, 2001 September 25, 2001 
HIPC Completion Point  PRGF suspended in December 

2001. Reforms requested by the 
IMF were approved by congress 
in December 2003. New PRGF 
agreement in February 2004. 

PRGF approved in December 
2002. 
Completion point reached in  
January 2004.  

PRSP Implementation Progress 
Report  

First progress report prepared in 
March 2003 and subjected to 
subsequent revisions.  Final 
version approved by the World 
Bank and IMF in February 
2004.  

First progress report approved 
by the IFIs in November 2002. 
Second progress report 
presented to the Consultative 
Group in October 2003. 

 
 

                                                 
1 A country reaches Decision Point on compliance with the IMF programme and completion of an Interim Poverty Reduction 
Strategy. At this point the country qualifies for debt relief within the HIPC II initiative and the amount of debt relief to be 
received at Completion Point is determined. Between Decision Point and Completion Point the country receives a percentage of 
its total debt relief  (interim debt relief).  
2 At Completion Point, the country accesses the total amount of debt relief promised at Decision Point, to be granted over the 
medium term. In order to reach Completion Point the country must have a live agreement with the IMF and have been 
implementing its Poverty Reduction Strategy for one year.    
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1.2 The Formulation of the PRSP in Honduras and Nicaragua: Key Issues 
 
The Official Consultation Process 
 
In line with the principle that the Poverty Reduction Strategies should be country-
owned with direct and broad participation of civil society in the formulation of the 
documents, consultations were carried out in both countries with government, civil 
society, and multilateral and bilateral donors.  
 
In Honduras, eleven consultations were carried out at national level and nineteen at 
regional level, culminating in May 20013. The consultation process was coordinated 
by the Social Cabinet and the Commission for Civil Society Participation, set up after 
Hurricane Mitch to facilitate the participation of civil society in the reconstruction 
process. The members of this Commission were appointed by the government and 
included the National Convergence Forum (FONAC), Espacio Interforos, the 
Honduran Federation of Private Development Organisations (FOPRIDEH), the 
Association of Municipalities of Honduras (AMHON), and the Chambers of 
Commerce of the cities of San Pedro Sula and Tegucigalpa. The Commission for 
Civil Society Participation was the main mechanism for debate between government 
and civil society at national level. At regional level, civil society organisations, and 
municipal and departmental authorities participated in the process.  
 
Official consultations in Nicaragua took the form of working sessions with central 
government, line ministries, regional governments, departmental authorities, 
representatives of local governments and donors. Consultations with civil society 
were carried out principally through the National Council for Economic and Social 
Planning (CONPES), a committee set up by the government in the aftermath of 
Hurricane Mitch, whose members are appointed by the government and include 
representatives from Chambers of Commerce, Trade Unions, Non-Governmental 
Organisations (NGO), universities, political parties and municipalities. Workshops 
were held at departmental level with CONPES affiliated and non-affiliated civil 
society organisations, and representatives of decentralised public institutions. In 
addition, sixteen focal groups were carried out in eight departments4. CONPES was 
the main forum for debate and discussion around the PRSP between government and 
civil society. While it has received much criticism from civil society and some groups 
feel they are not represented, it does have a constitutional mandate and provides a 
useful platform for dialogue on which to build.  
 
In both countries civil society expressed dissatisfaction both with the level and extent 
of participation in the formulation of the strategies, and with the contents of the PRSP 
documents. In relation to the consultation process, in general, there has been 
controversy about the meaning of participation, with civil society interpreting it to 
mean joint decision-making, while for the governments it has meant information 
sharing, and consultation on draft documents. Nevertheless, while civil society 
organisations have been critical of the process, they also welcome the creation of new 
spaces for participation and the opportunities that the PRSP process presents in terms 
of opening up the debate and providing civil society with the opportunity to influence 
policy.    
                                                 
3 Honduran government (2001), Poverty Reduction Strategy, (Tegucigalpa), p.3 
4 Nicaraguan government (2001), Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy, (Managua), p.116-188 
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Civil Society Critique of the Process 
 
In both countries, the organisation of the consultation process was weak. Civil society 
organisations invited to participate had insufficient time to consult with their 
constituencies, or to prepare alternative strategies, and in general participation was 
limited to a small number of organisations, with representatives of poor communities 
from rural areas, peasant associations and trade unions virtually excluded from the 
process. In addition, the contributions made by the civil society organisations 
involved in the process were not taken into account by the government and there was 
no inclusion of key civil society comments or proposals in the final documents.  
 
In Honduras, this led to Interforos5 withdrawing from the Commission for Civil 
Society Participation and carrying out consultations at local level to develop an 
alternative civil society PRSP in an effort to influence the final official document. 
However, the proposals made were not taken into consideration in the final PRSP6. In 
general, the consultations in Honduras had little impact on the content of the Poverty 
Reduction Strategy.   
 
In Nicaragua, the Civil Coordinator for the Emergency and Reconstruction (CCER)7 
also carried out consultations with member organisations at local level and drew up 
their own PRSP8. Four municipalities in the northern part of the department of León, 
excluded from the consultation process and not considered within the SGPRS9 on the 
grounds that they were not poor enough, also carried out their own consultations and 
drew up a PRSP for their region in an effort to be included in the final document, 
referred to affectionately by its authors as the “PRSPcito”. This initiative, supported 
by the Danish NGO, IBIS, demonstrated that it is possible to build alliances between 
municipalities and local civil society10. Although civil society in Nicaragua managed 
to have some changes made in relation to greater emphasis on governance and 
corruption they did not manage to influence the overall structure and approach of the 
SGPRS.  
 
The macro-economic chapter of the PRSPs, the underlying framework for the 
proposed policies for poverty reduction, was completely off-limits to civil society 
participation, with negotiations in this area limited to the International Financial 
Institutions and the governments. In both countries, the governments have little room 
for manoeuvre in the negotiations with the IFIs around macroeconomic policy, which 
clearly undermines the notion of ownership. Furthermore, given the government’s 
limited ability to determine these policies, civil society’s ability to influence them is 
even more limited. Within the governments, capacity to negotiate macro-economic 
issues is limited to senior officials in the Ministries of Finance, the PRSP Technical 
Secretariat and the Central Banks. In Honduras, the macro-economic chapter was 
included in the final version of the PRS without prior discussion with civil society and 
                                                 
5 Independent forum of civil society organisations created after Hurricane Mitch to coordinate civil society’s contribution to the 
reconstruction process 
6 Interforos (2000), Estrategia de Combate a la Pobreza, (Tegucigalpa, Editorial Guaymiras) 
7 The CCER is an independent network of civil society organisations, also created after Mitch to coordinate civil society’s 
contribution to the reconstruction process 
8 CCER (2001), La Nicaragua que Queremos, (Managua) 
9 Nicaragua’s PRSP is called “The Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy” (SGPRS). The municipalities of Leon 
Norte were excluded from the SGPRS on the grounds that they were not among the poorest municipalities of the country 
according to the poverty map drawn up by the government to guide the implementation of the strategy 
10  INGES (2003), El Desarrollo Local Concertado: Una vía para cambio en Nicaragua, (Managua: IBIS)  
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parliamentarians. Governments and the IFIs have justified their reluctance to allow for 
participation in this area on the grounds that civil society lacks the capacity to 
participate in economic policymaking, a view which is vigorously contested by the 
CCER in Nicaragua and by FOSDEH / ASONOG in Honduras.  
 
 
Issues of Content 
 
Deficiencies of the PRSPs in terms of actual policy content have also been criticised. 
Neither of the PRSPs pay sufficient attention to tackling the structural causes of 
inequality and the link between inequality and poverty reduction. While an analysis of 
inequality is provided in the poverty diagnostic, especially in the Honduran PRS, 
structural measures necessary to reduce it do not appear in the subsequent chapters of 
the documents. Though strong emphasis is placed on the importance of growth as a 
pre-condition for reducing poverty, the importance of redistribution to promoting 
growth is neglected. The retention within the PRSPs of Social Compensation Funds, 
originally set up as a temporary measure to mitigate the impact of Structural 
Adjustment Programmes on the poorest groups has also been criticized by civil 
society organisations on the grounds that the delivery of these funds is a welfare 
approach to poverty reduction when what is needed is a structural approach to 
tackling the root causes of poverty.  
 
In countries where the majority of the poor live in rural areas, specific policy 
measures that should form part of any strategy to reduce poverty are inadequately 
dealt with in the PRSPs. Such policies include measures in relation to land tenure – 
strategies for agrarian reform and security of land tenure, measures to improve food 
security, measures to tackle the crisis in the coffee sector, and protection of 
biodiversity and the environment. Although the PRSPs mention land tenure as 
constituting an obstacle for poverty reduction, the measures set out to deal with the 
issue focus on the modernization of land registries and protecting private ownership, 
thus ignoring the plight of thousands of landless peasants, including indigenous 
communities and their communal land rights. In addition, given the increasingly 
feminine face of poverty, the PRSPs pay insufficient attention to addressing the issue 
of gender discrimination while the needs of indigenous groups, the disabled, and the 
growing problem of HIV/AIDS are also inadequately dealt with.    
 
As is the case with PRSPs worldwide, the Honduran and Nicaraguan PRSPs are 
subordinate to the IMF’s Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility (PRGF). The 
macroeconomic framework, discussed behind closed doors by government and the 
IMF, determines the content of the PRSP, and alignment between the two documents 
has been slow to progress.  In reality, PRGF conditions are not very different from 
those contained in the earlier Enhanced Structural Adjustment Facility (ESAF).  Thus, 
national economic policy is still arched within the framework set by the IFIs, which 
hinders a genuine negotiation process and real ownership of the PRSP. Moreover the 
PRGF continues to insist on controversial privatisation of key infrastructure and 
services, without adequate analysis of the impact these measures will have on the 
poor. 
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1.3 The Current Status of the PRSP Process in Honduras and Nicaragua 
 
Honduras and Nicaragua are nearing the end of the second year in the implementation 
of the PRSP. In Honduras, the first draft Progress Report was made available in 2003, 
outlining progress, or lack of, made in the implementation of the strategy over the last 
year. Consultations on the report were carried out with civil society and donors over a 
period of five to six weeks to obtain input into the final version of the document. This 
process was a joint effort by the government, the Consultative Council for the PRS, 
and civil society, with assistance from donors, and was seen as a positive move 
towards institutionalising the consultation and participation process in Honduras.  
 
The report mentions the delay in signing an agreement with the IMF and reaching 
Completion Point as one of the main reasons for the scant progress made in the 
implementation of programmes and projects for poverty reduction. While a total of 
US$343.1 million and US$379.6 million was scheduled to be spent on poverty 
reduction programmes and projects in 2001 and 2002 respectively, only US$186.9 
million was spent in 2001 and US$160.1 million in 200211. However, another obstacle 
to implementation is institutional weakness on the part of the government, which 
highlights the importance of the involvement of all relevant actors in the process as a 
means of guaranteeing the implementation and sustainability of the strategy. 
 
Progress made in Honduras relates mainly to the establishment of the institutional 
framework for the implementation of the PRS. The Commission for Civil Society 
Participation has ceased to function as the main forum for debate between government 
and civil society, and other formal structures have been set up that provide for greater 
and more effective participation of civil society in the process. The Consultative 
Council for the Poverty Reduction Fund was created in 2002 and acts as an advisory 
body to the Social Cabinet on the prioritisation and eligibility of projects to be funded 
through the Poverty Reduction Fund. It is composed of five representatives from civil 
society, five from central government, one representative from the Association of 
Municipalities of Honduras, and two international observers, from the G15 donor 
coordination structure. While the Council does not have decision-making power, it 
does offer a space for real and effective participation and must be used to its full 
potential. However the Council suffers from some serious structural limitations – it 
does not have a permanent secretariat, its budget is scant in terms of the breath of its 
mandate, government officials servicing the Council (from the PRS Technical 
Secretariat - UNAT) are already seriously over burdened and as a consequence there 
is an over reliance on voluntarism of the members of the Council.  
 
Much remains to be done in Honduras to refine the mechanisms for measuring the 
impact of the PRS. Although a baseline study of poverty at municipal and village 
level was drawn up in 2003, the government has yet to design an adequate monitoring 
system - two years after the initiation of the PRSP process in Honduras. 
 
In Nicaragua, the government has produced two Progress Reports on the 
implementation of the SGPRS12. As in Honduras, progress to date has been 

                                                 
11 UNAT (2003a), Primer Informe de Avance y Actualización de la Estrategia de Reducción de Pobreza, Borrador para la 
Discusión, (Tegucigalpa), March 2003, p.9  
12 Nicaraguan Government (2002), El Primer Informe de Avance, and Nicaraguan Government (2003), El Segundo Informe de 
Avance de la Estrategia Reforzada de Crecimiento Económico y Reducción de la Pobreza, (Managua) 
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disappointing. Of the twenty-nine intermediate indicators set out by the government to 
measure achievements in the implementation of the strategy and its related 
programmes, only eight are on track to being fulfilled by 2005, while fourteen are 
substantially below the target level13. Implementation of the SGPRS has involved a 
re-orientation and focalisation of public investment for poverty reduction, as well as 
specific pilot projects. Of particular note is the implementation of a Pilot Project to 
Support the Implementation of the SGPRS in eleven municipalities, defined as 
extremely poor according to the government’s poverty map. With a budget of US$11 
million, financed by the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB), the objective of 
the project is to establish a model for the effective implementation of the strategy in 
the remaining priority municipalities.  
 
At the donor Consultative Group Meeting held in Nicaragua in October 2003, the 
government presented its new National Development Plan (NDP) as Nicaragua’s 
“Second Generation of PRSP”. This new course being taken by the Nicaraguan 
government is the product of the recognition from early on in the lifetime of the 
SGPRS that the first pillar, dealing with economic growth, was weak and needed to be 
strengthened. With foreign direct investment at the centre of the Plan, it involves the 
development of clusters in seven sectors in which Nicaragua has a competitive 
advantage, in municipalities that have been identified as having high potential. It has 
been the source of much controversy and criticism from civil society, who is 
concerned that the prioritisation of these areas for public spending will mean even 
further neglect of rural areas and the continued marginalisation of the poorest groups 
and municipalities of the country. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
13 Nicaraguan Government (2003), Segundo Informe de Avance de la Estrategia Reforzada de Crecimiento Económico y 
Reducción de la Pobreza, (Managua), p.52 
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2. Understanding Rural Poverty in Honduras and Nicaragua 
 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
The Poverty Reduction Strategies of Honduras and Nicaragua establish poverty as a 
multidimensional phenomena – concentrated in rural areas – and they provide an 
analysis of its potential causes and consequences. Although other actors, for the most 
part, share this analysis, there is disagreement on the emphasis and interpretation 
given to certain determinants of poverty. The PRSPs do not put forward new ideas as 
to how non-economic dimensions of poverty could be measured but they do provide a 
strong basis for mobilising public action to reduce poverty. 
  
 
2.2 Evolution of the Understanding of Poverty 
 
During the 1990s the international discourse on poverty broadened from the 
traditional emphasis on lack of economic growth and material deprivation to include 
non-economic factors. In the World Development Report 1990, the World Bank 
defined poverty as encompassing material deprivation and low achievement in health 
and education, while more recently the World Development Report 2001/2002 
broadened this definition to include concepts such as vulnerability, exposure to risks, 
voicelessness and powerlessness14. Although the conceptualisation of poverty varies 
among the different actors, in general terms it is now universally associated with 
material deprivation, low levels of health and education, inequality, vulnerability and 
social exclusion. However, while the international discourse has expanded to consider 
non-economic factors, in practice tension remains as to whether economic or non-
economic factors merit most attention, and there are difficulties in defining methods 
to measure the new variables. 
 
The international discourse on the multidimensional nature of poverty is reflected in 
both Honduras and Nicaragua’s PRSP, with both documents highlighting the various 
dimensions of the problem. Honduran and Nicaraguan civil society share this 
understanding but also point to the structural causes of poverty as seen in the 
following definition of poverty provided by Interforos in Honduras: 
 
“A state of deprivation of a structural nature, which affects the bio-psycho-social and 
productive capacity of the majority of the Honduran population, resulting from an 
active process of exclusion”15.   
 
Similarly, FOSDEH16 identifies the following causes of poverty in Honduras:  
 
“…(i) Inequity in the distribution of wealth (ii) An exclusionary economic model (iii) 
An exclusionary political and social system”17. 
 

                                                 
14 World Bank (2001a), World Development Report 2001/2001: Attacking Poverty, (Washington D.C. World Bank), Chapter 1 
15 Interforos (2000), Estrategia de Combate a la Pobreza, (Tegucigalpa: Editorial Guaymuras), p.15 
16 Social Forum for External Debt and Development in Honduras 
17 FOSDEH (2003),  Valle  de Sula: Una Región de Contrastes, (Valle de Sula: FOSDEH), p.37  
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Both government and civil society acknowledge the importance of non-economic 
factors in the discussion on poverty, while issues of participation and empowerment 
have also recently emerged in the national discourse. The principal difference 
between the government and civil society is that the latter questions the overall 
validity of the economic, social and political model advanced by the PRSP process in 
favour of more radical changes to tackle the reality of the Honduran and Nicaraguan 
situation.  
 
Two general conclusions, though not necessarily contradictory, can be extracted from  
this analysis. The first is that the multidimensional nature of poverty is beginning to 
be appropriated by the various actors in Honduras and Nicaragua although it is a 
process that will take time to develop as each actor develops a better understanding of 
their role18. The second conclusion is that the current discourse in Honduras and 
Nicaragua responds to the new international discourse and for this reason it takes into 
consideration the importance of citizen participation, but it does so only on a 
superficial level19. Although the governments have carried out consultations on the 
PRSPs and other official documents, as noted in chapter one, participation has been 
limited to consultation on draft documents and exchange of information. There has 
not been a genuine joint decision-making process, which is substantiated by the fact 
that civil society’s proposals are not reflected in final documents.   
 
 
2.3 The Poverty Diagnostic in the Honduran PRS 
 
The Poverty Situation20  
 
The Honduran PRS uses four methods to represent and profile poverty: (i) Percentage 
Living Below the Poverty Line (ii) Unsatisfied Basic Needs (iii) Prevalence of Under-
nourishment amongst First Grade School Children and (iv) the Human Development 
Index.   
 
These methods of measuring poverty could be criticized on the grounds that they do 
not capture other dimensions of poverty relating to the social, political and moral 
spheres21. However, it must be acknowledged that they are practical tools and that to 
capture other dimensions of poverty is not an easy task given that concepts such as 
vulnerability and participation are relatively recent and there is no consensus on how 
they could be measured. Furthermore, in comparison to other PRSPs, including 
Nicaragua’s SGPRS, the Honduran PRS poverty diagnostic is more sophisticated as it 
employs a number of different methods to measure poverty. 
  
Using these methods, the Honduran PRS reveals that poverty is pervasively high and 
that progress in poverty reduction in the 1990s was disappointing. Furthermore, the 
analysis and statistics provided highlight the acute nature of poverty in rural areas.  In 
1999, the percentage of households at national level living below the poverty line was 
66%, of which 48% were indigent. In rural areas, these figures rose to 75% and 60% 
respectively. Similarly, the data presented in Table 2.3 on unsatisfied basic needs and 

                                                 
18 Interview with Dr. Rafael del Cid 7/10/03.   
19 This was the opinion of various civil society representatives interviewed during the course of this study 
20 The Honduran PRS provides the basis for information unless indicated otherwise 
21 See Quijandría, B., Monares, A., Montenegro, R., (2001), Hacia una región sin pobres rurales, (Santiago: IFAD), p.17-18 
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malnutrition highlights the acuteness of poverty in rural areas. It is worth noting that 
both civil society22 and the World Bank23 have questioned the assertion in the PRS 
that poverty, as measured by the poverty line, was reduced over the 1990s.   
 

 

Table 2.3:  Poverty Indicators in the Honduran PRS 
 % Below the 

Poverty Line 
(1999) 

% Indigence 
(1999) 

% Unsatisfied 
Basic Needs 
(1999) 

% Prevalence of 
Malnutrition 
(1997) 

National 65.9 48.6 48 40.6 
Urban 57.3 36.5 37 28.5 
Rural 74.6 60.9 58 47.6 
Source: Government of the Republic of Honduras (2001), Poverty Reduction 
Strategy 

 
Hurricane Mitch was an important event affecting poverty trends in the 1990s, 
increasing the percentage of households living below the poverty line by 2.8%. The 
distribution of this increase in poverty was felt disproportionately in rural areas, which 
accounted for two thirds of the total increase24. Using the methods Unsatisfied Basic 
Needs and the Human Development Index the PRS shows that geographically the 
poorest rural areas are located in the southern and western regions of the country, 
namely Copan, Valle, Choluteca, Lempira and Intíbuca.  
  
The PRS identifies five population groups that require special attention: (i) ethnic 
minorities (ii) women (iii) children (iv) senior citizens and (v) people with disability. 
With the exception of women, there is very little statistical information on these 
groups and as a result the measures set out to improve their situation are insufficient. 
Efforts are being made to address the data deficiencies with measures such as the 
inclusion of ethnic affiliation in the 2001 census and increasing the areas covered in 
household surveys.     
 
Issues relating to women’s poverty such as high birth rates, access to maternal health 
care, high fertility rates amongst adolescents, and female-headed households are dealt 
with in the PRS. However, representatives of women’s groups interviewed during the 
course of this study feel that gender equity is not addressed adequately nor as a cross-
cutting issue and criticize the strategy for reinforcing the stereotypical role of women. 
The PRS provides data on the participation of women in political life and in the 
professions but this information is only relevant to the modern urban sector and does 
not reflect the reality of women living in rural and marginalized urban areas.  
 
 
Causes and Effects of Poverty 
 
Overall, the analysis of the causes of poverty in the Honduran PRS stresses a neo-
liberal perspective that attributes poverty to poor economic performance due to the 
incomplete adoption of structural adjustment measures, inefficiency in markets and 
lack of competitiveness. Economic growth with the provision of social services is thus 
seen as the principal way of tackling poverty. Although the PRS provides a strong 

                                                 
22 FOSDEH (2003),  Valle de Sula: Una Región de Contrastes, (Valle de Sula: FOSDEH), p.29-31  
23 World Bank (2001), Honduras Poverty Diagnostic 2000, (Washington, D.C. World Bank)  
24 Honduran Government (2001), Poverty Reduction Strategy, p.19 
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analysis of the link between inequality and poverty, it does not set out concrete 
measures to tackle inequity. 
 
The principal causes of poverty identified are: slow growth and low per capita 
income; unequal distribution of income and wealth; low levels of education and low 
productivity of the labour force. Contributing factors identified are: environmental 
vulnerability; low levels of democratic participation by the poor; deterioration of 
cultural values; an oversized state apparatus and an inefficient and politicised public 
sector. Only some of these causes will be looked at in detail here.  
 
The PRS argues that the adjustment and stabilisation measures of the 1990s had a 
positive impact on economic growth, although it acknowledges that economic growth 
remained low and did not make significant inroads in reducing poverty. In 1998, 
Honduras had a per capita income of US$722, approximately half the average of the 
five Central America countries and higher only than Nicaragua and Haiti in the Latin 
American region25. This low per capita income is attributed to low economic growth 
and high levels of inequality in the distribution of income and wealth, which impede 
the translation of economic growth into poverty reduction. Indeed, the Gini coefficient 
for income distribution rose by over two percentage points in the 1990’s to 0.57 in 
1999 and of particular concern is that it rose by almost five percentage points to 0.5526 
in rural areas. These statistics clearly indicate that reducing inequality in the 
distribution of income should be a principal focus in tackling poverty, especially in 
rural areas. In light of the explicit link made between inequality and poverty in the 
poverty diagnostic of the PRS, it is surprising that the necessary measures to tackle 
inequality are absent from the six pillars of the strategy.   
 
According to the PRS, poor economic growth is due principally to low levels of 
productivity in the Honduran economy. Agricultural productivity is the lowest in 
Central America and the PRS attributes this to the low usage of fertilizers, pesticides, 
improved seeds, and irrigation, but ignores factors such as access to land and the 
marginal lands the poor farm on. The analysis for the lack of productivity and hence 
growth focuses on the incomplete adoption of structural and macroeconomic 
adjustments as the main obstacle to increasing competitiveness, which is seen as 
essential to the integration of Honduras into the global economy27. 
 
Access to land is an important factor in the distribution of income and wealth in rural 
areas and the high levels of concentration of land continues to be a significant 
problem. According to the National Programme for Sustainable Rural Development 
(PRONADERS), 72% of the productive units administer 11.6% of the cultivated area 
and 1.7% (representing units larger than 100 hectares) administer more than 39%. 
Lack of security in land tenancy and land use, and inadequate access to support 
services for production and marketing of produce also have a bearing on rural 
incomes.   
 
Another major obstacle to the development of the country identified by the PRS is an  
oversized, inefficient and politicised public sector. Downsizing and privatising the 
                                                 
25 Honduran Government (2001), Poverty Reduction Strategy, p.22 
26 World Bank (2001), Honduras Poverty Diagnostic 2000, (Washington, D.C. World Bank), p.13 
27 Structural and macroeconomic obstacles identified include a weak administrative and legal framework, inefficiency in the land 
registry, lack of labour market flexibility, poor infrastructure, financial sector weaknesses and a large state structure. Implicit in 
this analysis is that Honduras´ economic problems are due mainly to the incomplete application of structural adjustments.   
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state apparatus is the only alternative proposed and no analysis is provided of the 
potential impact of these measures on the poor. The privatisation agenda has been 
highly criticised by civil society, who refuse to accept its merits without a prior 
evaluation of the impact on the poor.  
 
While the various actors agree on the general determinants of poverty, they differ on 
the measures necessary to tackle it. Actors from civil society believe that the PRS 
overemphasizes economic growth, structural reform and privatisation without 
evaluating the impact of these policies on poor people, and pays insufficient attention 
to inequality in the distribution of wealth, income and power. In addition, the PRS 
document does not offer concrete evidence of the positive impact of neo-liberal 
policies and structural adjustment on poor people’s lives. In fact, it indicates that the 
liberalisation of the exchange rate had a negative impact on the rural poor due to 
lower prices of imported grains, while the liberalisation of the internal market did not 
bring the expected benefits for small producers of basic grains.  
 
In spite of the fact that the PRS acknowledges that some neo-liberal policies have had 
a negative impact on poor people, as civil society has pointed out, it continues to 
propagate the existing economic model, along with the provision of better palliative 
care for those excluded from the model. In contrast, civil society actors stress the 
importance of citizen participation, combating corruption, political reform, tackling 
inequality in the distribution of income and wealth, and feel that the privatisation of 
public services would have a negative impact on the poor. This approach is evident in 
the documentation generated by civil society in relation to the PRS, for example 
Interforos’ Estrategia de Combate a la Pobreza and FOSDEH´s Valle de Sula: Una 
Región de Contrastes. 
 
 
2.4 The Poverty Diagnostic in the Nicaraguan SGPRS  
 
The Poverty Situation 
 
The systematic collection of poverty data in Nicaragua is recent with the first steps in 
this direction being the Living Standards Measurement Surveys (LSMS) of 1993 and 
1998. The analysis of poverty presented in the SGPRS is based on the results of these 
surveys. Three methods are used to measure poverty in Nicaragua: Unsatisfied Basic 
Needs; Income Distribution; and the Consumer Index; the latter being the method 
used for the analysis of poverty provided in the SGPRS. It must be noted that, 
depending on the method used, levels of poverty in Nicaragua differ substantially and, 
in general, the Consumer Index tends to reveal lower levels of poverty than the other 
two methods. Using the Unsatisfied Basic Needs method, 72.6% of the Nicaraguan 
population were poor in 1998 and 44.7% were extremely poor. With the Income 
Distribution method, 60% lived in poverty and 33.5% in extreme poverty. However, 
when measured by the Consumer Index, these figures drop to 47.9% and 17.3% 
respectively28. These differences highlight the need to combine the methods used to 
measure poverty in order to facilitate a more precise measurement which adequately 
reflects the reality of the poverty situation, thus ensuring that the measures contained 
in the SGPRS genuinely reach the poor. This argument was put forward by 

                                                 
28 All statistics are taken from Nicaragua’s SGPRS 
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Nicaraguan civil society, who pointed out that by using the Consumer Index only, 
many municipalities which would be considered as very poor using other methods of 
measuring poverty were not included in the poverty map drawn up by the government 
to guide the focused implementation of the SGPRS. 
 
While the SGPRS recognises that poverty levels in Nicaragua are still high, it presents 
a positive image of a relative decline in poverty during the 1990s; with poverty levels 
decreasing from 50.3% in 1993 to 47.9% in 1998, while extreme poverty decreased 
from 19.4% to 17.3%. This relative reduction in poverty is attributed to higher 
economic growth in the 1990s due to the implementation of neo-liberal policies and 
structural adjustments. However, the absolute number of poor and extremely poor 
people increased in 1998 compared to 1993, the majority of whom live in rural areas, 
where two out of three people are poor compared to one in three in urban areas. 
 
 
Table 2.4 Poverty Indicators in the SGPRS (LSMS 1998) 
 Poverty Extreme Poverty 

National 47.9% 17.3% 
Urban 30.5% 7.6% 
Rural 68.5% 28.9% 
Source: Government of Nicaragua (2001), Strengthened Strategy for Growth and Poverty Reduction 
 
 
Causes and Effects of Poverty 
 
Inequality in the distribution of income and levels of consumption, together with other 
structural issues, are recognised as factors that influence the situation of poverty in 
Nicaragua. However, the SGPRS places special emphasis on the economic collapse of 
the 1980s - due to the civil war, political turbulence and the economic policies of that 
decade - as the main reason for high levels of poverty in the country. In line with this 
argument, the SGPRS highlights the positive impact of neo-liberal economic policies 
and structural adjustments on the economy and levels of poverty during the 1990s, 
and emphasizes the importance of economic growth for poverty reduction. However, 
as is the case with the Honduran PRS, Nicaragua’s SGPRS does not pay sufficient 
attention to the need to reduce inequality nor does it outline concrete policies for the 
redistribution of income. The causes of poverty presented by the government have 
been strongly criticized by the Civil Coordinator (CCER) and other civil society 
actors for not sufficiently considering the structural causes. As in Honduras, civil 
society and other actors have also criticized the SGPRS’s solution to the problem of 
poverty - economic growth combined with welfare measures. 
 
The analysis of poverty in the SGPRS is quite weak and does not represent a deep 
reflection on the most important causes. In this respect, the SGPRS presents what it 
refers to as dimensions of poverty, which are divided into economic and social 
dimensions. These can be interpreted as determinants and, in some cases, effects of 
poverty. They are: high levels of unemployment; insecurity in relation to property 
rights; low levels of access to basic infrastructure; high birth rates; low educational 
attainment; low quality and difficult access to health services; and vulnerability. 
Given that the SGPRS provides a description of each of these dimensions of poverty 
they will not be described here. It is worth noting however that the description and 
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statistics provided by the document highlight that the rural sector is the most affected 
by the determinants and manifestations of poverty.  
 
As is the case with the Honduran PRS, the Nicaraguan SGPRS places special 
emphasis on specific population groups that it considers to be most vulnerable among 
the poor. These groups include women, ethnic groups, disabled people and old people. 
However, children and young people are not considered as particularly vulnerable 
groups and the SGPRS presents a positive image of the situation of children, 
providing statistics on the incidence of child labour that reflect that it is less 
widespread, at 11%, compared to other poor countries. However, it is important to 
note that he incidence of child labour is more widespread in rural areas. 
 
The discussion of poverty in the SGPRS reflects the acceptance and assimilation on 
the part of the Nicaraguan government of the multidimensional nature of poverty; 
even though it does not reflect a detailed analysis of its causes, especially its structural 
causes. This lack of a genuine analysis of the structural causes of poverty, as well as 
the methodology used by the government to identify poor and extremely poor people - 
for the focused implementation of the SGPRS - have been two of civil society’s 
strongest points of criticism in relation to the strategy. Civil society believes that the 
SGPRS places too much emphasis on economic growth as the most important factor 
in the reduction of poverty and does not adequately address the need to reduce 
inequality. As in the case of Honduras, acceptance of the multidimensional nature of 
poverty does not necessarily translate into the introduction of the measures necessary 
to reduce it, especially in rural areas, in all its manifestations.   
 
 
2.5 Conclusion 
 
Given that the multidimensional nature of poverty cannot be captured by the 
quantitative and technical nature of current poverty indicators, civil society has an 
important role to play in contributing to the national and local debate on the 
qualitative aspects of poverty. Appropriate citizen participation mechanisms need to 
be established at local, regional and national level in order to ensure poor people’s 
participation in the definition of poverty. 
 
Both the Honduran and Nicaraguan PRSPs emphasize the acute nature of poverty in 
rural areas, which highlights the urgency with which concrete activities and greater 
investment is needed in the rural sector. This implies developing agreed and coherent 
plans for these regions based on their potential. Civil society has been proactive in 
formulating local and regional poverty reduction plans but governments have not yet 
accepted this approach. Both PRSPs acknowledge inequity in the provision of social 
services, especially in rural areas. Measures to address this inequity at local and 
regional level need to be clarified and targets and indicators set for resources, 
activities and impact. This information must be made public and readily available. 
Civil society and poor people must be involved at all stages, from planning and 
implementation to monitoring and evaluation of the different activities. To facilitate 
this, spatially disaggregated information on monitoring indicators, targets and public 
expenditure must be developed. The limited data on the poverty profile of ethnic 
groups, women, disabled people, children and senior citizens points to the need to 
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establish indicators to track disparities between social groups, geographic regions and 
trends in income distribution.  
 
Both the Honduran and Nicaraguan PRSPs identify access to land as a key factor in 
inequality in rural areas, combined with unequal access to credit, training, technology 
and productive infrastructure. These inequalities require political commitment and the 
setting of clear measures, targets and indicators to address them.     
 
Governance and citizen participation are also key issues. Efforts must be made to 
improve coordination and coherence between the different state institutions in the 
rural sector, accelerate the decentralization process and deepen citizen participation. 
Comprehensive and timely information must be available at all stages in the process 
in order to mobilise citizen participation. Finally, the PRSPs highlight the importance 
of reversing the process of environmental deterioration and promoting sustainable 
development. 
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3. Rural Development Policy in Honduras and Nicaragua  
 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
Honduras and Nicaragua’s policy and institutional framework for promoting rural 
development is weak and needs to be strengthened. The prevailing paradigm 
emphasizes increasing production and integration into the international market but 
does not articulate how these policies will benefit the rural poor. Nor does it identify 
the driving forces of pro-poor growth in rural areas. This emphasis in current policy is 
a continuation of the structural and sectoral adjustments of the early 1990s which 
marked a significant weakening of institutions providing services to the agricultural 
sector. Subsequently, support for small producers has been characterized by a 
proliferation of diverse donor-funded projects and the lack of an overall strategic and 
institutional framework for ensuring the coordination and the sustainability of these 
interventions.  Both Hurricane Mitch and the PRSP process led to a renewed interest 
in tackling rural poverty. However, the interests of small producers are far from 
guaranteed within the current governments’ policies and free trade agreements.  In all 
cases a major weakness of the different strategies is that they do not clearly articulate 
proposed actions and targets.  A key challenge for civil society, donors, peasant 
organisations, and government institutions is to ensure that rural development remains 
prominent on the national agenda, in national policy and within the institutional 
framework.  
 
 
3.2 Rural Development Policy in Honduras  
 
The Evolution of Rural Development Policy 
 
The Overseas Development Institute (ODI) has characterized the evolution of rural 
development policy internationally using two axes that represent the balance between 
the productive and social sectors and between the State and the market.  They argue 
that the renewed interest during the 1990s in reducing poverty has resulted in more 
balanced positions internationally in relation to food security, agriculture and rural 
development in contrast to the emphasis given to the market and productive sectors 
during the structural adjustments of the 1980s29. In the case of Honduras (see figure 
3.2) the emphasis still rests on the market and the productive sectors, and the 
opportunity for a more balanced approach, presented by the renewed interest in 
tackling poverty prompted by the Post-Mitch and PRSP development discourse, has 
not yet materialized. 
 
Rural development policy in Honduras in the 1950s and 1960s can be characterized 
by the organisation of public sector inventions in the agricultural sector with the 
creation of an extension service focused on increasing agricultural productivity.  
During this period, pressure for agrarian reform increased and by the 1970s agrarian 
reform became the main mechanism of state intervention. The National Agrarian 
Institute (INA) became the principal state institution for rural development and its 
priorities focused on redistributing land and supporting the development of peasant 

                                                 
29 ODI (2002), Rethinking Rural Development, ODI Briefing Paper March 2002, (London: ODI), p.1 
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associations. However, agrarian reform was controversial and provoked many 
confrontations between peasants and latifundistas  
 
 
Figure 3.2 Rural Development Policy in the 1980s and 1990s (Honduras)  
 
International    Honduras    
 State   State  
 
     

 
     

 1960s  1970s  1950-60s  1970s 
        
        
Productive    Social Productive    Social 
Sectors  1990s Sectors Sectors  1980s Sectors 
            
        
 1980s    1990s   
        
 
 
By the 1980s, although national policy favoured industrialisation and urbanisation, the 
state continued to play a significant role in the provision of technical assistance and 
credit through the implementation of Integrated Rural Development Programmes.  
Nevertheless, the focus began to shift in favour of the market and the private sector, 
with greater emphasis being placed on titling of land holdings, and the gradual 
weakening of INA. In addition, rural development efforts became fragmented as 
projects proliferated. 
 
In was not until the early 1990s30 that Honduras initiated structural and sectoral 
adjustments with the corresponding cutting back of state institutions and the services 
they provided. The most notable development of the period was the 1992 Law for the 
Modernisation and Development of the Agricultural Sector (LMDSA) that sought to 
promote private investment and commercial agriculture. This effectively relegated 
rural development based on the interest of small producers to second place. The 
Secretary of Agriculture and Livestock (SAG) became the primary institution in 
relation to rural development, implementing various rural development projects in 
different parts of the country, but without an overall national strategy. 
 
The damage caused by Hurricane Mitch in 1998 highlighted the need for an integrated 
approach in addressing rural development. Thus, the agricultural sector of the Master 
Plan for National Reconstruction and Transformation (PMRTN) outlined general 
objectives for tackling the impacts of Mitch and promoting agricultural development 
within a framework of sustainability and equity. This led to the creation of the 
National Programme for Sustainable Rural Development (PRONADERS) in 2000. It 
was envisaged that this new institution would strengthen, lead and coordinate an 
integrated approach to the rural development process and be the focus for developing 
a multidimensional rural development policy. PRONADERS is currently responsible 
for coordinating eighteen rural development programmes but it lacks the institutional 

                                                 
30 Honduras began implementing structural adjustments relatively late in comparison to other Latin American countries, which 
began in the 1980s. 
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capacity to lead and articulate the rural development process, and there are fears that it 
could evolve into yet another bureaucratic implementing agency31. 
 
 
Rural Development Policy in the Poverty Reduction Strategy 
 
The PRS reinforces a multidimensional approach to rural development. However, 
tension exists in the strategy between the objectives of promoting economic growth 
and reducing poverty.  Subsequent policy documents have tried to address this issue 
through an approach that emphasizes increasing productivity and exports, with the 
provision of public services and infrastructure, principally in health and education, as 
the principal measures to tackle poverty.  
 
Since the poverty diagnostic of the PRS provides a strong analysis of the extent of 
poverty in rural areas, one of the six pillars of the strategy is devoted to the reduction 
of rural poverty. The six pillars are: (i) increasing economic growth, (ii) reducing rural 
poverty, (iii) reducing urban poverty, (iv) investing in human capital, (v) 
strengthening social protection and (vi) guaranteeing the sustainability of the strategy. 
The pillar dealing with rural poverty identifies four main areas of intervention: (i) 
increased equity and security in access to land, (ii) sustainable development in priority 
areas, (iii) increased competitiveness of the rural economy and (iv) improved social 
conditions32. 
 
The first area of intervention – increasing access to land – is based on market-based 
measures, titling and facilitating land redistribution. At present the principal market-
based measure regarding access to land is the World Bank funded pilot project, 
PACTA, which was intended to benefit 1,600 families but to date has only benefited 
16833. Current donor support in relation to land concentrates on the areas of cadastre, 
modernisation of registers and support for land titling, with an example being the 
PAAR programme (Programme for the Administration of Rural Areas), the expansion 
of which is currently under consideration. Some donors, such as the EU, have also 
tried to influence titling by favouring smallholders but, perversely, large landholders 
have also benefited from this support. The PRSP proposes to tackle obstacles to 
tenure security through legal reform and by modernising the national cadastre and 
property register. To improve the distribution of land, the PRSP proposes, as both 
civil society and rural organisations have requested, to apply corrective measures to 
both idle landholdings and those that exceed legal size limits. In relation to land 
titling, the PRSP proposes massive titling programmes with particular emphasis on 
benefiting smallholders, women and ethnic groups. 
 
The second area of intervention for the rural sector is the promotion of sustainable 
rural development in priority areas. The objective is to establish rural development 
programmes in vulnerable areas and apply mechanisms that promote the participation 
of communities and local governments.  An important component is to consolidate 
and expand the coverage of PRONADERS, firstly by increasing its activities in the 
                                                 
31 Walter, I. and Pino, H. (2002), Desarrollo Rural y Pobreza en Honduras y Nicaragua ¿Qué sigue?, DFID, p.28 
32 It is recognized that the reduction of rural poverty depends not only on interventions in this specific sector but also on whether 
or not these interventions are strengthened by policy in other sectors.  The focus here will be to concentrate on the interventions 
for the rural sector and highlight other areas considered to be of direct relevance.   
33 PACTA (2003), Informe Trimestral de Actividades Enero – Marzo 2003, p.2 
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border areas and in the Mosquita region (an isolated region with very little 
infrastructure in the eastern part of Honduras) and secondly by supporting agro-
forestry and artisan activities.  
 
The third area of intervention focuses on increasing the competitiveness of the small 
rural economy by (i) supporting business initiatives of the reformed sector, ethnic 
groups and micro enterprises (ii) improving physical infrastructure such as roads, 
bridges, irrigation, electricity, and telecommunications and (iii) increasing access to 
support services such as credit and market information. 
 
Finally, the fourth area of intervention involves improving social conditions in rural 
areas through: (i) rural housing programmes (ii) increasing access to water and 
sanitation (iii) promoting vegetable gardens through the Honduran Fund for Social 
Investment (FHIS) and the Family Welfare Programme (PRAF) and (iv) improving 
the management and coordination of food aid.  
 
The principal weakness of the PRS is that the projects and programmes outlined are 
general and not clearly articulated. It is unclear what the sources of rural economic 
growth are and how they can be promoted. As such, the PRS is vague in relation to 
information on priorities, what it intends to implement and the selection criteria for 
beneficiaries. While overall indicators are provided, no targets are given for them.  
For example, no targets are given for the number of hectares to be titled and the 
number of beneficiaries. Thus, it is very difficult to pin down what the PRS means in 
reality, which is a serious limitation to effective participation and dialogue. 
Furthermore, it is not clear from the PRS what mechanisms will be used for the 
decentralized implementation of the strategy even though the importance of a 
decentralized approach to tackling poverty reduction is stressed within the document.  
 
From a gender perspective, the PRS is also weak. Gender is not addressed as a cross-
cutting issue and women are reduced to a special group requiring social protection. In 
rural areas, the principal measures to benefit women include the promotion of 
vegetable gardens and food conservation through the FHIS and PRAF programmes. 
Among the opportunities presented by the PRS for women is the target set for 
improving the Human Development Gender Index by 20%, which incorporates the 
importance of generating gender disaggregated statistics, the promotion of the role of 
the National Institute for Women (INAM) in public administration, the recognition of 
the problem of violence against women and the need to open municipal offices for 
promoting and protecting women’s rights. 
 
The economic component of the PRS emphasizes a neo-liberal model oriented 
towards further liberalizing the market and promoting exports, with agriculture, 
tourism, light manufacturing and forestry identified as key areas for expanding 
exports. However, it is not clearly articulated how these opportunities will be shared 
equitably among the population. This is important as experience has shown that 
Honduras’ integration into the international economy has favoured privileged sectors 
with capital without bringing benefits to the majority of the population. This is a key 
concern expressed by civil society.   
 
In addition, civil society actors raise concerns about the emphasis placed on 
privatisation, reducing the role of the state, and fiscal restraints, and the possible 
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implications of these policies on the capacity to tackle poverty. Civil society places 
greater emphasis on the need to tackle structural inequalities as a precondition to 
promoting economic growth and reducing poverty. 
   
 
Rural Development Policy in Other Official Documents  
 
Two other documents have been published since the formulation of the PRS which 
indicate the direction that current development policies are taking. These are the 
Government Plan 2002-2006, and more recently, the Sectoral Plan for Agriculture 
and Rural Areas in Honduras 2003-202134. The PRS cannot be examined in an 
isolated manner from these policies since it is in these, particularly the Sectoral Plan, 
that the measures to be implemented in the rural sector are described in greater detail. 
Given that these plans were drawn up in the framework of the PRS process, it is not 
surprising that they also stress the importance of increasing productivity and exports. 
 
Nevertheless, the Government Plan 2002-2006 establishes a different set of priorities 
to the PRS:  
 
“The implementation of the PRS during the period 2002-2006 will be based on the 
prioritisation of programmes and projects set out in the Government Plan 2002-
2006” 35

 
Within the Government Plan, rural development no longer exists as a stand-alone 
pillar but as a sub-heading within the section dealing with economic growth. The Plan 
reinforces the economic pillar of the PRS by emphasizing agricultural development 
based on increasing productivity, competitiveness and integration into global markets. 
While improving the market for land is discussed, the issues of excessive 
landholdings and idle land are ignored, and in comparison to the PRS, the 
Government Plan places much less emphasis on rural development. In general terms, 
both documents agree on the need to promote economic growth and to reduce poverty 
through the provision of public services such as education, health, and social welfare 
networks. 
 
More recently, the government published the Sectoral Plan for Agriculture and Rural 
Areas in Honduras 2003-2021, which is intended to form the basis for the 
development of a Sector Wide Approach (SWAP). The Sectoral Plan is the result of a 
nationwide consultation process that facilitated dialogue between farmers, industry, 
rural representatives, rural women, service providers and other sector actors. The 
consultations were carried out through twenty working groups organized thematically 
around crops and products, with two working groups dealing with peasant agriculture 
and gender issues.   
 
The diagnostic and discussion of rural problems in the Sectoral Policy focuses on 
productivity and competitiveness issues, while trade issues, macroeconomic factors 
and institutional issues are considered to be fundamental. Although other issues are 
also addressed, the Policy does not provide a diagnostic of the rural sector that reflects 

                                                 
34 The abbreviations “Agricultural Sectoral Plan” and “Sectoral Plan” will be used to refer to the “Sectoral Plan for Agriculture 
and Rural Areas in Honduras 2003-2021”  
35 Honduran Govenment, Plan del Gobierno 2002-2006,  p.11 
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the fact that the majority of the rural population are smallholders or landless. This in 
turn influences the emphasis of the measures proposed in the document and is 
reflected by the fact that many rural representatives felt that their contributions during 
the consultation process were not taken into account. The strength of the diagnostic 
lies in the analysis of the government’s institutional capacity and the need for 
enhanced coordination both within the rural sector and between the rural sector and 
other sectors. 
 
“The capacity of the State to formulate and implement public policies in the 
agricultural and rural sector based on an integrated approach has been weak” 36. 
 
The rural policy in the Sectoral Plan has two objectives: the transformation of the 
agricultural sector by promoting vertical production chains based on geographic and 
product specialisation, national branding and export promotion; and the reduction of 
rural poverty, principally through PRONADERS and subcomponents of other 
programmes. While the policy looks at both sectoral transformation and poverty 
reduction, the linkages between the two are not well developed, and the proposed 
measures focus on increasing productivity and exports with some complementary 
measures to promote smallholder agriculture and gender equity.    
 
Both smallholder agriculture and gender equity are addressed separately and are 
regarded as other sectoral plans. A key proposal within this area is to design a 
Development Plan for Peasant Agriculture. This involves incorporating components 
of peasant agriculture within existing programmes and developing community 
forestry and fishing programmes, as well as strengthening and re-orientating 
PRONADERS. The main recommendation for reorienting PRONADERS is that it 
should no longer be involved in providing infrastructure and services provided by 
other government entities and instead focus on increasing agricultural productivity 
and food security. The gender policy proposes implementing the Gender Equity 
Policy in Rural Agriculture by contracting specialists in this area, promoting more 
equitable access to resources, and increasing the visibility of women through the 
provision of disaggregated information and indicators. When implemented, these 
measures will represent significant advances in promoting gender sensitive policies.   
 
In relation to institutional reforms, the most significant proposal is the creation of an 
Agricultural Cabinet, consisting of various government entities, to promote coherency 
between the activities of the different state agencies in the rural sector. This is an 
important proposal given the profound impact on the rural sector of policies in the 
finance sector for example. Another key proposal is to reactivate the Agricultural 
Development Advisory Board (CODA) as a permanent consultative body in relation 
to sector policies. The representative nature of this board is of key importance but is 
not detailed in the policy. Another proposal is the creation of advisory committees for 
individual products. 
 
As is the case with the PRS, the Sectoral Plan is articulated in general terms and does 
not provide specific targets or detailed proposals and budgets. It is hoped that with the 
development of the SWAP this information will become clearer. 
 
                                                 
36 SAG (2003), Política de Estado para el Sector Agroalimentario y el Medio Rural de Honduras 2004-2021, (Tegucigalpa: 
SAG), p.36 
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3.3 Rural Development Policy in Nicaragua 
 
Evolution of Rural Development Policy 
 
Rural development policy in Nicaragua has been marked by significant changes in 
focus. In the period prior to the 1979 revolution, a small elite group possessed vast 
tracks of land, while there was a large number of small producers. This unequal 
distribution of land, which dated back to the 19th century, was consolidated in the 
1950s by the expansion of an agro-export model accompanied by public policies that 
secured the interests of large landholders. The agrarian elite’s access to land was 
secured through the expansion of the agricultural frontier and the expulsion of 
peasants from their land. The State supported the elite by facilitating access to 
technology, credit, subsidies, tax exemptions and low interest rates. 
 
With the Sandinista revolution of 1979, opportunities emerged for the development of 
rural policies that would benefit small producers. Large-scale agrarian reform was 
undertaken, natural resources were nationalised and social services in rural areas were 
expanded. Peasants benefited from increased access to land through the creation of 
cooperatives and associations and large numbers of producers gained access to 
subsidized credit. At the same time, the emphasis on agricultural exports was 
maintained, but was now managed by state companies37. 
 
However, as was to be expected, pressure on the Sandinista government soon began to 
mount. The civil war and the economic embargo imposed by the United-States led to 
the channelling of public resources to the military and a cut in investment in 
development activities. This, together with an unstable social and political context, 
resulted in a reduction in economic activity. Thus, the end of the 1980s and the 
beginning of the 1990s was marked by economic and political crisis, which was 
reflected in a substantial reduction in agricultural production.  
 
The end of the civil war and the Sandinista period in 1990 saw significant changes in 
the rural development model. Although disputes over land tenancy continue, many 
state companies, cooperatives and associations created during the Sandinista period 
were sold or converted to private family units. The implementation of structural 
adjustments led to the removal of subsidies, a decline in state activity in agricultural 
industry and exportations, and a decrease in state capacity to provide support services 
such as technical and financial assistance. During the rest of the 1990s, liberalization 
of the economy was deepened while the emphasis on agricultural exports was 
maintained. The decline in state activities was accompanied by an increase in the 
activity of non-governmental organisations and the proliferation of projects that 
promoted sustainable agriculture and facilitated non-conventional credit mechanisms.  
 
The formulation of the Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy in 
Nicaragua presented numerous challenges in terms of the design of a strategy for the 
development of the rural sector. The main challenge was the lack of consensus on the 
definition of a rural development policy due to the polarisation of Nicaraguan society 
and the reduced capacity of public institutions in the rural sector. Other challenges 
                                                 
37 Hawesworth, S. (1999), Environmental Protection in Nicaragua: The Perennial Problem of Unequal Distribution of Natural 
Resources and Power, (University of Central Lancashire: Preston) 
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included the extent to which access to land could be increased due to the expansion of 
the agricultural frontier, disputes over land that had been redistributed under the 
agrarian reform, the limitations of the prevailing model of intensive agriculture, the 
coffee crisis and the vulnerability of the country to natural phenomena, such as 
Hurricane Mitch38. 
 
 
Rural Development Policy in the Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction 
Strategy (SGPRS) 
 
The most important measures in the SGPRS for the development of the rural sector 
are set out in the first pillar of the strategy: “Broad Based Economic Growth and 
Structural Reform”. The government states in the SGPRS that pillar one is the most 
important pillar of the strategy and allocates US $485.6 million or 42.24%39 of the 
total budget for the first five years to it.  From a very early stage in the life of the 
SGPRS, concerns were raised about the weakness of pillar one due to its strong 
emphasis on infrastructure and the very unclear approach it takes to the productive 
sector, especially small farmers and small and medium sized companies. In the 
document itself, the government recognises the weakness of the pillar and the need to 
strengthen it, which it proposes to do through research in order to define the policies 
more precisely. The improvement of pillar one is now embodied in the recently 
developed National Development Plan, which has been referred to as the “The Second 
Generation of PRSP”, and will be discussed in the next section of this chapter.   
 
The first pillar of the SGPRS is based on a programme of economic stabilisation and 
structural reform and contains five components: the privatisation of states companies 
which provide public services; the modernisation and integration of the rural 
economy; the promotion of small and medium sized companies; the development of 
the Atlantic Coast; and the creation of strategic productive conglomerations.  
 
In relation to the rural sector, with the objective of promoting exports, the SGPRS 
proposes to continue efforts already made towards the elimination of price and cost 
distortions affecting the agricultural sector. Measures already implemented in this 
respect are to be strengthened with the implementation of free trade agreements with 
Mexico, Canada, Panama and the Dominican Republic, and the conclusion of 
negotiations with neighbouring Central American countries for a common reduced 
tariff. This approach reflects the absence of an appraisal of the impact of international 
economic relations on the levels of poverty in Nicaragua. The document does not take 
into account the impact of Free Trade Agreements on poverty and on the measures set 
out in the SGPRS for the reduction of poverty. As a result, the relationship between 
trade policies and poverty reduction activities is not well articulated.  
 
Highlighting the importance of secure property rights to promoting private 
investment, the measures contained in the SGPRS in relation to land include the 
modernisation of land registry and legalisation systems and the development of non-
acquisition mechanisms to facilitate small farmers’ access to land. Other measures 
include increasing access to credit within the banking system, formalizing non-

                                                 
38 Baumeister E. (2002), Nicaragua: Estrategias Públicas  y Pobreza en los Años Noventa, (San José: Ruta) 
39 Nicaraguan Government (2001), Estrategia Reforzada de Crecimiento Económico y Reducción de la Pobreza, (Managua), 
p.66 
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conventional financial intermediation and improving the provision of state rural credit 
funds.  
 
The third component of the strategy for the rural sector involves improving rural 
infrastructure; including roads, the coverage of electricity and telecommunications, 
sanitation and potable water, the processing and elimination of solid waste and the  
improvement of housing. While it is clear that infrastructure impacts significantly on 
the situation of poverty in rural areas, the importance attached to it in the SSPRG is 
disproportionately high compared to other components relating to the rural sector. 
This is reflected in the amount allocated to infrastructure in the budget for the first 
five years (US$ 107.2 million) compared to the amount allocated to marketing (US$ 
7.6 million) and financial and agricultural services (US$ 25.2). In order for small 
farmers to increase their competitiveness, an equal amount of importance must be 
given to other factors that influence rural poverty, such as technical assistance to 
increase production and market produce, access to market information, and access to 
credit. These factors, combined with the resolution of problems in relation to land 
ownership and legalisation, are essential components to achieving broad-based 
economic growth.  
 
Support for non-agricultural employment in rural areas constitutes the fourth 
component of the strategy for the rural sector. It involves increasing small company 
employment, competitiveness, and exports and is complemented by the development 
of four strategic areas in which Nicaragua is considered to have a comparative 
advantage: tourism, coffee, textile manufacture and forestry. Finally, improving 
productive technology is a central component of the strategy for the rural sector. It is 
important to note that there is a discrepancy between the discourse on the need to 
support small and medium companies, which are the main sources of employment in 
both rural and urban areas, and the portfolio of programmes and projects. Only 0.2% 
of the total budget for the implementation of the SGPRS for the first five years are 
allocated to this component40.   
 
Other interventions in the SGPRS that have an impact on rural areas are the social 
measures contained in pillar two of the strategy: “Greater and Better Investment in 
Human Capital” and in pillar three: “Better Protection for Vulnerable Groups”. Pillar 
two emphasises the need to improve the provision of education and health services in 
rural areas while pillar three contains welfare measures targeted at the extremely poor 
and particularly vulnerable groups.  
 
As is the case with the Honduran PRS, the SGPRS is weak in how it addresses gender 
issues. Gender equity is not treated as a cross-cutting issue throughout the document 
and in the discourse on poverty women are considered as a vulnerable group that 
requires special attention. Interventions to benefit women set out in the pillars of the 
strategy are limited to social measures, particularly in the area of  health. This is 
surprising given that some of the proposals in pillar one – the promotion of the 
strategic areas of tourism and maquilas for example – have an important impact on 
the situation of women since they represent the majority of the workforce in these 
sectors. However, no mention is made of women in these areas and in general they are 
only referred to with respect to their reproductive role and their role as mothers.   

                                                 
40 Nicaraguan Government (2001), Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy, (Managua), p.149 
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The SGPRS also places a strong emphasis on increasing productivity and exports and 
liberalising the market, and identifies strategic areas in which Nicaragua could 
increase its exports. The majority of programmes and projects are not new but already 
existed before the formulation of the strategy, which contributes to the fact that the 
SGPRS does not have an integrated approach to productive development. 
Programmes directly orientated at strengthening small farmers and micro, small and 
medium sized companies in rural areas – key to reducing poverty in the rural sector – 
are absent from the strategy. Given the precarious nutritional situation in rural areas, a 
programme to guarantee food security is essential but is also absent from the strategy. 
The SGPRS is also quite general and, like Honduras’ PRS, while it provides 
indicators it does not set targets for them.  
 

Other Policies that Influence Rural Poverty in Nicaragua 
 
The National Development Plan  
 
The National Development Plan (NDP), introduced in 2003 to strengthen the 
economic aspects of the SGPRS (Pillar One), is based on the same assumption as the 
SGPRS, that economic growth and increasing productivity are the fundamental means 
of reducing poverty. The NDP was approved by the donor community during the 
Consultative Group Meeting of October 2003 and could become the second SGPRS 
(SGPRS II).  
 
The approach that the Plan takes is the development of seven strategic sectors in 
which Nicaragua has comparative advantages, in geographical areas that are already 
developed or have been defined as having high potential, in order to facilitate 
increased production and exports. This will be done through the creation of clusters 
based on foreign investment in liberalized trade sectors, and the prioritisation of these 
high potential municipalities for the investment of public resources in infrastructure 
and public services in order to meet the needs of the clusters. The nucleus of the  
strategy is foreign investment with a corresponding emphasis on outward looking  
development. As such, the Plan does not pay sufficient attention to the internal market 
and its impact on the economy. The development of high potential areas will be 
complemented with measures to reduce poverty in areas that have been defined as 
having low potential or no potential at all. These measures are limited to the provision 
of basic public services and social protection.   
 
The NDP has been the source of much controversy and has been strongly criticized by 
various actors from civil society. Representatives of NGOs, national level civil society 
networks, local governments, departmental authorities, authorities from the 
autonomous regions, and the Central American University, brought together in a 
coalition called the South-North Advocacy Group (GISN), have highlighted their 
opposition to the NDP’s approach due to the negative impact that such a strategy 
would have on rural areas and regions which have been defined as having low or no 
potential, i.e., regions that tend to have the highest levels of poverty.  
 
This critique reflects more profoundly the disagreement of the GISN with the 
government’s concept of broad-based economic growth given that the strategy 
excludes productive categories, entire regions and sectors, small farmers, and small 
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and medium companies, which generate most employment and a large part of the 
Gross National Product. As Acevedo Vogl points out, “[I]n order for growth to be 
“broad-based” poor people must benefit from increasing opportunities for 
empowerment and  productive restructuring”, which is difficult to reconcile with a 
“strategy which emphasises the primacy of the market in sectors such as external 
trade, finance and agriculture”41. The Plan is not very clear on how small producers 
and small and medium sized companies will participate in the model of development 
that it proposes, particularly given the fact that transnational companies will form the 
nucleus of the clusters, accompanied by large national companies as their major 
partners.  
 
The other main point of criticism from civil society is the disproportionate importance 
attached to economic growth and the lack of attention paid to the distribution of 
income and resources. While the NDP may bring about economic growth, as civil 
society has pointed out, it could also increase already high levels of inequality, 
particularly given the fact that it does not contain measures of affirmative action 
towards groups that have historically been excluded from the development process, 
such as women, indigenous and ethnic groups, and people with disabilities.  
 
Promoting a model of development based on local potential, the GISN has drawn up a 
proposal to influence the approach and content of the NDP. This proposal emphasizes 
an endogenous approach to development which prioritises the peasant economy, small 
and medium sized farmers, small and medium sized companies and food security. The 
most important actors in this model of development are small and medium sized 
producers and national companies. Essentially, the coalition’s vision is a model of 
development based on integral development plans drawn up at local level42. As such, 
the coalition advocates a strategy that includes regional development, policies for 
prioritised sectors, the strengthening and capitalisation of farmers and small and 
medium sized companies through increased access of local producers to credit 
through the financial system and the provision of technical and commercial support. 
According to GISN, foreign investment should be selective according to its 
compatibility with local and regional development plans and the endogenous 
approach. Under this model, the role of the government would be to ensure coherence, 
equity and redistribution in order to achieve equitable development and reduce 
inequality.  
 
At the time of writing this document, it is unclear what the implications of the NDP 
are for the implementation of the SGPRS. The two documents continue to be seen in 
an isolated manner and have not yet been articulated. However, the Nicaraguan 
government presented the NDP in the Consultative Group Meeting of October 2003 
as the Second Generation of PRSP and it was accepted as such by the international 
community. This implies that the NDP is to replace the SGPRS as Nicaragua’s 
Poverty Reduction Strategy. In light of this, various actors from civil society have 
warned that the SGPRS should not be abandoned in favour of the NDP without a prior 
evaluation of the success and failures of the SGPRS and “without developing clear 
                                                 
41 Acevedo Vogl A. (2003), “Notas sobre el documento denominado “Estrategia Nacional de Desarrollo” y sus implicaciones 
para el proceso de descentralización fiscal”, (Managua), p.3 
42 Several plans have already been drawn up in a participatory manner at local level. For example, Leon Norte’s Strategic Plan, 
the Plan of the Department of Matagalpa, as well as plans for the autonomous regions. GISN has been advocating strongly for the 
articulation and inclusion of these plans in the National Development Plan.    
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priorities, where impoverished sectors play a preponderant role, not as mere 
beneficiaries of social assistance but as economic, social and political subjects who 
have rights and obligations”43. Although consultations around the NDP have been 
carried out, they lacked depth and civil society has repeatedly called for a broader and 
deeper consultation process, a request which was supported by the international 
community at the Consultative Group Meeting.   
 
 
The Agricultural and Forestry Policy 2004-2015 
 
Another document drawn up in the context of the PRSP process, as part of efforts to 
move towards a sectoral approach, is the Agricultural and Forestry Sectoral Policy, 
presented by the government in 2003. The focus of the Sectoral Policy is the same as 
the SGPRS and NDP with an emphasis on increasing production, competitiveness and 
exports, and improved integration of Nicaragua into international markets. This is to 
be achieved by diversification and industrialisation of products through the integration 
of productive and commercial chains and/or conglomerations. Twelve chains and/or 
clusters will be developed in agricultural and forestry products in which Nicaragua 
has or could develop comparative advantages. The policy also proposes to focalise 
public investment in order to increase efficiency of public spending and the impact of 
activities in the rural sector. The chains and clusters are to be developed in six regions 
of Nicaraguan based on the current production and potential of these regions. In this 
manner, the policy aims to eliminate the dispersion of low impact projects and 
activities.   
 
The territorial division of Nicaragua raises concerns about the concentration of 
investment in regions that have greater productive, economic and social potential as 
the policy prioritises the improvement of basic services and roads in rural areas that 
have high productive potential in order to ensure access to these services by the agro-
industrial companies that set up in these areas. A complementary strategy involving 
the promotion of non-agricultural activities, the provision of basic economic and 
social infrastructure, such as health and education, and social welfare programmes 
targeting vulnerable groups will be implemented in rural areas that have low potential 
in order to reduce poverty and indigence in these areas.  
 
The policy contains three measures specifically targeted at small rural producers to 
facilitate their participation in the productive and commercial chains. These include 
the promotion of peasant association, the legalisation of land, and the development of 
a low cost rural credit system. The association of small producers is presented as the 
principal measure to promoting their participation in the productive and commercial 
chains. The objectives of this measure are to increase capacity, assist small producers 
in achieving higher economies of scale and minimum economic units, and facilitate 
their access to productive, commercial, industrial and financial services. However, 
there is no detailed information on how this measure will be implemented and the 
criteria which will apply, and given the existing problems in land ownership, the slow 
nature of the legalisation process, and the problems that have been seen in the past 

                                                 
43 CCER (2003), Evaluación y avance en la implementación de la ERCERP en Nicaragua a dos años de su aprobación, 
(Managua: CCER), p.54 
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with regard to peasant associations, the real impact of this measure on small producers 
remains to be seen.  
 
The problem of insecurity in land ownership is addressed within the framework of a 
land market. The policy aims to promote a clear and stable legal framework, the 
reform and modernization of the public cadastre and property registry, and improved 
institutional coordination. In order to increase access to land, the policy proposes the 
establishment of socially and economically sustainable mechanisms. The only 
mechanism explicitly mentioned is the legalisation of land under associative schemes, 
while indigenous communities are to benefit from the demarcation and legalisation of 
their land.   
 
The other measure relating to small producers is the development of a nationwide 
system of low cost rural credit. This system will be composed mainly of non-
conventional financing mechanisms such as rural revolving funds and savings and 
credit cooperatives. However, the criteria which will apply for accessing this 
financing is not provided, which makes it impossible to foresee the real impact of this 
measure and whether it will genuinely provide access to credit to the poorest and 
neediest. The criteria of access could take the same form as legalisation of land – 
through associations of producers – which will limit access to financing for many 
non-associated producers.  
 
Although improving gender equity in agriculture and the rural sector is mentioned as 
an objective of the Sectoral Policy, specific information on how this will be achieved 
is not provided and apart from this stated objective women are not mentioned 
elsewhere in the Policy.    
 
While the Agricultural and Forestry Policy is a positive step forward in terms of the 
promotion of a more integrated approach to rural development as opposed to the 
implementation of isolated and non-articulated projects, the policy favours the 
productive sector that possesses capital. As is the case with the NDP, the reality is that 
foreign investment and large national companies would form the nucleus of the 
productive and commercial chains and clusters with access to international markets 
while the benefits for medium and, especially, small Nicaraguan producers would be 
quite limited. In addition, the situation of producers not included in the strategy could 
worsen as they are unable to compete in the marketing of their products. Like the 
NDP and other documents, both Nicaraguan and Honduran, the Sectoral Plan 
promotes economic growth through increasing exports and tries to combine this 
approach with the provision of basic public services and social protection to tackle 
poverty.  
 
Given that the National Development Plan is likely to become Nicaragua’s new 
poverty reduction strategy and is based on seven strategic sectors, it is not surprising 
that the Agricultural and Forestry Policy reflects the same model of development as 
set out in the NDP since it is a sectoral component of this plan. The characteristics of 
the Sectoral Plan and the NDP are the same: the promotion of productive and 
commercial chains and conglomerations in areas with high potential in order to 
increase productivity, competitiveness and exports and achieve greater integration 
into global markets. This approach is accompanied by complementary measures 
including the promotion of non-agricultural activities, the provision of basic public 
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services and social protection in areas that have low or no potential in order to reduce 
poverty and indigence in these areas.  
 
  
3.4 The International Context  
 
In the policy documents outlined above Honduras and Nicaragua express a strong 
commitment to further opening their economies. The terms and conditions negotiated 
in Free Trade Agreements will have a strong impact on rural livelihoods, especially 
on the rural’s poorest farmers, who are the most vulnerable to external shocks. A real 
concern for many small producers is that further opening of the market in sensitive 
products (milk, maize, beans, sugar, beef and pork) will erode their livelihoods and 
increase rural poverty, since they will not be able to compete with highly subsidised 
imports from the US. The analysis provided of both countries PRSPs has shown that 
the necessary measures to protect small producers from the enormous competition that 
American products represent have not been taken and they have not been prepared in 
any real way to compete against these products. 
 
In the Doha Round, Honduras and Nicaragua and other developing countries will be 
hoping that the industrialized countries, specifically the European Union and the US, 
will commit to providing increased access to their markets and reducing export and 
agricultural subsidies which create unfair competition for producers from poor 
countries. However, the negotiations in Cancún highlighted the fact that the US and 
the EU continue to pursue polices that protect their sensitive sectors from competition 
while simultaneously pressurizing developing countries to grant further concessions in 
their markets.   
 
Given the similar levels of economic development of Central American countries, the 
Central American market could offer significant potential for developing the 
economies of the region due to the similarities of culture, customs and taste. However, 
although intra-regional trade grew by 17% between 1999 and 2003, trade between the 
Central American countries and the US is three times that of intra-regional trade. A 
major concern is that the emphasis on securing a trade agreement with the US is 
distracting attention from the potential that lies within the region and will expose it to 
external competition that could hamper the development of indigenous industry based 
on the region’s potential. Since regional integration is still at an early stage, opening 
the region’s markets to a large industrialized economy could have serious 
consequences for the consolidation of local markets and the promotion of integration. 
In the case of Honduras it is worrying that between 1999 and 2002 trade with other 
countries from the region fell by 4.4%44.    
 
The negotiations for the free trade agreement between Central American countries and 
the US (CAFTA) were completed in December 2003, with the exception of Costa 
Rica, which continued negotiations until January 2004. As US tariffs on Central 
American goods are already low, with 74% of Central American exports entering the 
US duty free in 200245, what CAFTA really offers the region is an agreement that 
does not need to be periodically renewed, as is the case with the current Caribbean 

                                                 
44 SIECA (2003), Estado De Situación de Integración Centroamérica Hasta Marzo, 2003, p.2 
45 United States Trade Representative (2003), Free Trade with Central America. 
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Basin Initiative, while for the United States CAFTA will mean greater access to the 
Central American market.  
 
Preliminary reactions to the final agreement in relation to sensitive products have 
been positive. The Honduran Minister for Agriculture was satisfied with the 
timeframe for reducing tariff barriers and import quotas for sensitive products, while 
COCOCH, the main peasant network at national level, was satisfied with the 
exclusion of white maize but felt other sensitive products, such as rice, should also 
have been excluded46. The agreement allows for the retention of tariff barriers on 
white maize (i.e. total exclusion), the retention of import quotas on rice for 18 years, 
and a reduction in tariffs on various types of meat during a period of 7 to 20 years. 
The US benefits from tariff free entrance into Central American markets for half of its 
agricultural exports while tariffs on the majority of other agricultural products will be 
reduced over the next 15 years. The biggest gain for Central American countries is 
that the agreement favours non-traditional exports such as tilapia, shrimps, oriental 
vegetables, fruit, melons and tobacco. In the case of Honduras, export quotas for sugar 
were increased by 70%, although this increase is much less than that requested by 
producers. 
 
While the results of the final agreement have been more positive than expected, a 
number of critical issues remain that need to be addressed. Since the US was not 
willing to negotiate agricultural subsidies outside the auspices of the WTO and the 
Doha round, agricultural subsidies to US farmers continue to have a negative impact 
on Central American agriculture. Levels of productivity, especially of poor small 
farmers, is very low, as is their capacity to take advantage of the new opportunities 
presented by the opening of markets. According to Monge et al (2003)47, while 
CAFTA presents new opportunities for the agricultural sector, the opening of the 
market will have a negative effect on small producers if policies to support them to 
become more efficient and competitive and to diversify their products are not 
implemented. It is worrying that in Honduras and Nicaragua plans to mitigate the 
negative effects of CAFTA and to ensure that small producers benefit from the 
agreement still have not been drawn up. It is clear that more research into the 
implications of the agreement must be carried out. The Honduran Minister for 
Agriculture has indicated that US$400 million will be needed in the next five years to 
finance research48. It is essential that this research be used to support small producers 
to mitigate the threats and avail of the opportunities presented by CAFTA.  
 

3.5 Conclusion 
 
The most significant progress in Honduras and Nicaragua in relation to rural 
development is the move towards developing a sectoral policy to tackle the 
transformation of agriculture, the reduction of poverty and institutional reform. The 
last significant effort towards developing a sectoral policy in Honduras was in the 
early 1990s when the Law for the Modernisation of Agriculture was passed, and 
Nicaragua has not had a rural development policy since 1990. As mentioned 

                                                 
46 El Herlado (2003), Favorecen acuerdos del TLC, p.40, 19th December 2003 
47 Monge R. et al (2003), Retos y oportunidades para los sectores agropecuario y agroindustrial de Centro América con los 
Estados Unidos, (World Bank: Washington)  
48 El Herlado (2003),  Maiz blanco, excluido; el resto protegido,  p.5, 18th December 2003 
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previously, the proposed programmes and activities are not clearly articulated. The 
strength of the current approach is the recognition of the need for multi-sectoral 
coordination in the rural sector and the importance of the global and macroeconomic 
context, as well as the efforts made to carry out a consultation process.  

Nevertheless, the PRSPs, the National Development Plan, the Government Plan in 
Honduras and the Sectoral Policies struggle to reconcile economic growth and poverty 
reduction. Key elements in all policy documents are the promotion of exports, 
opening of the market and ensuring macroeconomic stability through further 
structural adjustments, accompanied by the promotion of economies of scale and 
increasing value added through the creation and promotion of clusters. The resulting 
paradigm is one of growth, with the provision of social services to reduce poverty. 
The main weakness of these policies is that they do not consider the possibility of 
generating economic growth through a strategy that addresses the obstacles and 
harnesses the potential of rural areas where the majority of poor people live. The 
promotion of conglomerations and agro-exports is not adequately articulated with the 
livelihoods of small rural producers. Given the absence of a rural development 
approach that is based on harnessing local potential, the formulation of sectoral 
agricultural strategies in both countries presents an opportunity for key actors to 
highlight experiences of successful insertion of small producers into local and national 
markets, as well as lessons learnt in this respect, and to advocate for the inclusion of 
small farmers in future programmes and budgets.  
 
With the conclusion of the CAFTA negotiations, it is worrying that very little has 
been done in both countries to identify the potential negative effects of the agreement 
and to draw up the measures necessary to tackle them. This leads to the conclusion 
that peasant farmers are likely to suffer unless measures to address the negative 
impact of the agreement are developed in the near future.   
 
The issue of land has virtually disappeared from the political agenda despite the 
continuous demands made by the peasant movement for increased access to land for 
the landless. In Honduras, a high number of peasants were murdered in 2003 due to 
land conflicts. While the Honduran PRS recognises that equity in land distribution is a 
key factor in the reduction of poverty, land reform receives much less attention in 
both the Government Plan and the Sectoral Policy, both of which emphasize the 
creation of a land market to address the issue. However, the limitations of market 
measures to increasing access to land can be seen in the PACTA programme in 
Honduras. If the issue of inequity in land distribution is not addressed properly, the 
current move in both countries towards more secure land titles will actually legitimise 
and promote the further concentration of land, leading to more land conflicts in the 
future.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 45



4. Implementation of the Poverty Reduction Strategies  
 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
Progress to date in the implementation of the Poverty Reduction Strategies in 
Honduras and Nicaragua has been disappointing, especially in Honduras. A 
fundamental weakness is that the PRSP was initially conceived as a programme for 
absorbing debt relief funds. The absence of these funds, due to the absence of an 
agreement with the IMF, has compromised the implementation of the strategies, 
especially in Honduras, where an agreement with the IMF was not secured until 
January 2004, while Nicaragua only signed a new PRGF in December 2002. As a 
result of the lack of HIPC funds to finance the implementation of the PRSPs, the 
various actors are beginning to appreciate the importance of using the PRSP process 
as a means to leverage overall government expenditure and public policies in favour 
of the poor, rather than focusing solely on debt relief funds and the PRSP itself.   
 
The PRSP also opens up opportunities for accelerating the decentralisation process 
and deepening participatory processes at local, regional and national level. Nicaragua 
has already commenced the decentralised implementation of the SGPRS in eleven 
municipalities. However, civil society monitoring of this process has revealed poor 
results. In Honduras, the decentralisation process is only beginning and 
implementation remains very centralised. 
  
An important output of the PRSP to date is the establishment of government 
mechanisms and processes that seek to align policy, implementation and monitoring 
to poverty reduction priorities. In both countries, sectoral plans are being drawn up 
and donor coordination is being improved. Civil society is participating in the formal 
consultation mechanisms, which indicates that progress is being made towards the 
institutionalisation of consultation / participation. However, much remains to de done 
to consolidate and strengthen civil society’s participation in these mechanisms, 
decentralise them, and deepen their representative nature so that they become forums 
for genuine and effective dialogue, negotiation and agreement on proposals. This is of 
vital importance given that some members of civil society, particularly representatives 
of the rural sector, feel that their proposals are not taken into account in these forums.  
 
The lack of information and clarity about projects and programmes and the status of 
their implementation has rendered the PRSP relatively intangible, especially in 
Honduras. The weak articulation and lack of coherence between successive 
development proposals and the absence of input and output indicators against which 
to measure progress further compounds this intangibility. The absence of a 
comprehensive pro-poor development strategy for the rural sector means that PRSP 
programmes and projects have had little impact. Thus, there is an urgent need for the 
PRSP to result in visible programmes and projects that genuinely address the needs of 
the rural population and which involve them in the process. If this is not forthcoming, 
the advances already made in mobilising communities and civil society around the 
PRSP risk being lost.  
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4.2 Progress in the Implementation of the PRS in Honduras 
 
The impact to date of the Honduran PRS has been low. Of the 16 intermediate 
indicators, targets for only three were met in 2002 (see Table 4.2a): social 
expenditure, the percentage of the population living in extreme poverty and the net 
coverage in basic education. 
 
 

Table 4.2a                                        STATUS OF PRS INDICATORS AND TARGETS 

PRS Target Results 
Goal Indicator (base year) 

Base 
year 
Value 2001 2002 2001 2002 

Target 
met in 
2002 

Economic Growth Real GDP growth (2000)1 5.0 3.5 4 2.6 2.7 No 
Per Capita GDP growth Per Capita GDP Growth  (2000) 2 2.6 1.5 1.6 0.2 0.3 No 
Social Expenditure % of total expenditure (2000) 3 44 45 46 47 49 Yes 

Poverty rate (1999) 4 66 63 61.5 64.4 63.9 No Reduce poverty by 24 
percentage points Extreme poverty rate (1999) 4 49 47 45 47.4 45.0 Yes 
Double net pre-basic 
education coverage (through 
5 years)  

Pre-basic school coverage rate 
(1999) 4 32.9 33.5 36.0 31.9 32.5 No 
Net enrolment 1st and 2nd cycle 
(2000) 4 89.8 87 88 91.7 88.9 Yes 

95% net coverage in the first 
two cycles of basic education   

Gross enrolment 1st to 2nd cycle 
(1999) 4 106.6 105 104 106.2 104.4 No 

70% net coverage in the third 
cycle of basic education  

Net enrolment (except over-age) in 
3rd cycle of basic education (1999) 4 24.2 34.0 37.0 31.0 30.9 No 
Net enrolment (except over-age) in 

fied Cycle (10Diversi th to 12th  
grade)5  (1999) 4 12.4 n.d. n.d. 12.0  17.5  n.d. 

50% of emerging population 
completes secondary 
education  

Gross enrolment Common and 
Diversified Cycle (1999) 4 29.9 n.d. n.d. 38.4 40.7 n.d. 
Infant mortality rate / 1,000 live 
births (1996) 5 36 32 31 34 .0 n.d. No (2001) 

Reduce infant mortality and 
under 5 mortality rates by 
half  Under 5 mortality rate (per 1,000 

live births) (1996) 5 48 44 43 45 .0 n.d. No (2001) 
Reduce malnutrition in 
children under 5 by half Child malnutrition rate (1996) 5 37.8 38 36 32.9  n.d . 

Yes 
(2001) 

Reduce maternal mortality by 
half 

Maternal mortality rate per 100,000 
live births (1996) 6 147 143 138 108 .0 n.d.  

Yes 
(2001) 

% of population with access to 
potable water3  (1999) 4  81 82 84 n.d. 81.3  No 

95% access to potable water 
and sanitation  

% of population with access to 
excreta elimination systems (1999) 4  70.2 71 72 69.4  67.6  No 
HDI relative to gender (1999) 7 0.64 0.65 0.65 0.62  0.63  No Raise the human 

development index of women 
by 20% 

Gender empowerment index  
(1999) 7 0.45 0.46 0.47 0.45  0.45  No 
% of area with forest coverage 
(1996) 8 50.7 54 55 n.d. 53.0  No 
% prioritised protected areas with 
management plans (1996) 8 26.0 30 40 n.d. 19.0   No 

Implement sustainable 
development strategy 

Air pollution in urban centres 
(ug/m3 of PTS) (2000) 9 620.0  618.8 583.9 n.d. 653.7   No 

Base year is 2000 or the closest year for which information is available.  
Sources: 1. BCH. 2. Estimate based on information from INE and BCH. 3. UPEG / SEFIN. 4. EHPM / INE. 5. ENSF. 6. Health in 
Numbers 1997 – 2001. Ministry of Health. 7. Human Development Report (UNDP). 8. COHDEFOR, based on the National System 
of Prioritised Protected Areas. 9. CESSCO. 
Source:  Informe de Avance y Actualización de la Estrategia de Reducción de la Pobreza, Borrador, Diciembre 2003, p.16 
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Targets set for the percentage of the population living below the poverty line, water 
and sanitation, gender, environmental management, and pre-school and secondary 
school coverage have not been met, while information is not provided on the other 
indicators. Such performance indicates that efforts need to be doubled if Honduras is 
to reach the Millennium Development Goals. 
 
The level of implementation of PRS programmes and projects has been very low with 
only 54.5% of the total budget for 2001 and 42.2% of the budget for 2002 
implemented.    
 

TABLE  4.2B   PRS IMPLEMENTATION,  2001-2002, COMPARED TO ORIGINAL PROGRAMMING 
(US $ Millions)49

Implemented Original 
PRSP US$ millions Percentages PROGRAMMATIC AREA  

2001 2002 2001 2002 2001 2002 

1. Accelerating Equitable and Sustainable Economic Growth 0.0 6.8 0.1 0.8  11.8 

Strengthening investments and improving their efficiency 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.4  17.4 

Improving competitive access to international markets  0.0 0.6 0.1 0.0  0.0 
Supporting the development of sectors with high productivity 
potential  0.0 3.9 0.0 0.4  10.3 

2. Reducing Poverty in Rural Areas 94.1 68.1 73.0 75.0 77.6 110.1 

Improving equitable and secure access to land  7.8 14.5 9.4 10.1 120.5 69.7 

Sustainable development in priority areas  2.5 4.5 0.2 0.0 8.0 0.0 

Improving the competitiveness of small-scale rural economies 78.1 35.4 13.6 30.3 17.4 85.6 

Improving social conditions in rural areas  5.7 13.7 49.8 34.7 873.7 253.3 

3. Reducing Urban Poverty 77.7 73.6 15.3 10.8 19.7 14.7 

Developing micro-, small and medium-scale enterprises 26.6 31.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Developing intermediate cities 1.1 3.8 0.1 0.7 9.1 18.4 

Supporting social housing 19.0 13.4 6.5 1.6 34.2 11.9 

Access to basic services in priority areas 31.0 24.6 8.7 8.5 28.1 34.6 

4. Investing in Human Capital  94.8 154.3 72.5 52.1 76.5 33.8 

Greater educational coverage and better quality education  59.7 107.6 16.6 15.7 27.8 14.6 

Greater access to health services, and better quality health care 33.8 45.0 55.5 36.4 164.2 80.9 

Cultural wealth and national identity  1.3 1.7 0.3 0.0 23.1 0.0 

5. Strengthening Social Protection for Specific Groups  33.8 35.7 22.9 10.6 67.8 29.7 

Social security networks 26.4 24.0 21.5 9.7 81.4 40.4 

Gender equity and equality  5.9 5.5 1.3 0.9 22.0 16.4 

Development of ethnic groups 1.5 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6. Guaranteeing the sustainability of the strategy  42.7 41.1 3.2 10.9 7.5 26.5 

Strengthening accountability and participatory democracy  14.9 14.9 0.1 2.8 0.7 18.8 

Strengthening justice and citizen security  1.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Modernising public administration and decentralisation  2.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Improving environmental protection and risk management  24.1 23.0 3.1 8.1 12.9 35.2 

Total Programmes and projects1 343.1 379.6 186.9 160.1 54.5 42.2 
1The total amount allocated to the original programming did not include the provision of 5% for operationalising and monitoring the 
PRS. For this reason, there is a slight difference between the total amounts in this table and the pervious one. Source: SEFIN 

                                                 
49  Honduran Government, Informe de Avance y Actualización Estrategia de Reducción de Pobreza, Borrador para Discusión 
Final, October 2003, p.20 
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The March 2003 draft of the First Progress Report indicates that a lot of progress was 
made in the implementation of the rural poverty reduction pillar. However, a large 
proportion of what was spent was on rural infrastructure, such as roads, bridges and 
irrigation, much of which was already in place prior to the PRS. In addition, the PRS 
itself does not place a strong emphasis on infrastructure. The predominant perception 
among peasant organisations is that there has been very little support on the ground in 
terms of technical assistance to help stimulate production and improved access to 
finance and land while they confirm that much activity has taken place in the area of 
infrastructure.  

Financial constraints partly explain the poor implementation. Honduras has been off-
track with the IMF since 2002, which Oxfam50 has estimated to have cost the country 
US$194 million in foregone interim debt relief and budget support for the PRS. 
Poorer than expected economic performance due to the world recession and the coffee 
crisis has also affected the government’s financial capacity to implement the strategy. 
As a result, implementation was limited to already existing programmes and projects, 
with very few new programmes emerging from the PRS process.  
 
Weak government capacity is also a significant factor in the low implementation 
levels. The March version of the Progress Report indicates that in 2002 only 55% of 
funds already programmed prior to 2001 were absorbed51. Between 2000 and 2002, 
US$81.7 million was received in debt relief, of which only US$67.7 was executed. A 
number of reasons have been put forward for this weak implementation capacity. One 
of the most important is the political nature of public employment, which significantly 
constrains policy continuity and the development of institutional capacity. Thus, the 
change in government in 2002 and the corresponding change in staff led to the 
disruption of the process. The PRS was drawn up by the previous administration but 
the new government developed its own plan, which, as seen in the previous chapter, 
interprets the strategy differently. Moreover, the projects and programmes in the PRS 
were elaborated in general terms and were not well defined or costed. 
 
The information provided in the Progress Report is general, confusing, incomplete 
and technical. This is a serious obstacle to effective civil society monitoring and 
participation as the details of projects and programmes, their location and their 
beneficiaries are unclear52. For example, the March draft of the Progress Report 
asserts that financial implementation in 2002 for the pillar relating to reducing rural 
poverty was US$61.2 million, while in the October draft the figure is US$75 million. 
Similarly, ten of the eighty priority municipalities have been chosen to commence the 
decentralised implementation of the PRS but no information is provided on indicators 
for these municipalities or on the programmes and projects that are to be implemented 
in them. A recent meeting between civil society and various government entities, the 
aim of which was to set sectoral targets, highlighted the lack of progress that had been 
made in this respect and revealed a serious lack of coordination and understanding 
among the various government entities in relation to the implementation and 
monitoring of the PRS53.  

                                                 
50 Oxfam (2003), The IMF and the Millennium Goals: Failing to Deliver for Low Income Countries, p.19 
51 UNAT (2003a), Informe de Avances y Actualización Estrategia de Reducción de Pobreza, Borrador para Discusión, March 
2003, p.10 
52 This is based on the information provided in the Draft Progress Report on the Implementation of  the PRS, versions March and 
October 2003, which were the basis for civil society consultation.  
53 The Social Cabinet and Consultative Council for Poverty Reduction Workshop, 4/12/03 
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The impact of measures to reduce rural poverty is perceived as poor but this is not 
reflected in the Report. Information in the report is descriptive and does not provide 
the critical analysis necessary for promoting effective dialogue between the various 
actors. A principal weakness of the PRS is that implementation targets against which 
progress can be measured have not yet been set for most of the components of the six 
pillars. For example, targets have not been set for the number of landless peasants that 
are to benefit from increased access to land, the number of titles that are to be issued 
or the amount of credit that is to be made available within the system.  
 
Measures taken to increase access to land have declined drastically yet this is not 
critically assessed in the Progress Report. The number of landless peasants in 
Honduras is estimated at between 100,000 and 300,00054. The Progress Report55 lists 
a number of activities that have been carried out to address this issue, including land 
redistribution, land titling and the use of market measures such as PACTA56. The 
impression given is that progress has been made in this area. However, the reality is 
very different. As can been seen from Figure 4.2 land redistribution has dramatically 
declined. Land titling in terms of both the number of titles (10,237) and hectares 
(52,680) is very low compared to the titling that took place in the period 1998-2002, 
which averaged at 18,746 titles and 148,658 hectares57. The Progress Report does not 
critically discuss this. The land issue was repeatedly raised in discussions held with 
peasants and their representatives during the course of this study. They feel that land 
reform has disappeared from the government’s agenda and the issue led to some 
peasants’ representatives withdrawing from the consultation process for the 
formulation of the Agricultural Sector Plan as they felt that their proposals were not 
being taken into account.   
 
PACTA is presented as a solution for increasing access to land but to date only 168 
families have benefited from it and a critical analysis is not provided of the difficulties 
encountered with the programme, such as the low level of participation of banks in the 
process and the difficulties peasants are having in meeting payments on the land: 
 
“We are only realising now that the banks are earning 1,033.33 lempiras58 a day in 
interest while our association is only earning 500.00 lempiras a day, which means 
that we are not able to make the repayments we committed to”59

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
54 Statistical information on land tenancy is weak since various institutions produce their own statistics, which are sometimes  
contradictory. For example, INA’s  Memoria 2002 estimates the number of landless families to be 326,000, while COCOCH 
estimates them at 300,000, PRONADERS at 65,000 and the PRS at 118,000. 
55 (UNAT) Informe de Avance y Actualización de la Estrategia de ReduccIón de la Pobreza, diciembre del 2003, p.24 
56 Pilot programme for promoting access to land based on market measures funded by the World Bank and implemented with the 
support of the FAO. 
57 Data calculated on the basis of information from INA (2003) Memoria 2002, and INA (2001) Programas y Proyectos 1998-
2001, (INA: Tegucigalpa). 
58 18 Lempiras = US$1   
59 PACTA (2003), Sistematización de Experiencia Programa PACTA, Segundo Borrador, p.3 
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Figure 4.2 Land Titling (Reformed Sector) Honduras
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A large proportion of the expenditure considered to be contributing to the reduction of 
rural poverty is accounted for by infrastructure projects such as bridges, roads and 
irrigation systems. The Progress Report presents the fact that 9,000 hectares are under 
irrigation as an achievement. However, information on the beneficiaries of this 
measure is not provided and the distributional aspect of the investment has been  
questioned since it is felt that it disproportionately benefits large producers. Similarly, 
measures such as writing off the agricultural debt owed by a handful of large farmers 
have been controversial and viewed as subsidising the rich while peasants are being 
neglected. As one peasant leader noted: 
 
“4000 million lempiras in debt was written off to the benefit of a handful of large 
landowners, many of them members of Congress, while we had to fight for 500 million 
lempiras in credit funds for small farmers” (COCOCH). 
 
The large majority of peasants interviewed during the course of this study feel that 
public resources only benefit large producers while small producers continue to be 
ignored and are getting poorer and poorer. 

“We are no longer talking about poverty but misery” (UTC) 
 
Peasants at local level see very little support from the government and many critical 
issues are not dealt with in the Progress Report. According to the report, 
PRONADERS and the various programmes it encompasses reach 95,872 families, or 
569,232 individuals, but a critical analysis of the effectiveness of these programmes in 
reducing poverty is not provided. Discussions about the impact of these programmes 
with peasants and peasant leaders revealed the dominant perception to be that they 
raised a lot of expectations but are not delivering results. They are also perceived to 
be politically manipulated and there is little confidence about their transparency60. 
Many peasants feel that they have been used to justify the existence of programmes 
because the proposals they present to them do not materialize. Similarly, peasant 
women do not feel progress has been made in increasing their access to land, finance, 
housing or technical assistance61.   
                                                 
60 These opinions were expressed in a workshop with  members of Popol Nah Tun, and in interviews with the UTC, COCOCH, 
Via Campesina and OCAHDENAS. 
61 Expressed by over 170 women from grass-roots organisations in workshops held with COMFEMUN member organisations in  
6 regions of Honduras 
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Issues relating to the institutionality of rural development policy are not dealt with in 
the report either. There is frustration and disappointment that PRONADERS has not 
fulfilled the role intended for it, which was to develop, advocate and lead rural 
development policy. Rather, it has become more of a project-implementing agency 
whose capacity has been weakened by high staff turnover. The lack of coordination 
between different government institutions is reflected in some programmes within 
PRONADERS, which duplicate the activities of other government institutions in the 
areas of water and sanitation, electrification and road maintenance. Similarly, it is felt 
that the original mandate, approach and target groups of some of the rural 
development projects, such as PRONADEL, have changed overtime and are not 
reaching the poorest and therefore need to be refocused. Peasant groups and donors 
have felt the absence of strong institutional leadership. Frustration in relation to the 
low level of impact of the PRS is captured in the answer given by one peasant when 
asked about monitoring the strategy: 
 
“What is there to monitor?”(OCAHDENAS) 
 
Little has been implemented in terms of programmes and projects to improve gender 
equity and the gender targets set out in the PRS have not been met. Only two projects 
have been financed: one to support rural women to increase food production and one 
relating to the integral development of women. While some municipal level Offices 
for Women’s Affairs have been opened, they do not have the resources necessary to  
fulfil their mandate. The most significant progress made has been support for the 
institutional framework at national level seen in the participation of the National 
Institute for Women (INAM) in monitoring the implementation of the PRS, and the 
development of gender disaggregated indicators. However, the women’s groups 
consulted during this study feel that much more needs to be done to strengthen the 
gender focus in the PRS and to correct the strategy’s current tendency to promote the 
stereotypical role of women, seen in measures such as the voluntary participation of 
women in the preparation of food for school nutritional programmes.   
   
A description of the role of the various government institutions in the PRS process 
can be found in Honduras’ Poverty Reduction Strategy and the First Progress Report, 
and will not be repeated here62. Instead, an analysis will be provided of the 
institutionalisation of the PRS process and the implications of this. 
 
At central government level, institutional structures have been created to support the 
prioritisation, coordination and funding of poverty reduction measures. The Social 
Cabinet63 is responsible for coordinating the PRS and is assisted by the Inter-
institutional Technical Group64 (GTI), which coordinates the Sectoral Working 
Groups (discussed below) and defines priorities with donors. These structures offer 
the possibility of improving coordination between the different government entities in 
relation to policies and priority programmes and projects. This is of crucial 

                                                 
62 See Chapter 6 of the PRS and the Draft Progress Report of October 2003. 
63 The Social Cabinet is composed of the Ministers of State for Education; Health; Labor and Social Security; Agriculture and 
Livestock; Culture, Arts and Sports; as well as the Minister-Director of FHIS; the Executive Director of INA; and the Minister of 
Technical and International Cooperation. It is coordinated by the President of the Republic, and in his absence by the Minister of 
the Presidency. Other Ministers of State and heads of decentralized entities participate on specific issues.   
64 The Inter-institutional Technical Group (GTI) consists of the Vice Ministers of the President’s Office; Finance; Interior and 
Justice; Education; Health; Public Works, Transport and Housing; Agriculture and Livestock; Tourism; Industry and Trade; 
Security; Foreign Affairs; FHIS; PRAF; the National Institute of Statistics, the National Institute for Women; and the Secretary 
for International Cooperation. 
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importance given the proliferation of government entities and programmes which 
have overlapping mandates and lack coherence and effectiveness. An ongoing 
challenge for donors is to ensure that they engage at the highest political level on 
issues of poverty reduction, both bilaterally and collectively, in order to ensure that 
poverty reduction retains a prominent position on the national agenda and that these 
structures function effectively. 
     
The Ministry of the Presidency, through the Technical Support Unit (UNAT) provides 
technical support to the Social Cabinet, the GTI and the Consultative Council in 
relation to the PRS. It facilitates inter-institutional cooperation and coordinates 
monitoring and evaluation with other state institutions such as the National Institute of 
Statistics. A strong technical unit and related support institutions is a key element for 
keeping poverty reduction on the agenda.   

The principle of civil society participation is being established, as seen in the fact that 
consultations were held for the formulation of the PRS, the First Progress Report, and 
the Agricultural Sector Plan. However, frustration and disappointment has surrounded 
these processes with many participants feeling that their contributions are not taken 
into account. The women’s movement feel that they have faced a double battle with 
civil society and the government in trying to get their voice heard. Members of the 
peasant movement feel frustrated that their concerns were not considered, especially 
in relation to land reform, access to finance and technical assistance. Therefore, 
although structures exist to facilitate participation, they are not yet living up to the 
expectations of many civil society actors, particularly those representing marginalized 
groups.    
 
The Poverty Reduction Fund was created in 2002 to identify expenditures within the 
national budget for the Poverty Reduction Strategy. This Fund allows for civil society 
participation via the Consultative Council, which is composed of representatives from 
central government, local government, civil society and international observers65. The 
Council provides civil society with the opportunity to formulate concrete proposals 
for the implementation of poverty reduction projects, and more importantly, to 
leverage national policy and budgetary allocations in favour of poverty reduction. A 
significant recent development is the proposal to reformulate the budgetary 
framework for the PRS. This involves taking a more holistic look at all budget 
resources allocated to poverty reduction, whether financed by debt relief, international 
aid or domestic resources. At present, only external funds are considered. This 
proposal provides civil society, through the Consultative Council and the Budget 
Commission, with significantly more leverage to influence government resources in 
favour of poverty reduction activities. 
 
The Consultative Council needs to be improved internally, especially in relation to 
issues of representation. In some cases representatives are responsible for more than 
one sector, which have different interests; for example, one person represents both 

                                                 
65 Government Representatives (6 members): the coordinator of the Social Cabinet and the Ministers of Finance, Education, 
Health, Natural Resources and the Interior. Civil Society Representatives (5 members): one representative each for the 
following sectors: (i) workers and peasant organizations; (ii) women, youth and children organizations, (iii) private sector 
including small and medium sized businesses and the social economy, (iv) traditional leaders, ethnic and community 
organizations; and (v) national NGOs. Local Government (1 member): a representative of the Honduran Association of 
Municipalities. International Development Cooperation (2 Observers): members from bilateral and multilateral cooperation.  
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peasants and workers. Likewise one person represents women, children and youth. 
Even within a given sector, adequate and effective representation is difficult to 
achieve as each sector is composed of different national organisations. The peasant 
sector, for example, is composed of three different peasant networks. Representational 
difficulties are further compounded by the low levels of communication between 
umbrella, national and local organisations, which hampers coordination and consensus 
reaching among them.  
  
The first two issues suggest that a review of the make-up of the Council is necessary 
in order to assess the feasibility of increasing the number of civil society 
representatives. The third issue requires strengthening the capacity of umbrella 
organisations, its members and grass roots groups, to engage in regular dialogue on 
PRS issues. It is also necessary to develop civil society’s confidence in the Council as 
representatives are concerned that their proposals are not being taken into account. 
Significant limitations in this respect have been the absence of new programmes due 
to funding difficulties, and the lack of progress made on key policy issues where civil 
society interests diverge from those of the government, such as is the case with Land 
Reform. Developing confidence in the structure requires political will from the 
government, moral support from the donor community and more concrete proposals 
from civil society. A proposal has recently been tabled for the creation of local and 
regional Consultative Councils to support the decentralisation of the PRS.   
 
The National Institute for Women (INAM) is a key organisation to ensuring that 
gender issues are mainstreamed in national policies. The institutional basis for this is 
set out in the National Policy for Women, the Plan for Equality of Opportunities 
(2002-2007), and in relation to the agricultural sector, in the Strategy for Gender 
Equity in Honduran Agriculture. INAM participated actively in the sectoral reviews 
of the Progress Report on the implementation of the PRS.  

A move to a Sector Wide Approach (SWAP) is seen as the next step in facilitating the 
implementation of the PRS and for coordinating donor support66. Although the 
process is at an early stage, the following five areas are proposed: (1) Health, (2) 
Education, (3) Water, (4) Agro-Forestry and (5) Security and Justice. SWAPs in 
education and health are well advanced with the advent of the Education for All 
Programme and the Global Fund for HIV/AIDS. The Sectoral Plan for Agriculture 
and Rural Areas 2003-2021 is intended to be the reference document for developing 
the Agro-Forestry Plan over the coming months, which will come into operation in 
2005. A key concern is that coherence will be maintained between the PRS, the 
Government Plan and the Sectoral Plans, and that SWAPs retain a strong emphasis on 
poverty reduction. 
 
The reorientation and reactivation of the Tripartite Sectoral Working Groups is the 
proposed mechanism for facilitating dialogue on SWAPs and the PRS. The Sectoral 
Groups, which originally emerged as a post-Mitch donor driven initiative, have not 
been functioning well since 2002, being used only for presenting information such as 
the Government Plan and the PRS Progress Report. It is intended that they be 
reoriented around the five Sectoral Plans. 

                                                 
66 SWAP (Sector Wide Approach) set out an overall strategy, priority programmes and funding requirements for a sector. Donors 
are normally expected to allocate funds to the resource envelop to meet the resource requirements, align their reporting 
requirements and programmes to this approach.   
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A number of issues are seen as key to ensuring the effectiveness of the Sectoral 
Groups. These include the need to: (i) clarify how civil society is to be effectively 
incorporated (ii) establish clear methodology and rules to ensure that the groups are 
inclusive and are used effectively for negotiating (iii) ensure strong leadership and 
commitment by the relevant ministries (iv) specify how cross-cutting issues and issues 
not included in the SWAPs are to be dealt with and (v) ensure coherency between the 
SWAPs, the PRS and the Government Development Plan 2002-2006. How the PRS 
and SWAPs are to be operationalized at local level must also be addressed.  
 
Another key issue is the slow progress made in developing mechanisms for the 
implementation of the PRS at local level. It  remains unclear how decentralisation will 
take effect and how national, regional, departmental and municipal level institutions 
will coordinate to ensure coherency in policy and the selection of priorities and the 
articulation of PRS programmes and projects with local demands. The Ministry of the 
Interior and Justice is responsible for coordinating the decentralisation process 
through its Programme for Decentralisation and Local Development (PRODDEL) and 
recently made available procedural guidelines for developing Municipal Plans that are 
coherent with the PRS. Every municipal government is expected to have developed 
plans in accordance with these guidelines by the end of 2004. In some departments, 
Departmental Development Committees, made up of departmental governors, 
municipal mayors and civil society representatives, have been set up or reactivated, 
and in some regions, groups of municipalities have joined forces to develop common 
plans. Meanwhile, civil society is developing Regional Poverty Reduction Strategies 
and has proposed the creation of regional and local Consultative Councils for 
prioritising PRS activities. While there is no shortage of initiatives at local level, 
much remains to be defined in terms of how these plans will be implemented and 
articulated and in relation to the mechanisms that will be employed to reconcile 
institutional and local demands.     
 
In addition to the uncertainty concerning the structures at local level for the 
implementation of the PRS, civil society participation has also been hampered 
through a lack of information. The Progress Report prioritises ten out of the eighty 
priority rural municipalities for the immediate decentralisation of the PRS. However, 
these municipalities are not named and there is no information on what has been 
achieved to date at municipal level. Furthermore, it should be noted that there are 
differing opinions in relation to whether the PRS should be implemented in priority 
areas (the poorest areas) or whether it should be implemented throughout the whole 
country.  
 
The identification of intermediate impact indicators is the main development in 
relation to the follow-up and monitoring of the PRS. These indicators allow for 
disaggregated information according to region, rural and urban areas, and gender. 
However, concrete targets for them have not yet been set.  
 
 
4.3 Progress in the Implementation of the SGPRS in Nicaragua 
 
Although a higher level of progress has been made in the implementation of the 
SGPRS in Nicaragua, the government stated in the Second Progress Report of 
October 2003 that implementation of the strategy had suffered a number of setbacks. 
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Primary among these was the absence of an agreement with the IMF until December 
2002 and the need to implement severe fiscal measures in order to reach this 
agreement. The adverse international environment, the expenses generated by the 
fight against corruption and lower than expected economic growth also affected 
implementation levels. 
  
In addition to not having access to concessional aid due to the absence of a Poverty 
Reduction and Growth Facility (PRGF) agreement with the IMF in 2001 (which 
meant that Nicaragua did not receive any budget support in 2002), some of the IMF’s 
conditionalities worked against the implementation of the strategy and the reduction 
of poverty. Among the measures which had to be implemented in order to reach the 
agreement, the most important related to controlling the fiscal deficit, for which 
public spending had to be reduced and revenue increased through tax reforms, some 
of which impacted negatively on the poor67. As in the case of Honduras, the adverse 
international environment contributed to the fact that the Nicaraguan economy did not 
grow at the rate expected when the SGPRS was drawn up (3.4%). In 2002, the 
economy grew by 1% compared to 2001 and in 2003 GDP grew by only 2.3%68.  
 
Finally, implementation of the SGPRS has also been negatively affected by the huge 
domestic debt burden and the low institutional capacity of the government to 
implement the programmes and projects set out in the strategy. In the last two years 
Nicaragua has received a total of US $480.9 million in interim external debt relief. Of 
the US$239.0 million received in 2002, 70% was allocated to the Balance of 
Payments, while 58.3% of the US $241.9 million received in 2003 was also reserved 
for this purpose69.  This reveals that in the case of Nicaragua, not all debt relief funds 
are being allocated to the reduction of poverty, which runs contrary to the principles 
of the HIPC II initiative.   
 
In general, the biggest achievements highlighted by the government in the Second 
Progress Report concern the macroeconomic situation and the fight against 
corruption. Thus, the implementation of IMF conditionalities and the signing of the 
PRGF agreement, the imprisonment of ex-president Arnoldo Alemán, the creation of 
an anti-corruption fund and the formulation of the Plan for the Fight against 
Corruption and the Prevention of Crimes are presented as the most important 
advances to date.    
 
According to the Second Progress Report, there was a general improvement in social 
indicators during the second year of implementation of the SGPRS. However, 
although some small progress has been made, the achievements of the SGPRS to date 
have been quite limited, as official data shows (see Table 4.3). 
 
Although there is no data on poverty and extreme poverty for 2002 and 2003 due to 
the fact that LSMS and Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) were not carried out 
during this period, the government asserts that poverty levels could have remained the 
same or even increased in this period, especially in rural areas, where 27.4% of the 
population is extremely poor, according to data from the 2001 LSMS70. This is 
                                                 
67 The tax reforms contained some measures that mainly affect consumers 
68 Nicaraguan Government (2003), Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy, Second Progress Report, (Managua), 
p.5 
69 Ibid, p.32 
70 Ibid, p.51 
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attributed only to low economic growth and a negative GDP per-capita growth in 
2002 and 2003.   
 

 
Table 4.3   Nicaragua: Progress of the SGPRS in reaching Intermediate Indicators in 200271

 
Indicator (percentage) 

Base 
year 
1999 

Target 
2002 

Current 
2002 

Meeting 
Targets in 
percents 4/

1. Central Government Spending on Poverty  53.1 51.63/ 97.0 
2. Growth of the GDP 7.4 3.7 1.0 27.0 
       
3. Net Rate of Primary Schooling 75.0 79.3 84.7 107.0 
4. Third Grade Promotion Rate in Rural Schools 76.6 79.6 71.8 90.0 
5. Students who finish primary school in six years 32.0 38.0 38.5 101.0 
6. Implement National System for Academia Evaluation 

... In Effect 
In 
Implement  

7. Net Rate of Preschool Schooling 26.0 29.0 27.9 96.0 
8. Multi-grade Rural Schools with Six Grades 29.0 41.0 40 98.0 
9. Construction or repair of primary school classrooms, 

annually  977 490 663 135.0 
       
10. Institutional Births 47.0 55.9 49.9 89.0 
11. Prenatal Care  71.6 81.4 70.5 87.0 
12. Early Detection of Pregnancy (prenatal care in the 

first trimester of the pregnancy) 31.9 38.9 31.8 82.0 
       
 Vaccination coverage     
13. 1 dose of BCG 99.0 99.0 93.2 94.0 
14. 3 doses of polio vaccine  91.0 92.0 85.3 93.0 
15. 3 doses 5-in-1 (pentavalent) 7.0 91 84.7 93.0 
16. Polio Vaccine in children from 12-23 months 1/ 83.8  85.7  
17. Incidence of diarrhoea in children under 5 years 1/ 21.9 n.d. 24.8 n.d. 
18. Incidence of Respiratory Infections, children under 5 

years 1/ 27.3 n.d. 23.7 n.d. 
      
19. Unmet demand for Family Planning services for 

Women with a partner between 15 and 19 years old 2/  27.1 n.d. 19.8 n.d. 
20. Unmet demand for Family Planning services for 

Women with a partner between 20 and 24 years old 2/ 19.7 n.d. 17.0 n.d. 
21. Access to Reproductive Health Services for Women 

of Child-bearing age 21.0 22.0 24.7 112.0 
       
22. Nicaragua’s Environmental Plan ... Approved Approved  
       
23. Chronic Malnutrition among children under 5 years 1/ 19.9 n.d. 17.8 n.d. 
       
24. National Coverage of Drinking Water 66.5 71.0 72.8 103.0 
25. Access to Safe Water in Rural Settlements  39.0 48.2 49.8 103.0 
26. National Access to Sewage Services 1/  84.1  86.2  
27. Access to Sewage Services in Urban Settlements 33.6 35.8 32.7 91.0 
       
28. Illiteracy rate (older than 10 years) 1/ 19.0 n.d. 18.7 n.d. 
29. Average Number of Years in School, Children from 

10 to 19 years 1/ 4.6 n.d. 4.9 n.d 
1/: This indicator does not have a predetermined target for 2002, since it is from the LSMS. Data refers to 2001.   
2/: This indicator does not have a predetermined target for 2002, since it is from the DHS. Data refers to 2001.   
3/: Includes expenses in poverty linked to Mitch.  
4/: It is considered that the indicator has been reached if the percentage is 97% or over.  
Note: Indicators from 17 to 20, 23 and 28 demonstrate improvements with percentages decreasing 
Source: SECEP, BCN, MINSA, MECD, INEC, ENACAL and MAGFOR. 

 
                                                 
71 Nicaraguan Government (2003), Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy, Second Progress Report, (Managua), 
p.52 
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It is estimated that only eight of the twenty nine intermediate indicators will be met, 
there is no data on the execution of seven, while progress in the remaining fourteen is 
not sufficient to meet the target set for 201572. As can be seen in Table 4.3, most 
progress in reaching the intermediate indicators has been made in the education 
sector, due to the importance given to this sector in the SGPRS itself, while progress 
in the health sector has been considerably lower, with only one of the indicators  
being met. Given that the SGPRS targets are actually quite modest, these are not very 
inspiring results – most of the targets have not been met and those that have been met 
are not sufficient to reduce poverty.  
 
Acknowledging the low level of progress in meeting the indicators, the government 
emphasizes the importance of higher GDP growth and asserts that a growth rate of 
more than 5% is necessary in order to meet the targets in 2015 or else a lower growth 
rate during a longer timeframe73.  As seen in the preceding chapter, the government 
presents the National Development Plan as the answer to this challenge, while civil 
society continues to demand that its proposals, made during the formulation of the 
SGPRS, be taken into account, specifically in the formulation of the SGPRS II.  
 
In relation to the rural productive sector, one of the most important achievements 
highlighted is the reduction of the impact of the fall in coffee prices, through the 
implementation of the “Libra por Libra” programme, which distributed improved 
basic grain seeds (maize and beans) and fertilizers to peasants in specific regions of 
the country. According to the report, the production of basic grains increased by more 
than 10% in 2002 and contributed to attenuating the effects of falling coffee prices74. 
In addition to this programme, 10,000 small producers benefited from the distribution 
of metallic silos. However, the report does not name the municipalities in which these 
programmes were executed, nor does it provide information on the target set for the 
number of  beneficiaries and the target actually reached.  
 
The electrification of rural areas and a higher level of coordination between the Rural 
Credit Fund (FCR) and other programmes for the provision of credit to small 
producers are also mentioned as constituting progress made in rural areas. However,  
there is no information on the number of peasants who have been benefited from these 
measures. Likewise, the establishment and consolidation of a network of 
intermediaries is presented as another measure to improve the provision of financial 
services for small producers but very little information is provided in relation to this.  
 
Other measures of progress highlighted in the Progress Report include the passing of 
laws that will have an impact on the rural sector. Of particular note is the Law for the 
Creation of a Social Fund for Housing to improve living conditions in rural areas. 
Although the law and a loan for the programme have been approved, it has still not 
been implemented. Other activities carried out include the implementation of 
technology and agricultural education programmes covering areas such as research 
and technology transfer, the creation of credit funds, marketing and the creation of 
agricultural information systems.    
 
                                                 
72 CCER (2003), Evaluación del avance y la implementación de la ERCERP en Nicaragua a dos años de su aprobación, 
(Managua), p.20. The CCER highlights that these are government and World Bank projections 
73 Nicaraguan Government (2003), Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy, Second Progress Report, (Managua), 
p.5 
74 Ibid, p.40 
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The report never mentions the issue of land and access to land for poor people. No 
mention is made of progress in relation to land titling in the narrative part of the report 
while in the annexes it is revealed that the process of land demarcation and titling has 
commenced in six indigenous communities on the Atlantic Coast, an uninspiring level 
of progress after two years of implementation of the SGPRS. Unfortunately, 
insecurity in land tenancy continues to be addressed from the perspective of the 
impact on private investment and not in terms of the impact it has on the lives of the 
rural poor. The approval of a Credit Agreement for the Development of the Land 
Administration Project, the formulation of a draft Framework for Land Policies and 
the process of setting up the Directorate-General for Land are other advances cited.   
 
In relation to food security, the only activities mentioned are the publication of reports 
by the Food Security Unit and the continuation in 2003 of production, marketing, and 
post-harvest management programmes on the Atlantic Coast, implemented by the 
Supplementary Social Fund (FSS) and the Social Investment Fund (FISE). These 
measures are insufficient given the huge problems in food security, exacerbated by the 
fall in coffee prices, in the poorest municipalities of the country. 
  
Although road infrastructure is a very important component of the first pillar of the 
SGPRS, the Second Progress Report does not mention progress, achievements and/or 
difficulties encountered in this area. It only mentions that follow-up has been given to 
disbursements for fifteen infrastructure rehabilitation subprojects as part of the effort 
to support the commercialisation of basic grains. It is not clear what this actually  
means in terms of the implementation of the projects.   
 
Lastly, the report refers to efforts made to strengthen the institutional capacity of 
public institutions in the rural sector and to improve coordination between them, and 
the formulation of the Agricultural and Forestry Policy as other measures taken to 
help reduce poverty in rural areas.  
 
Although the government asserts that “practically all of the measures set out in the 
SGPRS will promote equity”75, no resources were allocated to this cross-cutting issue 
and it does not appear among the other cross-cutting issues in the Second Progress 
Report. The measures set out in the SGPRS to tackle inequity focus on excluded 
groups, such as indigenous groups, orphans, disabled people and abused women; and 
include the revision of legislation governing the rights of indigenous people, children, 
adolescents, and adoptions, and the formulation of specific plans for each of these 
groups.  
 
In order to achieve greater equity between men and women, the SGPRS proposes to 
strengthen the Nicaraguan Institute for Women (INIM); to guarantee equitable access 
between men and women to the economic, social, cultural and political spheres 
through compliance with international agreements signed by the government; to 
prepare a national plan for the promotion of salary equity and a plan to assist rural 
women. However, almost no progress has been made in this respect: as of yet there is 
no plan to promote salary equity, with it still at the formulation stage, and no mention 
is made of the plan for rural women. The law for Equal Opportunities for Women has 
not been approved and due to the pressure of the Catholic Church, articles have been 

                                                 
75 Nicaraguan Government (2001), Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy,  (Managua), p.41 
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incorporated that reinterpret terms like gender and equality, amongst others76. Other 
measures to reduce the vulnerability of women are the National Plan Against 
Domestic Violence and Women’s Offices. There has been some progress made in the 
provision of specialized assistance to victims of intra-familial and sexual violence, the 
objective of which is the empowerment of women and to facilitate their access to 
justice. These activities have been carried out through the “Network of Services to 
Women, Children, and Adolescents - Victims and Survivors of Intra-familial and 
Sexual Violence” with the participation of the National Police, the Network of 
Women against Violence and the INIM. However, the government’s commitment to 
this project is questionable - it is not part of the National Budget and is being financed 
mainly with funds from international aid agencies and women’s organisations77. 
 
In relation to the reduction of environmental vulnerability, the most important 
advances to date include the improvement of the legal framework for the protection of 
the environment and to improve the exploitation of natural resources, with the 
incorporation of new laws and the modernisation of others; the creation of the 
National Fund for the Environment and the implementation of the National System 
for the prevention, mitigation and response to disasters. However, these measures 
have not yet resulted in a slow-down or reversal of the deterioration of the 
environment or in concrete solutions to the environmental crisis. The pressure on 
natural resources due to the economic crisis, policies that favour private investment 
over the protection of natural resources, and the absence of sanctions in the current 
legislation are some of the factors that continue to threaten Nicaragua’s environment. 
In the light of these problems and the high vulnerability of the country to natural 
disasters, the consequences of which are worse for poor people, it is striking that the 
SGPRS allocates only 4.2% (US $48.5 million) of the total budget for the period 
2002-2005 (US $1149.5 million) to the environment78.  
 
As an instrument for monitoring and evaluating the implementation and impact of the 
SGPRS, the Progress Report presents several weaknesses. As is the case in Honduras, 
the report is very general and at times incomplete; describing the progress made 
without providing an analysis of the real impact on the poor of the measures taken.   
As it will be shown further on in this chapter, the reality on the ground is that the 
SGPRS has had virtually no impact. In the majority of cases, there are no targets for 
the number of beneficiaries of the various projects and programmes and there is no 
information on the targets that have been reached. In only very few cases is 
information provided in relation to the regions or municipalities in which the activities 
were implemented. Although the budget is provided for each of the pillars and their 
components, the amount allocated to each of the different projects within the 
components and the amount actually executed is not provided, which hinders a 
genuine analysis and evaluation of the progress made in each project. In addition to 
the information gaps and the overly general nature of the report, it is also quite 
technical, especially in relation to the information provided on the fiscal 
implementation of the strategy. These shortcomings are obstacles to effective 
monitoring of the implementation and impact of the SGPRS by civil society.   
 

                                                 
76 CCER (2003), Evaluación del avance y la implementación de la ERCERP en Nicaragua a dos años de su aprobación, 
(Managua), p.52  
77 Ibid, p.52 
78 Nicaraguan Government (2001), Strengthened Growth and Poverty Reduction Strategy, (Managua), p.54 
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The Nicaraguan government prioritised thirty two municipalities for the 
implementation of the SGPRS. However, there are no indicators for these 
municipalities and it is difficult to clearly identify the programmes and projects that 
are being implemented in them. Furthermore, in June 2001 a pilot programme for the 
implementation of the strategy (Support Programme for the Implementation of the 
SGPRS - PAI)79 began in eleven of the thirty two prioritised municipalities. Although 
some SGPRS projects are being implemented in these municipalities there is no 
information as to what they are. In addition, despite the fact that the implementation 
and results of the PAI pilot programme are supposed to guide the implementation of 
the SGPRS in the other prioritised municipalities, the Progress Report does not 
directly refer to the progress made and impact of the programme to date. According to 
the CCER, progress made in the implementation of the PAI has been very weak, with 
only 14.5% (US$892.161) of the amount allocated to the component relating to pilot 
projects (US$6,148.000) executed in May 200380.   
 
The CCER and the Network for Local Development, together with seven civil society 
organisations working at local level, supported by the Institute for Nicaraguan Studies 
(IEN), have monitored the implementation of the PAI in three municipalities as part 
of a broader monitoring project of the SGPRS in a total of seven municipalities81. 
Special emphasis was placed on rural areas within the monitoring initiative. It is 
interesting to note civil society’s observations in relation to the implementation of the 
PAI since the programme reveals the approach being taken to the implementation of 
the SGPRS at local level as well as its real impact.  
 
The monitoring carried out by civil organisations revealed serious problems in the 
execution of the PAI, including delays in the implementation of community projects; 
pilotism; the concentration of activities in just one “model” municipality; the 
excessive concentration of the programme in certain areas within the same 
municipality; “the absence of an integral approach and the partiality of solutions or 
their minimization”82.  
 
The implementation of the PAI was concentrated in one “model” municipality, within 
which implementation is further concentrated in specific rural communities and urban 
areas. Another problem highlighted by civil society is the implementation of partial 
responses to problems. Examples include the donation of a silo or poultry to a family, 
without the complementary donation of seeds, or the hiring of health personnel as the 
only solution to problems in the health sector. This reveals that what is being 
implemented is not an integral municipal development strategy in all eleven 
municipalities, and cast doubts on the effective implementation of the SGPRS in the 
other twenty one priority municipalities.  
 

                                                 
79 Financed with a loan of just over US$10 million from the IADB, the programme was to be completed in May 2003. It has four 
components: institutional strengthening; pilot projects; citizen communication, participation and evaluation; monitoring, 
evaluation and administration.  
80 CCER (2003), Evaluación del avance y la implementación de la ERCERP en Nicaragua a dos años de aprobación, (Managua), 
p.42 
81 This project was supported by the German Technical Cooperation (GTZ), OXFAM and Catholic Relief Services (CRS), with 
support from the World Bank on capacity building in relation to monitoring. 
82 CCER (2003), Evaluación del avance y la implementación de la ERCERP en Nicaragua a dos años de su aprobación, 
(Managua), p.43 
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Other problems worth noting for their lack of vision in terms of poverty eradication 
include the purchase of agricultural inputs (hens, pigs, seeds, etc.) outside the 
municipality (they are bought at central level) and the non-utilization of local human 
resources. Instead of contributing to the generation of employment in the 
municipality, personnel for PAI projects and programmes are hired at central or 
regional level. These characteristics of the PAI programme reveal a welfare approach 
to poverty reduction rather than one of empowerment.  
 
Given that this programme is a model for the future implementation of the SGPRS in 
the remaining municipalities and that decentralisation is a cross-cutting issue of the 
strategy, it is worrying that decentralisation has not worked well in this pilot project,  
and underscores the need for increased efforts in this respect. The execution of the 
programme has been centralized in Managua and in line ministries, leaving little space 
for the participation of local governments and civil society. In addition, the lack of 
knowledge about SGPRS programmes and projects in line ministries at municipal and 
departmental level as well as among local governments and civil society organisations 
due, amongst other things, to the sectoral as opposed to territorial approach of the 
strategy, indicates the need for greater dissemination of the SGPRS at all levels and 
through every means possible.     
 
A survey was carried out in the seven municipalities where the monitoring project was 
implemented, the aim of which was to gather information in relation to the situation of 
poor people and their perceptions as to whether SGPRS projects and activities are 
contributing to the reduction of poverty83. According to the results of this survey poor 
people do not see any change in their situation as a result of the SGPRS. Some of the 
problems that continue to plague rural areas include low levels of production due to 
the lack of technical and financial assistance, few guaranteed outlets for marketing of 
produce, low prices for produce, and high levels of unemployment. Due to these 
problems, among others, food security is still a major issue. Access to education and 
health services is still insufficient, illiteracy rates have increased, affecting women in 
particular, and the vast majority of the population still does not have access to safe 
drinking water.  
 
The results of civil society monitoring of the PAI and the SGPRS should be taken into 
account in the design of the system for the decentralised implementation of the 
strategy. Some progress has been made towards the design of an effective model of 
decentralisation, territorial planning and participatory monitoring of the SGPRS, 
including the formulation of the Decentralisation Policy84, the approval in June 2003 
of the Law for Budget Transfers to Municipalities in Nicaragua, which grants 4% of 
tax revenues of the National Budget to the municipalities from 2004 onwards, and the 
design of a system for monitoring the SGPRS and strengthening Departmental and 
Regional Development Committees (National System of Coordination for the 
Participatory Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation of the SGPRS). This system 
should facilitate coordination between government entities and civil society in 
drawing up territorial plans and help to increase citizen participation. Since it is new, 
the efficiency of the system remains to be seen but it represents a significant step 

                                                 
83 CCER (2003c), Visión del País Julio/Agosto 2003, (Managua) 
84 The Decentralisation Policy has not yet been published at the time of writing  this document. Consultations were held for the 
design of the policy but the final document is not yet available  
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towards the decentralisation of the SGPRS. These official advances present a 
challenge for civil society in terms of capacity building of grass roots organisations 
and NGOs working at local level in order to ensure their participation in the decisions 
taken within the Regional and Departmental Committees and in the monitoring and 
evaluation process of the SGPRS.  
 
As in Honduras, SWAPs are being developed to guide the implementation of the 
SGPRS and to improve donor coordination. Until recently, coordination between 
donors in Nicaragua has been quite weak in comparison to Honduras and in 2003 the 
government set up four sectoral working groups and a global working group to 
coordinate efforts in the development and follow-up of policies. These working 
groups are: Production and Competitiveness; Infrastructure; Social - Health and 
Education; and Governance. As seen in the preceding chapter, progress has been 
made in the formulation of an Agricultural and Forestry sectoral policy and SWAPs 
are also being developed in Health and Education. Civil Society is also participating 
in these working groups. Given that these sectoral working groups are still new, their 
effectiveness in terms of increasing dialogue and coordination between the different 
actors in the definition of policies remains to be seen.  
 
The National Council for Economic and Social Planning (CONPES), a formal body 
with representation from trade unions, NGOs, Church groups, universities and the 
private sector, is still the main forum of dialogue at national level between the 
different sectors of civil society and the government. Within CONPES, a sub-
committee is responsible for monitoring and auditing the implementation of the 
SGPRS and for making recommendations and presenting proposals to the 
government. A drawback of CONPES in terms of effective participation of civil 
society organisations is that the government appoints its members. During the fourth 
period of sessions in 2003, political parties were excluded from the Council in order 
to allow for better representation of civil society but at the same time the number of 
representatives from the private sector was increased, and now account for almost half 
of the forty six members. The impact of CONPES on public policies has been 
questioned by various civil society actors who argue that the Council lost its relevance 
to Nicaraguan society during 2003. The model of civil society participation at national 
level in Honduras, the Consultative Council for the Poverty Reduction Fund, may 
offer better opportunities for more effective participation of civil society – even with 
its problems and weaknesses. Nevertheless, various civil society organisations are 
represented in CONPES, including the Civil Coordinator for the Emergency and 
Reconstruction (CCER), an umbrella organisation at national level with member 
organisations working at local level in various municipalities throughout the country, 
and which has been involved in and following the PRSP process closely; the National 
Union of Farmers; and the Women’s Network against Violence. It is important to 
strengthen the links between grassroots organisations and the local level member 
organisations of these umbrella groups in order to ensure that grassroots concerns and 
proposals reach CONPES and the government.  
 
Despite the problems within CONPES highlighted above, in general terms, the 
environment for citizen participation has improved under the current government. 
Consultations have been carried out with civil society at local and national level on 
the National Development Plan, the Decentralisation Policy, the National Health Plan 
and the Agricultural and Forestry Policy. Nevertheless, civil society continues to 
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demand that participation moves beyond mere consultation to a genuine process of 
consensus reaching and joint development of policies.  
 
 
4.4 Conclusion  
 
The impact of the PRSPs to date in accelerating the reduction of poverty has been 
disappointing. This is the result of lower than expected economic growth, lack of 
funds due to the delay in reaching an agreement with the IMF, and poor 
implementation capacity on the part of the governments. In Honduras, the most 
important advances made relate to the institutional framework to guide the 
implementation of the PRS - the Poverty Reduction Fund and the Consultative 
Council. These structures, as well as the identification of impact indicators, are 
designed to influence political decision-making at the highest levels in order to ensure 
that poverty reduction retains an important position on the national policy agenda.   
 
Coordination between and within sectors and leadership in the implementation of the 
PRSPs is still weak. The development of SWAPs provides significant opportunities 
for strengthening coordination and the government institutions created in the 
framework of the PRSP, civil society and the donor community have a key role to 
play to ensure that poverty reduction remains on the agenda and that the 
decentralisation of the sectoral approach is clearly articulated. The SWAPs also 
require further improvements in the coordination of donors to align their support to 
priorities established for poverty reduction. An effective model for the decentralised 
implementation of the PRSP has yet to be designed in Honduras, while in Nicaragua 
the monitoring of the SGPRS at local level has revealed serious problems in the 
decentralized implementation of the strategy.   
 
The delay in reaching an agreement with the IMF and the funding implications of this 
in both countries illustrates the fundamental weakness of the PRSP: its 
implementation depends on external funding. This highlights the fact that national  
ownership of the strategies needs to be increased so that they are no longer viewed 
solely as a condition for receiving debt relief and foreign aid.   
 
The lack of information on programmes and indicators has been a major source of 
criticism in relation to the implementation of the PRSPs. In order to facilitate civil 
society monitoring of the strategies more detailed information on PRSP programmes, 
including implementing agencies, location, funding, targets and beneficiaries, must be 
provided. In addition, disaggregated information at municipal level is necessary in 
order to allow for local monitoring. At present, such information is not available and 
targets for indicators remain to be set.  
 
Civil society actors continue to call for greater participation in the development and 
monitoring of the PRSPs at all levels. It is important that priority actions and 
programmes identified by poor communities themselves in the regional PRSPs in 
Honduras and the various local plans drawn up in Nicaragua are included in the 
official strategies. The role of institutions at the various levels (municipal, 
departmental etc) and how coordination between the various actors is to be achieved 
must also be clarified. At national level, it is necessary to promote greater 
participation of civil society in decision-making processes relating to strategic issues 
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such as priority programmes and projects, macroeconomic policy and Free Trade 
Agreements. The structures for tripartite dialogue between donors, civil society and 
government must be strengthened so that they become a forum for joint-decision 
making rather than information exchange only.  
 
In relation to the reduction of rural poverty, in both countries it is necessary to 
develop a nationally agreed rural development policy that is genuinely based on the 
reality of rural livelihoods. This requires the reform, consolidation and strengthening 
of development programmes targeting peasants as the many programmes and 
institutions that exist are perceived to have little impact on the ground. The most 
important concerns of peasant groups relate to the lack of land reform, the inequitable 
distribution of public resources in favour of large landholders and the impact of  
CAFTA. Donors can play an important role in ensuring that these issues remain on the 
political agenda. 
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5. The Vision and Role of International Cooperation and Civil 
Society 

 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
Honduras and Nicaragua depend significantly on donor support for the 
implementation of their PRSPs. In Honduras, due to varying classifications of 
international support, it is difficult to specify the amount of foreign aid available for 
the PRS in general and for rural development in particular, although rural 
development now accounts for approximately 10% of the total PRS budget. This lack 
of clarity hinders both the management of international cooperation as well as civil 
society monitoring of the strategy. In Nicaragua, information on the amount of donor 
support allocated to the different pillars of the SGPRS is more readily accessible. 
However, a relatively small proportion of donor support has been allocated to rural 
development. 
 
In Honduras, donor coordination mechanisms are well established although  
implementation of the PRS has been poor and successive Consultative Group 
Meetings have been postponed. In contrast, formal coordination mechanisms with 
donors have only recently been developed in Nicaragua but the government enjoys a 
high level of support and has obtained the international community’s vote of 
confidence for progress made in achieving macroeconomic stability and implementing 
the SGPRS. For Honduras, failure to reach an agreement with the IMF until January 
2004 meant that funding from bilateral donors was jeopardized.  
 
In both countries, many initiatives have emerged from civil society organisations, 
which have used the PRSP as an advocacy tool to influence national policies and 
promote citizen participation. The process has stimulated local organisations to 
become more involved in national, regional and local policy formulation and 
monitoring.  
 
An unprecedented initiative in the case of Honduras is the creation of a common fund 
and strategy, led by international NGOs, to support greater participation and 
coordination of Honduran civil society organisations in the PRS process. In 
Nicaragua, progress was made in the coordination of civil society in 2003 with the 
creation of a coalition of various civil society actors called the South-North Advocacy 
Group (GISN). 
 
 
5.2 Donor Initiatives to Support Poverty Reduction and Links to the PRSP 
 
Honduras 
 
Financial support to Honduras from the international community has been substantial. 
Over the past 5 years, donors in the country have financed a total of 357 projects85 for 
a total of US$2.3 billion (approximately 33% of GDP). The amount of development 

                                                 
85 World Bank (2003), Honduran Country Assistance Strategy. 
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assistance disbursed to Honduras in 2002 totalled US$200 million, excluding debt 
relief.    
 
The United States, Japan, and Sweden are the largest bilateral donors, while Spain 
provides a large amount of its bilateral assistance in loans. The principal areas of 
focus include health and economic reactivation (including agricultural diversification 
and non-traditional exports), priority areas for the United-States; public infrastructure 
and agriculture (Japan); statistics, justice, human rights and social programmes 
(Sweden); judicial reform and decentralisation (Spain); agriculture and education 
(Germany); forestry and rural development (Canada); statistics and PRSP 
institutionalisation (the United Kingdom); irrigation (Italy); rural development and 
housing (the Netherlands); and rural water projects (Switzerland). 
 
Multilateral donors include the Inter-American Development Bank, with a very 
diversified portfolio of projects valued at $460 million over three years; the World 
Bank, with a portfolio of approximately US$300 million (land tenancy, education, 
health and social welfare networks, etc.); the IMF; the European Union (natural 
resources, decentralisation and education) and the United Nations agencies (the 
United Nations Development Programme, the Food and Agriculture Organisation, the 
World Food Programme, the United Nations Children’s Fund, and the International 
Fund for Agricultural Development). 
 
Classification of International Cooperation according to the six pillars of the PRS and 
their respective component parts has proved difficult because until recently external 
aid was classified according to 12 sectors86, which are not readily transferable into the 
six pillars of the PRS. Both the PRS and the First Progress Report are vague with 
respect to current projects and programmes87, which were reclassified to fit within the 
six pillars of the PRS and have since been subject to review and prioritisation88. Work 
has been ongoing to align this classification with the national budget and annex E of 
the latest version of the First Progress Report on the Implementation of the PRS 
provides more detailed information on the programmes and projects that are now 
considered to be part of the strategy. The lack of clarity around what is and what is 
not considered to be part of the PRS highlights the lack of institutional coordination 
and leadership of the process and is a significant obstacle to citizen monitoring of the 
measures that are being implemented to reduce poverty. In addition, the advent of the 
Sector Wide Approach as the preferred modality of aid delivery into five areas that 
differ from the six PRS pillars leads to another type of classification.   
 
Pino and Walker (2002) contend that current donor support in rural areas is influenced 
by two interpretations of the poor performance of the rural sector in the last decade.  
One interpretation is that the problems in the rural sector are due to the incomplete 
application of structural adjustments and liberalisation of markets. The other is that 
additional interventions are required, in addition to the reforms, especially for small 
producers. These two different interpretations have led to a dichotomy in donor 

                                                 
86 Health and Nutrition, Transport, Social Investment, Water and Sanitation, Agriculture and Forestry, Urban Development and 
Housing, Education, Environmental Protection, Energy, Modernisation of the State, Industry, Tourism and Micro-businesses and 
other. 
87 For example the PRS document estimates existing programmes for 2001-2005 at US$1004.3 million while the draft Progress 
Report estimate them at US$551million for the same period. 
88 Funding for these programmes and projects was committed under the framework of the Master Plan for Reconstruction and 
Transformation prior to the PRSP.   
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support, also reflected in national policy, between a model of development that 
focuses on increasing agricultural exports and a model of development that 
emphasizes supporting the livelihoods of subsistence farmers. Making the linkages 
between the two models has proven difficult.   
 
The following are the general areas of donor support for the rural sector: 
 

 Promotion of Commercial Agriculture and Reform: USAID and JICA 
 Land Titling and Administration: World Bank, USAID, EU 
 Environmental Management and Watershed Management in Rural Areas: 

IADB, NGOs 
 Technologies for improving soil conservation and raising productivity: IFAD, 

FAO, NGOs 
 Technical Assistance Programmes for Subsistence Farmers: IADB, World 

Bank, EU, NGOs 
 Micro-finance: IFAD, EU, USAID, World Bank, NGOs 
 Post Harvest Technology: COSUDE, NGOs 
 Income Transfer to poor Households: PRAF (World Bank) 
 Social Capital, Organizational Development and Participation: IFAD, DFID 
 Public Services and Rural Infrastructure: FHIS - World Bank, IADB, KFW, 

USAID 
  
Given the wide variety of donors with different perspectives, projects and 
programmes, a move to establishing a coherent approach led by the government is 
much needed in order to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of interventions. For 
this reason, many donors including IADB, World Bank, BMZ, UNDP, USAID, DFID 
and SIDA, among others, have been supporting institutional capacity and mechanisms 
for the formulation, implementation and monitoring of the PRS, providing technical 
assistance to UNAT, the Consultative Council and other institutions involved in the 
process such as the National Institute of Statistics (INE). Support has also been 
provided for the development of the Agricultural Sectoral Plan and the 
decentralisation process, while international NGOs have been focusing their support 
on developing civil society’s capacity to engage in policy dialogue, advocate for the 
interests of their constituent groups and monitor policies.    
 

Nicaragua 
 
In Nicaragua, 41 agencies from 25 countries are financing the implementation of 
approximately 600 projects. Three quarters of these projects are financed by three 
multilateral donors (IADB, the World Bank and the EU) and five bilateral donors  (the 
United States, Germany, Spain, Sweden and Denmark)89. Figure 5.2a illustrates the 
breakdown of international cooperation90.  
 

                                                 
89 Sources: IADB (2003); Envío (2003); Nicaraguan Government (2003); Consultative Group (2003) 
90 The percentages were calculated according to amounts approved in 2002. 
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Figure 5.2a International Cooperation  - Multilateral and Bilateral
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The average annual amount of development assistance received in the last decade has 
been US$536 million and the Nicaraguan economy depends heavily on this money. In 
the last two years, the government has worked towards establishing new mechanisms 
for improving communication with donors in order to ensure more efficient use of 
resources, reduce transaction costs and make disbursements more flexible. These 
mechanisms are focused on the development needs and objectives of Nicaragua, as 
determined by the government.  
 
For the October 2003 Consultative Group meeting in Managua, the IADB published a 
document entitled “Summary of International Assistance”, which confirms that 
international cooperation has supported the SGPRS since the strategy was made 
official in July 2001. The following graphs show the high level of financial support 
for the first pillar of the SGPRS -  Broad -Based Economic Growth and Structural 
Reform, within which the Transport and Communications sector has received most 
support while the least supported component is Local and Rural Development.  
 
 
 

Figure 5.2b
Distribution of External Aid Across SSGPR Pillars
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5.3 Coordination Mechanisms between the Different Actors 

Honduras 
 
There are a number of coordination mechanisms for official and non-official external 
assistance in Honduras. These include mechanisms that are led by the government to 
coordinate and align international cooperation in accordance with its policies, and 
initiatives that have emerged from the donors themselves.  In the context of the PRS, 
the most important mechanisms at national level are the Consultative Group 
Meetings, the Tripartite Dialogue, Tripartite Sectoral Working Groups, the G1591 and 
ACI92.   
 
Consultative Group Meetings are held irregularly, with the last one taking place in 
October 2000. The absence of an agreement with the IMF led to the postponement of 
subsequent Consultative Group Meetings but recent progress at the macroeconomic 
level means that one is now scheduled for the first semester of 2004. The Consultative 
Group Meetings are characterized by bilateral discussions between official donors and 
government although recently governments are allowing civil society representatives 
to attend and make presentations. Essentially it is a meeting where government 
presents its development policies and donors comment on them and make pledges of 
support. As a forum to discuss policy and implementation Consultative Group 
Meetings are quite limited.  
 
In 2002, Honduras initiated the Tripartite Dialogue between government, civil society 
and the official donor community. To date only two one-day meetings have been held, 
one in March and one in December 2002. In comparison to Consultative Group 
Meetings, this mechanism allows for three-way sharing of information in relation to 
progress made and challenges ahead in the process of national reconstruction and 
transformation and the PRS process.    
 
The Tripartite Working Groups as a mechanism for sector coordination were 
discussed in the previous chapter. The reactivation and reorientation of these working 
groups around the proposed SWAPs is currently being considered as they have not 
functioned well over the past few years.   
 
The G15 is an innovative structure that emerged from the post-Mitch Consultative 
Group Meeting for the Reconstruction and Transformation of Central America held in 
Stockholm in May 1999. Among the six Stockholm Principles agreed to at this 
meeting was a commitment by international donors to coordinate their development 
efforts and align their programmes to national priorities. A concrete output of the 
Stockholm Consultative Group Meeting was the establishment of a follow-up group 
of donors to monitor progress in the implementation of the Master Plan for National 
Reconstruction and Transformation (PMRTN). This group originally consisted of 
eight members but overtime its membership has grown to fifteen donors – both 

                                                 
91 The G15 consists of  Germany, Canada, Spain, US, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, UK, Sweden, the Central American Bank for 
Economic Integration, the Inter-American Development Bank, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the European 
Union and the United Nations Development Programmes. 
92 International Cooperation Agencies: an informal network of  20 international NGOs operating in Honduras. 
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bilateral and multilateral – and is now known as the G15. The emergence of this 
group has been timely in relation to the PRS process. The objectives of the G15 are 93: 
 

(i) To Promote Tripartite Consensus 
(ii) To Support the Development of Statistics and Indicators 
(iii) To Facilitate Access to Resources 
(iv) To Improve Coordination   

 
The presidency of the group rotates every six months between its members and is 
currently held by Spain. The G15 operates at three levels of coordination: (i) Heads of 
Mission (ii) Technical Follow-Up Committee (GTS) and (iii) Sectoral Working 
Groups. The Technical Follow-Up Committee is currently working with the 
government’s Inter-institutional Working Group (GTI) in the development of SWAPs.      
 
In a comparative study of the four Latin American countries involved in the PRSP 
process, Fernandez (2003) indicates that Honduras has achieved the highest level of 
coordination among donors. This is attributed to the existence of the G15 and the 
Tripartite Sectoral Working Groups. However, the coordination and alignment of 
donor practices with national policies is still a difficult task due to the diversity of 
donor programmes and institutional inflexibility. 
 
The PRS process in Honduras, accompanied by the G15, SWAPs and the Tripartite 
Sectoral Working Groups provides donors with the following opportunities and 
challenges: 
 

⇒ It allows for increased, improved and strengthened donor participation 
⇒ It provides a basis for donors to evaluate the coherency and effectiveness of 

their cooperation programmes  
⇒ It provides an opportunity to align programmes and policies with national 

priorities 
⇒ It provides a coordinated forum for donors to contribute to the development of 

both processes and policies in a tripartite dialogue with government and civil 
society 

 
Maximizing these opportunities requires a significant commitment from donors and 
implies being flexible in relation to programmes, and entering into dialogue and 
negotiation with the government and civil society. It also implies the decentralisation 
of decision making to regional / country offices and on-going participation in 
coordination mechanisms. 
 
ACI (International Cooperation Agencies) is an informal network of twenty 
international non-governmental organisations, ten of which are supporting the 
participation of Honduran civil society in the PRS process94.  Within ACI, a PRS and 
External Debt Committee, composed of the most active NGOs in this area, 
coordinates the interventions of members in PRS matters and maintains relations with 
national civil society, the G-15, the Tripartite Sectoral Working Groups and the 
                                                 
93 Fernandez M. (2003), Los Avances en la Implementación de Las  Estrategias de Reducción de la Pobreza en América Latina, 
(DFID. Tegucigalpa)   
94 Oxfam, Trócaire, Danchurchaid, Diakonia, Ibis, DED, APSO/DCI, Handicap International, Save the Children and CRS. 
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government. At present, a consultation is being carried out for the participatory design 
of a common strategy and fund to support the participation of Honduran civil society 
in the definition, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the PRSP. The 
specific objectives of the strategy are to: (i) promote the participation of organisations 
and sectors thus far excluded from the PRS process due to lack of knowledge and 
financial resources, placing special emphasis on the participation of peasant 
organisations and vulnerable or marginalized sectors (ii) further strengthen existing 
civil society initiatives (iii) promote coordination, exchange of information, learning 
and leadership between all civil society organisations involved in the PRS process, 
and (iii) facilitate linkages with existing participative structures. The results of the 
consultative process will be presented to the various actors – ACI, Honduran civil 
society, the government, and the G-15 – in early 2004. Some bilateral donors, such as 
DFID (GB), SIDA (Sweden), and CIDA (Canada) are very interested in contributing 
to the common fund as a means of supporting civil society.  
 

Nicaragua  
 
In Nicaragua, official donor coordination mechanisms are not as well consolidated or 
formalized as in Honduras. However, positive steps have been made towards this with 
the holding of the Consultative Group Meeting and the creation of Sectoral 
Coordination Working Groups in 2003.  
 
The Seventh Meeting of the Consultative Group for Nicaragua took place in Managua 
in October 2003. Talks revolved around three main issues: (i) progress in the 
implementation of the SGPRS, (ii) the National Development Plan and (iii) 
institutional reforms. Donors acknowledged the progress made in the implementation 
of the SGPRS, particularly in relation to maintaining macroeconomic stability and in 
the fight against corruption. They demonstrated their approval of the National 
Development Plan, which was presented by the government as the Second Generation 
of PRSP, and pledged financial support for its implementation. However, strong 
emphasis was also placed on the need to broaden and deepen the consultation process 
with civil society in relation to the Plan.  
 
In February 2003, the government set up Sectoral Coordination Working Groups, the 
aim of which is to promote consensus between government, donors and civil society 
in order to maximize the benefits and impact of international assistance to meet the 
needs and priorities of the country, both globally and at a sectoral level. In June 2003 
the Health, Infrastructure, Governance, Productivity and Competitiveness Working 
Groups were created, as well as a Global Working Group. Some of these have been 
subdivided into smaller and more specialised groups. Given that these coordination 
mechanisms are new, they will require time and determination from the different 
actors in order to ensure that they function effectively. However, concerns have 
already been expressed about the low level of civil society representation in these 
structures95.  
 
 
                                                 
95 In a meeting  of the subcommittee for Rural Development the majority of participants were representatives of the government 
and donors. Only 20%  were from civil society.  
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5.4 Civil Society Initiatives in the Context of the PRSP 
 
Honduras 
 
In chapter four the formal mechanisms for engagement between the government and 
civil society were discussed and it was seen that the Consultative Council is the 
principal mechanism for dialogue at national level. It is hoped that in the near future 
the Tripartite Sectoral Working Groups will have a clearer and a stronger mandate for 
civil society and in relation to SWAPs. It was also highlighted in chapter four that the 
mechanisms for civil society involvement in the PRS at regional and local level are 
still undefined although a proposal has been tabled for the creation of Regional 
Consultative Councils. The decentralized political structure offers civil society and 
citizens the opportunity to participate in local and regional planning through Local 
Development Committees (CODEL), Municipal Development Committees 
(CODEM), and Departmental Development Committees (CODED). For this reason,  
the initiatives that civil society and local governments have undertaken in relation to 
the PRS are of huge importance. 
 
Fernandez (2003) points out that the main weakness of the PRS is the absence of  
regional investment and development plans that could be used to rationalize PRS 
programmes and projects according to local demands and to promote private 
investment. FOSDEH and ASONOG have been building alliances with local 
governments, decentralized ministries, grassroots organisations, NGOs and various 
sectors of society in the participatory formulation of Regional Poverty Diagnostics 
and Regional Strategies to Combat Poverty that could be harmonized with the PRS. 
Supported by Trócaire, with funds from DFID, the objective of this initiative is to 
develop regionally differentiated poverty reduction strategies based on local reality, 
needs and potential, in order to influence both the content and the implementation 
approach of the official PRS. This means replacing the current municipal approach for 
the implementation of the PRS with a regional approach that takes into account 
regional differences and that includes all the regions of the country. The Strategies to 
Combat Poverty in Valle de Sula and the Western Region are quite advanced, the 
process has begun in the Central Region in collaboration with Interforos Región 
Centro, and work will commence in the south of the country in early 2004.  
 
With the support of Oxfam, Vistación Padilla, a national network of women’s 
organisations, has been working alongside FOSDEH / ASONOG to ensure that these 
strategies have a gender perspective while Save the Children has been supporting the 
inclusion of child related aspects. These processes contribute to the strengthening of 
local capacity, help to mobilise communities, provide the basis for advocating for 
more efficient public services, and increase political pressure for decentralisation. A 
key challenge ahead is ensuring inter-institutional coordination in the local planning 
process and the identification of priorities according to available resources. The 
highly participatory nature of these regional processes and the fact that they enjoy the 
support of both civil organisations and local authorities means that they have attracted 
the interest of central government, who has acknowledged their legitimacy as well as 
the legitimacy of the regional approach. However, as of yet no commitment has been 
made for the financing of the regional strategies and the process is not yet articulated 
with the official PRS process.  
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In a number of instances municipal governments have formed associations called 
Mancomunidades and have developed joint development plans. Similar to civil 
society’s initiative for the formulation of regional PRS, the Mancomunidades have a 
strategic view of the public services and investment required for their region. In 
addition, the alliance of a number of municipalities provides smaller municipalities 
with greater leverage to lobby central government. 
 
Trócaire has also been supporting two Participatory Poverty Assessments, one in 
twenty-two communities in the north of the country and one in twenty communities in 
the south. These communities belong to municipalities that are not included in the 
PRS as they were not identified as being among the poorest. The objectives of the 
poverty studies are: to involve communities and poor people themselves in the PRS 
process and increase their capacity to influence public policies; strengthen 
participatory planning and the capacity of the communities to influence future 
investment and the development of their communities; contribute to the national 
debate on poverty issues and the impact of public policies; and identify areas in which 
the government needs to improve its policy response.     
 
In relation to gender, the Feminist Network of University Women (COFEMUN) and 
the Women’s Movement have been working with women from grassroots 
organisations in six regions of the country in the identification of indicators to 
measure the degree to which the government is complying with national and 
international commitments to improve the position and situation of women in 
Honduran society, including the commitment to guarantee equity between men and 
women as set out in the Law for Equal Opportunities. A participatory analysis of the 
content and impact of the PRS at local level from a gender perspective has also been 
carried out, proposals have been drawn up for improving the gender focus of the 
strategy, and a local level participatory monitoring system is currently being designed. 
Supported by Diakonia and Trócaire, a document with the results of this process will 
be finalized in the coming months.  
 
Other civil society actors are also working to improve their capacity to monitor the 
PRS. For example, at local level Caritas and Interforos La Paz are building the 
capacity of communities to carry out social auditing, while FOSDEH and ASONOG 
have begun monitoring the national budget. In addition, regional capacity building 
workshops for monitoring the PRS at local and regional level were held in 2003. This 
process was a joint effort of five civil society organisations, the Consultative Council 
for the Poverty Reduction Fund, and UNAT (the Technical Support Unit). The 
objectives were to: (i) increase civil society knowledge of the PRS (ii) set up thematic 
monitoring and evaluation committees (iii) obtain proposals for new indicators for  
monitoring and evaluating the PRS (iv) contribute to the redesign of the government’s 
National Plan for the Monitoring and Evaluation of the PRS so that it facilitates civil 
society involvement at all levels – local, municipal, departmental, regional and 
national and (v) to establish appropriate mechanisms to facilitate communication 
between the government, civil society and donors. Follow-up committees were set up 
in each region and are composed of representatives of each of the three sectors that 
took part in the consultations: civil society, local government and decentralized public 
institutions. However, the final workshop at national level, which was to bring 
together all the proposals made at regional level has not yet taken place. The  
workshops highlighted various weaknesses that need to be addressed in order to 
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increase the capacity of civil society to monitor the PRS. These include the need for a 
higher level of organisation and coordination between civil society organisations, 
capacity building on how to carry out the monitoring, access to specific and 
comprehensive information on all PRS projects for the respective regions, as well as 
the need to strengthen the capacity of organisations to propose new indicators for 
monitoring the PRS.  
 
Handicap International is supporting two disability organisations in their advocacy 
work for the cross-cutting treatment of the rights of disabled people in the PRS. The 
Nordic organisations – IBIS and Danchurch Aid from Denmark and Diakonia from 
Sweden – are supporting various civil society initiatives including the promotion of  
greater coordination, exchange of experiences and learning between the different 
organisations that are participating in the PRS process. Various international NGOs 
are supporting Espacio Interforos, a national network that brings together more than 
300 organisations throughout the country, whose mandate is to influence public 
policies in general and the PRS in particular.     
 
Honduran civil society initiatives in relation to the PRS are encouraging and very 
strategic in generating political pressure for the decentralised implementation of the 
strategy and increasing citizen participation in planning, monitoring and evaluation at 
local level. However, two weaknesses may be identified. One is the relative lack of 
coordination between the various initiatives and the second is that the majority of 
interventions are led by just a few national level NGOs owing to the weak capacity 
(lack of knowledge and financial resources) of many organisations working at local 
and regional level. A key obstacle to greater harmonization between civil society 
initiatives and the official PRS process is the centralization of coordination 
mechanisms and the absence of mechanisms for the integration of local initiatives.     
 

Nicaragua  
 
Civil society in Nicaragua has also been very active in relation to the SGPRS and 
more recently the National Development Plan. In chapters three and four reference 
was made to some of the most important initiatives that are currently being carried 
out, such as the advocacy work of the South-North Advocacy Coalition (GISN) and 
the local level monitoring of the SGPRS. In general, the focus of Nicaraguan civil 
society interventions is similar to that of Honduran civil society although more 
progress has been made in monitoring the implementation and impact of the SGPRS 
at local level due to the higher level of implementation of the strategy through the 
Support Programme for the Implementation of the SGPRS (PAI). Unlike in Honduras, 
there is no civil society -managed project for the formulation of alternative strategies 
or regional / local plans at this stage in the process, with the most important initiative 
in this respect being the alternative civil society PRSP “La Nicaragua que Queremos” 
which was drawn up in an effort to influence the final version of the SSGRP. Since 
the approval of the SGPRS in 2001, municipal governments and departmental and 
regional authorities have taken the lead in the elaboration of local plans, which they 
have done in collaboration with NGOs, grassroots organisations, community leaders 
and decentralized public institutions. As mentioned previously, the Association of 
Municipalities of León Norte (AMULEON – four municipalities in the north of León) 
carried out consultations and drew up their own “PRSPcito” in 2001 with the support 
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of the Danish NGO, IBIS, in order to be included in the final version of the SGPRS. 
Last year they published their Strategic Plan, which was based on their PRSP. Some 
departments and autonomous regions have also drawn up plans with the participation 
of civil society.  
 
In addition to carrying out their own individual advocacy work in relation to their 
plans, representatives of municipal, departmental and regional authorities are also 
participating in the South-North Advocacy Group (GISN) whose mandate is to 
challenge the concept of broad based economic growth that underpins the SGPRS and 
the National Development Plan (NPD). This coalition was formed in 2003 as part of 
the Scandinavian PRSP project96 in response to the presentation of the National 
Development Plan by the government to strengthen pillar one of the SGPRS. The 
GISN has developed a three year (2003-2005) advocacy strategy around the SGPRS 
and the NDP. It is made up of civil society networks at national level (e.g. the CCER), 
national NGOs, local governments, the Association of Municipalities of Nicaragua 
(AMUNIC), associations of municipalities at local level, (e.g. AMULEON), 
departmental and regional authorities, research institutes, and representatives of the 
Central American University (Universidad Centroamericana – UCA). It is supported 
financially by international NGOs including IBIS and MS (Denmark), Diakonia and 
Forum Syd (Sweden), KEPA (Finland), Trócaire (Ireland), OXFAM (Belgium and 
Great Britain), who also participate in the coalition. The GISN carried out an 
advocacy campaign around the Consultative Group Meeting in October 2003 calling 
for the SGPRS and the National Development Plan to take into account local and 
regional poverty reduction and development plans and for these plans to form the 
basis of the official strategies. During the second day of the Consultative Group 
Meeting civil society actors had the opportunity to present their evaluation of the 
implementation of the SGPRS and representatives of local authorities were permitted 
to present their plans. A significant achievement for civil society organisations and 
local authorities was that the donor community also emphasised the need to deepen 
consultations on the NDP and its territorial approach. 
 
Another civil society initiative is the monitoring of the implementation and impact of 
the SGPRS in seven municipalities by the CCER and the Network for Local 
Development and Democracy97. Some of the most important findings of this project 
include the low level of knowledge among line ministries, local governments and civil 
society about the SGPRS, the absence of readily accessible public information 
necessary to carry out effective monitoring, and the highly centralized implementation 
of the SGPRS. The project has contributed to improving the knowledge base and 
capacity of local governments and civil society in relation to the SGPRS in general; 
the projects and programmes planned for their municipalities; the poverty situation in 
the municipalities (municipal diagnostics were carried out in the initial phase of the 
project); and in relation to monitoring the implementation of the strategy in a 
participatory manner. Local actors are now equipped with a poverty diagnostic and a 
                                                 
96 The Scandinavian PRSP project is a joint initiative of Danish and Swedish NGOs to increase the capacity of their partner 
organisations in Latin America and Africa  to participate in PRSP processes.  
97 The municipalities and member organisations of  the CCER and the Nicaraguan Network for Local Development and 
Democracy  involved in this project are: the Institute for Human Development (INPRHU) in Telpaneca, the Institute for Women 
and the Community (IMC) in Pueblo Nuevo, the Association for Municipal Development (ADM) in Camoapa, the Organisation 
for Economic and Social Development (ODESAR) in San Ramon, the Institute of Social Research (INGES) in Mailpaisillo, the 
Foundation for Women and Children’s Development (FUNDEMUNI) in Dipilto, and the Institute for Development and 
Democracy (IPADE) in Puerto Cabezas 
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methodology and indicators for monitoring the SGPRS that are based on the reality of 
the situation in their municipalities. These instruments and knowledge facilitate the 
coordination of local government and civil society efforts in advocating for 
improvements in the SGPRS projects being implemented as well as more effective 
decentralised implementation. It is proposed that monitoring in these municipalities 
should continue for a minimum of five years in order to adequately assess the impact 
of the SGPRS over the medium term, and the expansion of the initiative to other 
municipalities is also being considered. The important findings of this project should 
be taken into account by the National System of Coordination for the Participatory 
Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation of the SGPRS.     
 
Finally, the Faculty of Humanities of the Universidad Centroamericana in Managua, 
with the support of local and international organisations, is leading another   
interesting initiative to influence the SGPRS. It involves developing a Poverty 
Observatory  in three municipalities in León Norte to monitor poverty trends during a 
period of three years in the areas of health, housing, activity or occupation, training 
and education, citizen rights, recreation and the environment, in order to identify 
significant positive and negative changes in living conditions and opportunities. The 
project aims to assess the impact of public policies and local initiatives in each of the 
aforementioned areas in order to identify the main problems and prioritise advocacy 
and development activities around these issues. Participants in this initiative include 
local governments, civil society organisations and members of the population of the 
localities chosen to take part in the Poverty Observatory (the three municipal capitals, 
one rural community and one urban neighbourhood in each municipality).  
 
The strength of Nicaraguan civil society compared to that of Honduras is that since 
2003 all of these initiatives have come together in a single coalition – the GISN – 
which allows for a high level of information exchange, learning and coordination of 
advocacy efforts around the SGPRS. 
 
 
5.5 Conclusion 
 
Honduras is in an advantageous position with well established mechanisms for 
coordinating International Cooperation. Both the G15 and the Sectoral Working 
Groups have proved to be very useful mechanisms for improving policy coordination 
and alignment and offer significant opportunities for facilitating the development of 
SWAPs and the joint monitoring of the PRS. Nicaragua has developed similar 
mechanisms over the past year and the current government enjoys a high level of  
donor confidence and support. In Honduras, international NGOs represented in ACI 
are developing innovative mechanisms for strengthening civil society participation in 
the PRS process through the creation of a common fund and strategy. This initiative is 
a very significant and encouraging step towards the promotion of consistent and 
coherent participation of national and international organisations as well as the 
inclusion of groups and organisations that have been excluded from the process up to 
now. In Nicaragua, civil society has already achieved a high level of coordination 
with the participation of various civil society actors and local authorities in the South-
North Advocacy Group (GISN). This coalition has facilitated a high level of 
coordination between the different initiatives, which provide the ingredients for a 
common advocacy campaign around the SGPRS and the National Development Plan.  
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Civil society organisations in both countries have been proactive and innovative in 
using the PRSP as a tool to advocate for greater citizen participation in public 
decision-making. The challenge for the future is to achieve permanent coordination 
between the organisations and the groups they represent. Civil society and local 
authority initiatives at regional and local level aimed at the inclusion of excluded 
areas from the official PRSPs are very encouraging but have yet to be matched by the 
decentralised implementation of the strategies in order to maintain and reinvigorate 
current momentum.  
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6. Opportunities for IFAD in the PRSP Process in Honduras and 
Nicaragua  

 
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
The International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) is one of the 
international organisations which has made the largest contribution to debates around 
the causes of rural poverty and the policies needed to combat it. IFAD has tackled the 
principal causes of rural poverty including controversial issues such as agrarian 
reform, redistribution in favour of the rural poor, the institutional vacuum created by 
structural adjustments and the damaging impact this has had on the poor. IFAD has 
considerable experience in Central America in working with the rural poor, promoting 
and strengthening local institutions and participatory processes, increasing agricultural 
production and developing small businesses. Over the past decade, IFAD has 
continued to invest in rural development and poverty alleviation when other 
international agencies have reduced their involvement and percentage of funding to 
this sector. In Honduras, IFAD is funding three large rural development projects - 
PRODERCO, PROSOC and PRONADEL - in the poorest regions of the country 
valued at approximately US$73 million, while in Nicaragua it has a portfolio of 
projects valued at US$48 million supporting rural development in the departments of 
Leon, Chinadega and Managua. 
 
IFAD’s regional strategy emphasizes: (i) empowerment of the rural poor (ii) 
promotion of market opportunities (iii) engagement in policy dialogue (iv) building 
partnerships (v) regional learning (vi) gender (vii) sustainable agriculture and (viii) 
improved project management. IFAD advocates a rights based approach and 
maintains a solid position in relation to (i) supporting indigenous and ethnic groups, 
(ii) eliminating gender inequality and (iii) promoting access to land and property 
rights98. Despite these strengths, IFAD’s impact on national rural development policy 
in Honduras and Nicaragua has been limited due to a lack of physical presence and 
relative invisibility in comparison to the size of its project portfolio.     
 
Within the context of the policy environment related to PRSP processes, the following 
opportunities have been identified by IFAD:  
 
“IFAD’s Strategic Framework 2002-2006 emphasizes the need to expand the 
influence that the poor exert over public policies and enhance the catalytic impact of 
IFAD’s interventions by fostering more effective links between projects and the policy 
context”99

  
In support of this position the following recommendations and opportunities have 
been identified for strengthening IFAD’s role in the reduction of rural poverty: 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
98 IFAD (2002a), IFAD Strategy for Rural Poverty Reduction in Latin America and the Caribbean, (Rome: IFAD), p.6-12 
99 Russo L. (2003), Poverty Reduction Strategies in Latin America and the Caribbean: Challenges and Opportunities for IFAD,  
(IFAD: Rome). 
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6.2 Opportunities in relation to Donor Coordination  
 

• There have been considerable changes in donor strategies over the last three 
years with the decentralisation of decision making from headquarters to the 
field now the norm for a large number of bilateral aid programmes. Examples 
in Central America include the EU (decentralised to Nicaragua) DFID (UK) 
and CIDA (Canada). Increasingly important decisions regarding the allocation 
of funds as well as policy matters are decided in-country. IFAD, which 
manages its Central American programmes from its base in Rome, is at a 
considerable disadvantage in this new context. A field presence would help 
IFAD to: increase its participation and effectiveness in national policy 
dialogue; advocate for improved pro-poor policy; link projects to national 
policy; increase effectiveness of project monitoring; and coordinate with other 
donors in the rural sector. The lack of physical presence of IFAD in the region 
has contributed to its low visibility and marginal impact on the PRSPs and 
other related policies for tackling rural poverty. If it is not possible to establish 
a field presence other mechanisms could be used to ensure that IFAD is 
present at key discussions around agriculture and rural development in 
Honduras and Nicaragua. 

 
• A number of opportunities exist for ensuring that national policies have a 

strong pro-poor content. In the case of Honduras, the government will be 
holding discussions with donors from January to March 2004 about the 
proposed agricultural sectoral policy, institutional reform and the articulation 
of SWAPs. IFAD's active participation in this process, with its experience of 
working with such instruments in other countries, could add significant value 
to the process and lead to more effective pro- rural poor outcomes. The 
formulation of the Peasant Agriculture Development Plan will also provide 
opportunities for IFAD to push its considerable expertise in developing and 
strengthening the social capital of the rural poor. In Nicaragua, it has been 
acknowledged that the economic pillar of the SGPRS and the National 
Development Plan need to be further articulated. This provides a unique 
opportunity for IFAD to contribute to the debate on agriculture and rural 
development policy, the focus of which is currently being questioned.  

 
• A number of donor participation mechanisms exist which, in addition to 

promoting better coordination between donors, provide an opportunity for 
IFAD to advocate for greater donor attention to pro-poor rural development.  
Sectoral working groups now exist in Nicaragua and donor coordination in 
Honduras is unprecedented with both the G15 and the related sectoral working 
groups being key coordination mechanisms. In addition, the proposed 
reactivation of the tripartite sectoral working groups around the SWAPs 
provides an opportunity for both civil society and donors such as IFAD to 
influence policy dialogue. 

 
• SIDA, the Swedish Development Cooperation Agency, has committed itself to 

carrying out a five-year review of the PRSP process in Bolivia, Nicaragua and 
Honduras. The study will be carried out by the Institute of Social Studies in 
Holland and will track progress in each of the countries and provide several 
reports each year on implementation and key areas where difficulties have 
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emerged. IFAD could engage in dialogue with SIDA to ensure that major 
issues of rural poverty are well covered within this study and to see if there are 
areas where IFAD’s expertise, information and data can be shared. 

 
 
6.3 Opportunities to Contribute to Rural Development Policy 
 

• Further national debate, independent research and proposals are required in the 
area of policy dialogue. Locally generated independent research is notably 
absent in the case of Honduras. CAFTA, for example, is marked by an absence 
of serious research in both countries into the potential impacts of the 
agreement on the rural poor. In this regard, IFAD could consider supporting 
the following areas:  

 
o The inequitable distribution of public resources in favour of large 

producers e.g. agricultural debt write-offs, inequality in access to credit 
and public infrastructure  

o The inequitable distribution of resources between geographic regions 
o Identification of the driving forces of economic growth in rural areas 
o Identification of the risks and opportunities associated with trade 

liberalisation and CAFTA for small producers 
o Strategies for promoting the integration of producers into national and 

international markets 
 

• A stronger policy response is necessary to address the coffee crisis, which has 
had a major impact on rural livelihoods in both Honduras and Nicaragua.  
Coffee was a major driver of growth in rural areas in both countries 
throughout the 1990s, during which time it accounted for 5.3% of the 
Nicaraguan GDP. Approximately 30,000 Nicaraguan households grow coffee 
while a further 150,000 rural workers gain part of their income through coffee 
picking, production, processing and marketing. Despite the drop in prices in 
the last three years, coffee is considered to be “critical to any broad-based 
agricultural growth strategy” in Nicaragua100. In Honduras, according to the 
Honduran Coffee Institute (IHCAFE), during the last two decades coffee has 
become the most important economic activity in rural areas displacing bananas 
and wood as the main sources of export revenue. It accounts for between 5-8% 
annually of the national GDP and almost 25% of agricultural GDP with 
112,784 producers of whom more than 80% are small family farmers. The 
impact of the coffee crisis on the rural economy is not dealt with in much 
detail in either the Honduran or the Nicaraguan PRSP. It requires urgent 
appraisal, both in terms of the impact on rural poverty and in terms of potential 
ways of dealing with the crisis and planning for improved quality, adding 
value, fair trade marketing and reviving the livelihoods of small scale coffee 
producers. 

 
• Given that the link between macroeconomic policies and poverty reduction is 

one of the weakest elements of PRSPs, there is an important opportunity for 
IFAD to become involved in this debate through the agreed structure of 

                                                 
100 World Bank (2003), Agriculture in Nicaragua, Promoting Competitiveness and Stimulating Broad based Growth, (World 
Bank: Washington) 
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Poverty and Social Impact Analysis (PSIA), which the International Financial 
Institutions have promoted as one way of ensuring a greater match between 
major policies and poverty reduction. Until now PSIAs have not been widely 
used in Central America and they are urgently required to assess the potential 
poverty impact of major rural policies currently being proposed. IFAD could 
play a major role in introducing a PSIA to examine the impact of current 
macroeconomic policies on the rural poor and to assess the future impact of 
strategies recommended in the PRSP papers. A criticism of PSIAs that have 
been carried out in other HIPC countries is that the World Bank and other 
donors have undertaken these studies without sufficient involvement of local 
organizations. IFAD could make a commitment to fund, commission and carry 
out PSIAs on rural policies in both Honduras and Nicaragua, which would 
include building local capacity to carry out such work into the future. IFAD 
could start the process by reviewing the poverty reduction impact of its own 
projects and subsequently other PRSP rural development proposals. A 
commitment to publish the results and the methodologies used would  
contribute to reassuring local actors of the transparency of the process. 

 
• Given IFAD’s prominence on the debate about land reform and access to land 

for the poor, there are ample opportunities to work on this critical theme 
within the PRSP process in Honduras and Nicaragua. In Honduras, land 
reform has been losing prominence on the national agenda and the activity of 
the National Agrarian Institute (INA) has declined dramatically in the last few 
years. The underlying injustices are not being tackled by the government or by 
donors. Land conflicts continue and peasants continue to be murdered with 
impunity. Given the importance of this issue to human rights, rural poverty 
and development, it is an area that IFAD could consider for further 
involvement. Furthermore, additional government cutbacks may lead to the 
assimilation of INA within the Ministry for Agriculture with the significant 
risk that the already weak land policy will be even further debilitated. 
Nicaragua also has a highly inequitable structure of land ownership, with a 
Gini coefficient of 0.86, further complicated by extreme insecurity of land 
tenure owing to the political economy of Nicaragua over the last twenty-five 
years. According to a World Bank report, 72% of rural households have access 
to only 16% of total land and 38% of the rural poor are landless101.  In both 
countries, the EU, the World Bank and USAID have engaged in activities 
centred around eliminating land ownership insecurity through market access 
programmes and land titling ventures with limited impact on the rural poor. 
There are opportunities for IFAD to take a leadership role in this critical area. 

 
• Throughout this document attention has been drawn to the issue of long-term 

sustainability of the PRSPs and over-reliance on external funding for their 
implementation. A critical demand by civil society (and some donors) is for 
the governments of Nicaragua and Honduras to make a commitment towards 
pro-poor budgets. In recent years there have been serious concerns in both 
countries about increased external debt, corruption, secret budget allocations 
of public funds, the use of public funds for political campaigns, the write-off 

                                                 
101 World Bank (2003), Agriculture in Nicaragua, Promoting Competitiveness and Stimulating Broad based Growth, (World 
Bank: Washington), p.7 
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of agricultural debts of large farmers, and the use of public finances for bailing 
out corrupt politicians and businessmen engaged in the deliberate collapse of 
banks and financial institutions. National budgets are prepared virtually as 
secret documents and parliamentarians receive them and are expected to vote 
on them in a matter of hours. There is no mechanism for public scrutiny or 
social auditing. To counteract this, the World Bank, along with DFID, SIDA 
and other donors are providing support to strengthen civil society capacity to 
conduct analytic and advocacy work in order to promote budget transparency 
and accountability in developing countries. The capacity building aspect of 
this work will be carried out by the International Budget Project102 and eligible 
countries in 2004 include Bolivia, Nicaragua and Honduras. The programme 
includes budget monitoring, training and popular education, and 
communication and dissemination to improve the public’s understanding of 
and influence on government expenditures and revenues, including the PRSP.  
IFAD could explore the possibilities of associating with this initiative in order 
to ensure a component for tracking budget allocations for rural poverty 
alleviation. 

 
  
6.4 Opportunities to Increase the Value-added of IFAD Projects 
 

• Throughout this document the case has been made repeatedly for the need to 
ensure greater levels of citizen participation in the PRSP process. There are a 
number of opportunities for improving citizen participation which IFAD could 
be associated with. In relation to IFAD projects, the following initiatives could 
be looked at: 

 
o Increasing project participants’ knowledge of development policies, 

including the PRSP, rural development policy, CAFTA and 
decentralisation 

o Promoting and facilitating the participation of local communities in 
local decision-making structures, paying special attention to 
historically excluded groups  

o Promoting and facilitating the participation of local communities in 
monitoring the provision of public services and setting an example for 
other public service providers through the provision of information and 
the promotion of a culture of openness to citizen monitoring and 
evaluation of IFAD projects 

o Promoting linkages between the beneficiaries of IFAD projects and  
civil society organisations at local, regional and national level that are 
engaged in the PRSP process  

 
• The experience, methodologies employed, and lessons learnt in IFAD projects 

that promote local development and participation are important contributions 
to the decentralisation process. In the case of Honduras it is important to link 
the experience of IFAD projects with the current proposal from the Ministry of 
Home Affairs and the Honduran Fund for Social Investment (FHIS) to develop 
local and municipal plans in order to ensure that synergies between the 

                                                 
102www.internationalbudget.org

 83



different initiatives are maximized and duplication minimized. It will also be 
important for IFAD projects to take account of the guidelines set out by the 
Ministry of Home Affairs in relation to Municipal Strategic Plans. 

 
• The absence of targets and information in relation to intermediate indicators is 

a significant obstacle to citizen participation and monitoring of the PRS in  
Honduras. An innovative way of advancing this agenda would be to include 
the already identified relevant indicators within IFAD projects, set targets for 
them, involve the local population in monitoring and evaluation, and widely 
disseminate the results. Setting such a precedent would be an important step in 
promoting citizen participation and making the PRS more tangible.  

 
 

6.5 Opportunities in relation to Other Areas of Support  
 
• A number of specific institutional components may be of strategic interest to 

IFAD in Honduras. One is the strengthening of PRONADERS’ institutional 
capacity to play a more effective role in contributing to national rural 
development policy formulation and replication of best practices. Within 
PRONADERS there is a division for collating experiences, both positive and 
negative, from rural development projects. However, greater support is needed 
to ensure its effectiveness in using this experience to influence rural 
development policy and practice.  

 
• Another area to look at is statistics relating to the rural sector. The last 

agricultural census took place in 1993 and another one has not taken place 
since, due to a lack of funding. Only periodic surveys are undertaken. Given 
both the structural changes that have taken place in the rural sector and the 
physical changes attributed to Mitch, this could be an area of interest for 
IFAD. The National Institute of Statistics (INE) has undergone considerable 
changes in recent years and its current staff are highly committed to 
establishing alliances with other entities in order to improve on the weakness 
of statistics and generate reliable data to guide future decision-making. An 
alliance of IFAD with INE would contribute to generating this data. 

 
• The availability of funds permitting, IFAD could consider contributing to the 

strengthening of civil society engagement with the PRSP process in both 
countries. In Honduras, a number of bilateral donors, under the leadership of 
DFID, are considering contributing to a PRSP fund, managed by ACI, with a 
view to strengthening local civil society capacity to participate in every stage 
of the PRSP. IFAD could consider contributing to this fund, thus ensuring that 
significant resources are available for supporting the involvement of rural 
organisations in the process. 

 
• In recent years the issue of remittances from migrant workers has gained 

importance and awakened the interest of the development community. The 
rural poor in Honduras and Nicaragua are highly mobile and their contribution 
to the national economy is significant. It is estimated that family remittances 
received in Honduras in 2003 totalled US$900 million while in Nicaragua the 
figure is thought to be close to US$800 million. Poverty studies underway in 
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the region clearly reveal the importance of family remittances to rural 
livelihoods. There are a number of small schemes being tested in the region to 
see if it is possible to access remittances for productive activities. In Honduras 
there is now a network of organisations working on the issue composed of  
migrant workers’ families, NGOs, economists, social scientists and 
international development agencies. The network operates a very useful 
website where information is shared, and is experimenting with new initiatives 
to capture remittances for rural development projects. There are considerable 
opportunities to link this work with PRSP and remittances may form an 
attractive source of funding for rural poverty reduction. Given that financing 
for the PRSP is a major issue for future years, finding alternative sources 
which reduce total dependence on donor funding and scant HIPC contributions 
is vital. 

 
• The Honduran Poverty Reduction Strategy recognises that economic 

development and the reduction of poverty can only be sustained by reducing 
the risk of natural disasters. Objective 6.4 of the PRS aims to improve 
environmental protection and risk management by reducing risks and the 
country’s ecological vulnerability through improved environmental and risk 
management processes, both centralised and decentralised103. A budget of 
US$175.4 million was allocated to the achievement of this objective by 2015 
through a series of five policy measures and seven programmes and 
projects104. However, five years on from Mitch and two years into the 
implementation of the PRS, this commitment has not been translated into 
action. Indeed, evidence suggests that environmental and risk management are 
steadily sliding down the Honduran government’s agenda. This is clearly 
evident in the March 2003 draft Progress Report on the Implementation of the 
PRS.  

 
Three aspects reveal the decline in importance assigned to environmental and 
risk management. Firstly, it is the only sector where little information is 
available on implementation and results obtained in 2001 and 2002. Secondly, 
of the funds allocated to this sector, only 12.9% and 35.2% were actually spent 
in 2001 and 2002 respectively105. Thirdly, the report includes a budget revision 
that reduces the amount allocated to this sector from US$175.4 million to 
US$120 million, a reduction of US$55.4 million or 32%106. As a percentage of 
the total PRS budget, environmental and risk management has declined from 
7% to 2.6%. Given that the Government of Honduras has itself acknowledged 
that the sustainability of development in Honduras depends on improved 
environmental and risk management policies and practices, this reduction 
suggests little activity beyond the rhetoric. The importance of environmental 
and risk management for sustainable development and poverty reduction, the 
declining importance of these issues for the government, and the lack of civil 
society capacity to arrest this decline, leaves a fertile opportunity for IFAD to 
take on board a theme which is of vital importance in both countries. There is 

                                                 
103 Honduran Government (2001), Poverty Reduction Strategy,  p.102 
104 Honduran Government (2001), Poverty Reduction Strategy, p.102-104 
105 UNAT (2003c), Informe de Avance y Actualización de la Estrategia de Reducción de Pobreza, Informe Modificado, Final, 
Diciembre  2003, p.21 
106 UNAT (2003a), Informe de Avances y Actualización de la Estrategia de Reducción de Pobreza, Borrador para la Discusión, 
Marzo 2003, p7, 9 y 25 
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a willingness to work on this issue by a variety of actors but support is needed 
for capacity building and for exposure to cross learning opportunities. 
COSUDE have taken a lead on some of these issues in Nicaragua and there is 
ample opportunity for IFAD to explore alliances to further promote the link 
between sustainable development, poverty reduction, environmental 
vulnerability and the management of risk, which was identified in the 
principles of the Stockholm Declaration and acknowledged in the PRSPs of 
Honduras and Nicaragua as a crucial area for action. 
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November 25-29, 2003 
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Interviews 
 
 
Honduras  
 

Name of Organization Type of Organization 
Name of person 

interviewed 
AMPAS 
 

Grassroots Organisation  Guillermo Zepeda 
Noemy Gomez 

APLA Grassroots Organisation  Fausto Garcia 
Leonardo Ramos 
Juan Melendez 
Jose Veliz 
Jorge Garcia 

COFEMUN National Network of 
Women’s Organizations 

Blanca Dole 

APSO-DCI  Bilateral Donor (Ireland) Adrian Fitzgerald  
ASDI  Bilateral Donor (Sweden) Alfredo Stein  
CIDA Bilateral Donor (Canadá) Frank Schneider 
CNTC Peasant Network Rosa Salgado 

Teresa Hute 
Paulino Zelaya 
Roberto Smit 

COCOCH Peasant Network Felix Velazquez 
DFID Bilateral Donor (UK) Miguel Fernández 
ESA Consultores Consultancy Firm Rafael del Cid 
FAO  Carlos Zelaya 
FOSDEH National NGO Osman Lopez 

Mauricio Diaz 
G15 
 

Official Donors’ Group Claudia Brillones 
 

IFAD Multilateral Donor Ladislao Rubio 
INA National Agrarian Institute Anibal Delgado 

Renan Valdez 
Leida Castellanos 

INE National Institute of 
Statistics 

Magdalena Garcia 

IRAM  International NGO Denis Pomier  
Jardines de Sierra Grassroots Organisation Marco Toma 

Sam Lopez 
MCA Grassroots Organisation  Pedro Cortez 

Venancio Mejia 
Irene Ramirez 

OCAHDENAS Peasant Network Jose Martinez 
Oxfam GB International NGO (UK) Max Lawson 
POPOL NAH TUN Regional Peasant Network Roque Rivera 
PNUD Multilateral Donor Sandra Bareya 

Juan Benitez 
Luis Gradiz 
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PRODDEL Ministry of Home Affairs Carlos Mejia 
Programa Regional de 
Mujeres 

Consultant Mari Aldon 

PRONADEL IFAD Project Luis Caceres 
Frederico Benitez 

PRONADERS National Programme for 
Sustainable Rural 
Development 

Luis Mazariegos 
Roberto Caceres 

PROSOC IFAD Project Hector Ortega 
SAG Secretary of Agriculture 

and Livestock 
Lincoln Villanueva 

Secretaria de Gobernación PRODDEL Carlos Mejia 
SSE Grassroots Organisation Lorenzo Gomez 
Trócaire International NGO 

(Ireland) 
George Redman 
Rosa Hernández 

UE Multilateral Donor Francisco Vasquez 
UNAT Technical Support Unit Julio Raudales 
UNICORAS Grassroots Organisation Odetho Hernandez 

Filiberto Villafranca 
Teodoro Castillo 

USAID Bilateral Donor (USA) Duty Green 
Vía Campesina Peasant Organisation Rafael Alegria 
Visitación Padilla Women’s Network Gladis Lanza 
World Bank 

Multilateral Donor 
Joseph Owens 
Jenny Fitzegerald 

 
 
 
Nicaragua 
 

Name of Organization Type of Organization 
Name of Person 

Interviewed 

AMULEÓN 
Asociation of 
Municipalities Juan José Rayo 

CCER 
National Network of 
NGOs Mario Quintana 

CODA International NGO Antonio Beteta 
Cooperativa Carlos Díaz Cooperative José Santos 

COSUDE Bilateral Donor 
Jüerg Benz 
José Luis Sandino 

FENACOOP Cooperative Róger Juárez 
FORUMSYD NGO (Sweeden) Åsa Thomason 

GISN 
Network of CSOs and 
Local Authorities José Roberto Valdivia 

IADB Multilateral Donor Giovanna Caravaggio 
IBIS NGO (Denmark) Lesbia Morales 

IEN Research Institute 
Rodolfo Delgado 
Patricio Oquist 
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IFAD Multilateral Donor Ladislao Rubio 
Independent Consultant Independent Consultant Arquitecto Danilo Saravia 

IRAM International NGO  
Denis Pommier 
Michel Merlet 

MAG-FOR Ministry of Agriculture  Luis E. Miranda 

MARENA 

Ministry of Natural 
Resources and the 
Environment M. Victoria Urquijo 

Nitlapán / ENVÍO Academic Christophe Maldidier 
UCA / Observatorio de la 
Pobreza 

Central American 
University José Rodríguez  

UNAG (PCAC) National Farmers’ Union  Abelardo Rivas 
UNDP Multilateral Donor  María Rosa Renzi 
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