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Abstract
Despite increased production of basic grains in Nicaragua in recent years, household food insecurity is still widespread, with nearly one-third of rural households being chronically food insecure. After Ortega’s return to presidency in 2007, the government has approached food security as a central policy goal and has used a food sovereignty framework to shape decisions. However, given the resistance internationally and domestically to food sovereignty, this raises interesting questions about Nicaragua’s ability to chart its own course in the globalised world of food.

This paper approaches the issues by looking at the claims of both trade-based food security and food sovereignty advocates to see how Nicaragua’s proposal to merge the two has been implemented. This approach shows the limits to incorporating food sovereignty goals into mainstream neoclassical food and rural development policy. Obstacles that exist domestically and internationally for Nicaragua have curtailed its ability to follow this path. As a result it seems unlikely that household food security will improve drastically under the current programme, unless significant changes are made in domestic policy and administration, and in the rules and practice of international trade regimes.

Relevance to Development Studies

Although the 2008 global food crisis has served as a poignant reminder of the injustices that cause food insecurity and hunger, rural poverty and deprivation have existed in much of the world unabated for decades. The global political economy of food security has changed drastically, however, insecurity is still widespread and is destabilizing to the formal project of ‘development’. This research, therefore studies the political economy of food security in Nicaragua to highlight the impacts that insecurity has had on rural development and inequality, and development projects being implemented to try address the problem.
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Introduction

Recent estimates claim that at least one-quarter of Nicaragua’s population is malnourished, and over one-third of the rural population is chronically food insecure (FAO, 2007; CEPAL, 2009). Although production increases have resulted in near self-sufficiency in basic grains, in 2007 nearly one million people experienced food insecurity on a regular basis. Nevertheless, national food security has improved over the past 15 years, as there is now more food physically available in domestic markets for consumption. However, the widespread failure to achieve household food security has placed food policy as a central objective of the government’s poverty reduction strategy.

National food security, understood as sufficient total availability of food, has been achieved through increased production and trade. However, the rapid growth of food imports, especially of crops that have been produced domestically for millennia, like maize, has not quelled the rampant malnourishment experienced in rural areas (Núñez, 2007). Instead it has undermined the economic viability of peasant production in Nicaragua and created an unprecedented crisis of economic viability. In 2007, more than one-quarter of export earnings were used to purchase basic foodstuffs in external markets (CEPAL, 2009). More recently however, the Nicaraguan government has become increasingly concerned with the importance of peasant agriculture as both the foundation of the national economy, and as the root of the rural economy (Núñez, 2007), and as such now has become focused on developing domestic markets.

Globally, improvements in technology and efficiency in agriculture have undercut peasant production, and led many peasant farmers to abandon their land in search of more profitable and sustainable livelihoods in other areas or sectors. As a result, the government in Nicaragua is now attempting to combine growing agribusiness with improving peasant production (Núñez, 2007). This new approach towards food security entails increasing domestic production and consumption, protecting peasant production, strengthening rural purchasing power and reducing production related risks. It represents both a shift in government policies and the way that food security is conceived and dealt with within Nicaragua.
This paper will analyse the political economy of food in Nicaragua, and in particular how government policies influence food security. Despite a wide range of policy approaches implemented over the past fifty years, malnutrition has persisted, especially in rural areas. Consequently, since 2007, with the re-election of former Sandinista National Liberation Front’s (FSLN) leader Daniel Ortega as President, Nicaragua has implemented several new policies and programmes, with the intention to promote domestic self-sufficiency in basic grains and reducing malnourishment. 

Ortega has moved away from solely promoting trade-based food security and now attempts to move toward food sovereignty. This has framed the problem of food insecurity under a different light and as a result the government has developed a new approach to eliminating malnourishment. However, this move has been controversial within the country, but also in the international sphere. It remains to be seen how the new programmes and policies will unfold in the coming years.

This research attempts to identify the factors that have, and continue to impede food security. It analyses why food insecurity has persisted in Nicaragua despite repeated government attempts to eliminate it. It then also investigates factors which have impeded the achievement of food security, and if the new food sovereignty framework is possible at the policy level, and if it can be integrated into the broader global political economy of food.

The paper is divided into five chapters. The first chapter provides an introduction to the debates between trade-based food security and food sovereignty. Through this analytical framework, I will present the two different approaches, and will attempt to bridge the gaps by introducing non-traditional objectives equity-based into food policy analysis.

Chapter two will discuss food policy during the 1980s and 1990s, and the implications that Nicaragua’s history have for current policy choices. It focuses on the cumulative impact of various policies on food insecurity. This chapter concludes with a discussion of the current situation, and how food policy historically has resulted in insecurity today.

In Chapter three, I will discuss the impacts of the macroeconomic environment, on household food security. This will involve a discussion of trade liberalisation and the impacts it has had on food security and peasant livelihoods.

Chapter four introduces the new politics of food sovereignty being applied, and a discussion of its implications. In an analysis of the main programme, Hambre Cero, it becomes clear that the policy instruments being used, and the influence of domestic politics have had a limited impact on improving household food security, and implementing a genuine food sovereignty framework.

Finally, a conclusion will be drawn from these analyses, suggesting that there are limits to how far a food sovereignty lens can be applied within the larger corporate-industrial framework. Although the problem of food insecurity has been reframed in Nicaragua, and a larger variety of livelihood concerns are now being dealt with, it is still limited by the broader political and economic constraints, domestically and internationally. The language of food sovereignty has been manipulated to cushion the impacts of further entrenchment in the corporate-industrial food regime.

Chapter 1 
Theoretical Framework

My theoretical framework will base itself on the debate between theorists (and practitioners) who conceptualise trade-based food security and food sovereignty. The fundamental difference in these two approaches lies in their understanding of what causes food insecurity. As a result of these separate foundations, each perspective advocates a different policy approach in addressing insecurity. Below, each framework is outlined according to its main theoretical tenants, however, there are variations in how policies are applied in reality. In order to understand the practice of food policy, the gap is investigated between the two frameworks; by introducing non-efficiency related goals into a traditional efficiency-focused food policy analysis. This analysis raises important questions of if food sovereignty is possible at a policy level, and if it can be applied as a framework within the corporate-industrial food regime, as seems to be attempted currently in Nicaragua.

1.1 Food Security

Food security has been defined as a state “when all people at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life” (World Food Summit, 1996). In this sense, security has come to mean freedom from risk, both the risk of food deprivation as wells as exposure to periodic food intake shocks (Barrett, 2002: 2108). 

For analytical purposes, there are two essential levels of food security, household and national. Household food security refers to a situation whereby each household has sufficient access to their necessary food requirements through production or market purchases (World Bank, 2008: 75). The focus here is on the distribution of food among households to ensure that basic dietary and caloric needs are being met.
 National food security, on the other hand, is a measure of the quantity of food required for the total population, compared to the total quantity of food available within domestic markets. Again, additional food can be procured through international trade, or through domestic production, but it concentrates on supply-side questions of how much food is available in total, and the impacts on aggregate food security.

Achieving national food security, does not guarantee that household food security will be met, and vice versa. In fact, more than three-quarters of all malnourished children in the developing world live in net food exporting (food secure at the national level) countries (Lappé, Collins and Rosset, 1998: 8-11). While production and trade have impacts on both national and household food security, improving access to productive resources or purchasing power at the household level, and changes in distributional and organizational aspects of the food system, have the most direct impact on the immediate problem of malnourishment.

The conventional definition of food security does not distinguish between household and national levels. It is a normative construction of food security that avoids consideration of the livelihoods of those who lack sufficient purchasing power, or the means to produce sufficient food (Barraclough and Utting, 1987). This construction does not engage with the politics of household food security and inequalities in access and distribution. The ‘de-politicisation’ of food security, away from the household, obscures the role of inequality in determining food policy.
1.2 Trade Based Food Security and the Corporate-Industrial Food Regime

A food regime can be defined as a historical period in which there are distinct systems for what food is being grown, how, where and for whom on a global scale (Friedmann and McMichael, 1989). The corporate-industrial food regime emerged in the 1980s as the predominant system for organising agriculture and food globally (McMichael, 2000; 2009). At the heart of this regime is the belief that food insecurity is caused by inefficient and insufficient global production. Food is seen as a tradable commodity like any other, and improved efficiency in trade and production is assumed to reduce global hunger. The policy approach, and tools that are advocated by this position include the use of biotechnology to increase agricultural yields, encouraging free trade, a smaller role for the state, and more capital intensive farming (McMichael, 2000). The language of this system has shaped both how food security is understood, but also the ways that policymakers can then address it.

Increased global trade, facilitated by liberalisation is seen as the primary way of developing a more efficient and effective food system. However, this seems to abstract from the power relations in the world. For example, as early as 1986, the U.S. Agriculture Secretary, John Block was trying to establish trade-based security as the dominant policy position, claiming that,

the idea that developing countries should feed themselves is an anachronism from a bygone era. They could better ensure their food security by relying on U.S. agricultural products, which are available in most cases at a lower cost (quoted in Schaeffer, 1995: 268).

This position contributed to a system, whereby developing countries were required to liberalise their agricultural markets, making way for cheap food imports from developed countries where agriculture was still heavily subsidised. Production of basic grains in many developing countries was discriminated against in favour of industrial development and a concentration on non-traditional agricultural exports (NTX) and cash crop production. 

It is based on a belief that a liberalised trade regime would favour both the agricultural sector in developing countries (as most are in a tropical climate and thus have a natural comparative advantage in the production of certain agricultural goods) and global food security (Eberlin, 2000; McMichael, 2005). Advocates of trade-based security also maintain that a world based on closed borders and domestic food self-sufficiency is infinitely worse (Madeley, 2000: 121). Because the World Food Summit (WFS) definition of food security includes no discussion of where or how ‘sufficient, safe and nutritious food’ (World Food Summit, 1996) is to be procured, trade has become the primary vehicle of food security.

The corporate-industrial food regime has become the dominant one globally. However, growing concerns about persistent and widespread global hunger and inequality, the impacts of agro-industry and global trade of food on the environment, and the rights of all people to determine their own food system have gained political attention. Rather than abandoning the dominant structure entirely, ambitious policymakers have tried to introduce the features of an alternate system – food sovereignty – into the larger food regime.

1.3 Food Sovereignty

The food sovereignty movement rejects the normative conception of food security as a production related problem. It is based in the notion that a nation’s ability to formulate and pursue its own policy mechanisms will support local productive capacities, encourage rural livelihoods and reduce some of the structural dependency of developing countries on cheap imported food from the developed world (Menezes, 2001: 30). Food sovereignty emerged from the self-sufficiency school, which argued that self-sufficiency in staple foods is a necessary condition to achieve security; “without it, ‘interdependence’ becomes a smokescreen for food control of one country by another” (Lappé and Collins, 1977: 206).

Food sovereignty, has been defined by the international peasant movement,  LaVia Campesina, as:

The right of peoples to healthy and culturally appropriate food produced through ecologically sound and sustainable methods, and their right to define their own food and agriculture systems. It puts the aspirations and needs of those who produce, distribute and consume food at the heart of food systems and policies rather than the demands of markets and corporations… It offers a strategy to resist and dismantle the current corporate trade and food regime…Food sovereignty prioritises local and national economies and markets and empowers peasant and family farmer-driven agriculture. (Nyéléni, 2007: 1, original emphasis)

The most fundamental features of food sovereignty are:

· The recognition and enforcement of the right to food and the right to productive resources;

· The right of each nation or people to define their own agricultural and food policies;

· A retreat from free trade policies;

· Greater prioritisation of food production for local and national markets;

· Ending practices of cheap import dumping;

· Genuine agrarian reform (Via Campesina et al., 2006).

It is a proposal for a new food regime, based in distinctly different organising principles than those found in the corporate-industrial food regime (see also Appendix I).

As opposed to trade-based security advocated in the corporate food regime, food sovereignty puts greater emphasis on local, democratic solutions to food insecurity. Where the corporate-industrial regime has focused on the inability to access food, food sovereignty is more concerned with access to productive resources and endowments as a basic human right (Windfuhr and Jonsén, 2005). Land tenure is particularly important for food security under this framework (as indicated in Figure 1). 

Figure 1
 Land Tenure and Food Security
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Land tenure (and asset ownership) requires individuals to take production and exchange decisions, based on local tenure institutions, expected prices and available technology. As a result of environmental outcomes, realised prices and transfers, assets are transformed into income. This income (whether cash or in kind) is then used for consumption or investment, based on knowledge of food prices and household requirements, directly affecting the quantity and quality of household assets (Maxwell and Wiebe, 1999). Improved income (or in kind remuneration) allows rural households to meet their immediate consumption needs, and to invest to improve the quantity and quality of the assets they posses. Access to land and ownership of productive resources is a vital part of food sovereignty, and the foundation of lasting household food security (Nyéléni, 2007).
Food security is a necessary component of avoiding hunger and malnourishment, however, food sovereignty is a proposal to guarantee the production of basic foodstuffs domestically, and facilitate and improve the access to them (Núñez, 2007). The model does not reject trade in food outright, but rather seeks global solutions to food problems only when they compliment domestic food production (McMichael, 2005). According to Barraclough and Utting (1987), food security can only be achieved through meaningful socioeconomic transformation, which is now the basic premise of food sovereignty. At its heart, it relies on ownership, production and distribution structures that are fundamentally different from those found in the corporate-industrial food regime, and in the conventional notion of ‘food security’.

1.4 A Political Economy of Food Systems

National food systems are complex, dynamic and constantly changing to reflect the goals and objectives of development policy, through trade, agriculture, agroindustry and consumption regulations. Traditional food policy is most often associated with the objectives of the trade-based regime and based in neoclassical economic theory. Most often it is concerned with:

1. Inducing efficient growth in food and agricultural sectors;

2. Improving income distribution, primarily through efficient employment creation;

3. Achieving a satisfactory level of nutrition and;

4. Providing adequate food security to insure against bad harvests, natural disasters and uncertain world food prices and supplies (Timmer, Falcon and Pearson, 1983:14).

To this list, Streeten has added political objectives, including the desire to avoid food related disturbances or riots, especially to appease powerful urban consumer groups (1987: 5). Timmer et al. (1983) focus on economic and efficiency goals as the main objective of food policy, and present a framework to analyse the effectiveness of government intervention in agricultural markets.

Despite calls from peasant and farmer organisations to expand the objectives of food policy to include ‘non-efficiency’ concerns (i.e. equity), this has remained the dominant approach for over thirty years. The World Bank’s 2008 World Development Report, reiterates many of these efficiency-based perspectives. The development industry is still attached to the rhetoric of food security, as achieved through market liberalisation in the developing world, and integrating producers and consumers into global value chains (McMichael, 2009). It has put pressure on developing country governments to conform to the norms of the corporate system.

Food policy formation must also take account of the dilemma that exists between short run producer and consumer interests (Timmer et al., 1983). The basic needs approach (BNA) argues for low food prices, so that the poor can afford an adequate diet, while the ‘incentives school’ argues for higher prices, to act as an incentive to increase domestic production (Streeten 1987; Staatz and Eicher, 1998). In the corporate-industrial food regime, the focus has been on removing government distortions from agricultural price setting, and discouraging subsidised consumer prices, and inflated producer prices (Timmer, 1991). Within this structure, limited government intervention in markets is accepted in order to improve the efficiency of growth in the agricultural sector (Monke and Pearson, 1989), with market prices being the main mechanism signalling security.

Price Policy

Prices function as an incentive to encourage production (Streeten, 1987). Higher producer prices offer an incentive to produce. However, lower prices are seen as ‘pro-poor’ in that they allow for poorer households to spend less money to acquire necessary food items. In a situation where the majority of households are net food buyers (NFBs), governments often adopt a cheap food policy (Bates, 1981; Streeten, 1987). Further, removing government from agricultural pricing and towards free trade is a standard prescription of neo-liberal economic reform (Timmer, 1995). A central element of food sovereignty is ensuring that local producers are paid fairly for their goods. Therefore, the food sovereignty school argues that world market prices are deflated for most staple foods (Windfuhr and Jonsén, 2005: 7), due the pressure of the corporate-industrial food regime to produce as cheaply as possible.  As a result of these depressed prices, developing countries lack the appropriate incentives to encourage investment in agriculture (Timmer, 1995). Higher prices for staple goods will encourage domestic production of those products, and improve the incomes of those households engaged in agriculture.

However, price policy is politically risky. Low prices tend to benefit urban consumers who form vocal and effective lobby groups. In order to appease both producers and consumers, programmes and projects directed at producers are often used in combination with low market prices for food. Projects are also often preferred because their “benefits can be conferred on those who support the government and withheld from political opponents. Project-based programmes thus often provide superior resources to those who seek to organise the rural areas” (Streeten, 1987:238). The use of subsidised input programmes, to build political support is “a prominent feature of agrarian politics” (Bates, 1981: 109). 

The Role of Price Stabilisation

Volatile, and depressed market prices for many agricultural goods have led developing country governments to neglect their agricultural sector (World Bank, 2008: 101). Price stabilisation is often criticised for limiting the opportunities that producers have to capitalise on price fluctuations and increase their incomes (Streeten, 1987). Despite this, and the potentially high costs of government intervention to stabilise prices of basic foodstuffs, there are actually several compelling reasons why intervention should be considered. Stable prices for basic grains will support food security by encouraging domestic production and limiting exposure to risk and vulnerability due to international market price fluctuations that are driven by unpredictable climate and policy fluctuations elsewhere (Acevedo, Barry and Rosa, 1995). Beyond this, stabilisation has important benefits for producers, consumers and macroeconomic development in poor countries.

Stabilisation is different from consistent subsidisation and taxation in that it is a reduction in the variability of domestic prices, without a change to the average level of prices (Dawe, 2001). It refers to either direct periodic intervention to address seasonal or temporal changes in prices and government investments to improve agricultural productivity (through transportation, storage etc.) (Timmer, 2000). While higher prices undoubtedly will produce considerable benefits, agricultural policy should focus on strengthening the sustainability of rural livelihoods, mainly through macroeconomic reforms that will encourage agriculture rather than through artificially established high producers prices that are costly to maintain (Acevedo et al., 1995). 
Price stabilisation will have a significant impact on poverty reduction, especially for the poorest segments of the rural population. For producers, stabilisation will protect them from abnormally low prices, encourage greater productivity and likely stabilise agricultural incomes, thus reducing the need for seasonal and temporal credit (which is often fraught with inefficiencies in rural areas) (Dawe, 2001). 
Integrating non-efficiency concerns

Improved efficiency in the food regime is not the only way of addressing food insecurity. Non-efficiency related concerns also play a crucial role in the policymaking process. The move away from neoclassical economic analysis has given greater space for the inclusion of food sovereignty in the discourse of food and trade policy. Developing country markets rarely fit the picture advanced in neoclassical economics, so a straight comparison is difficult to make (Streeten, 1987: 13; Stiglitz and Charlton, 2006: 89). Laissez-faire economic price policy is not always the best fit for developing countries, and in some cases government intervention is necessary. In these cases, intervention decreases allocative efficiency, but can have positive social effects that may outweigh efficiency concerns. Where government intervention does cause distortions in agricultural markets, the solution is not for state withdrawal, but rather a multi-pronged approach focused on improving incentives, inputs, innovation, information, infrastructure and institutions (Streeten, 1987: 31-41). Other non-efficiency objectives may include improved income distribution, price stabilisation, and achieving food security and self-reliance in staple food crops as justification for intervention.

The tradeoffs that arise between efficiency and nonefficiency objectives assume particular interest in policy analysis. Because resources are in limited supply, the achievement of any particular objective will usually come at the expense of reduced activity in some other economic endeavour (Monke and Pearson, 1989: 3).

This balance between efficiency and non-efficiency objectives forms the backbone of understanding the policy decisions made regarding food security. The incorporation of non-efficiency goals has lead to a further integration of political and economic policy analysis to enhance the qualitative understanding of food policy, and explaining the failure of government actions to address the most basic needs of citizens (Pinstrup-Andersen, 1993: 23).

The process of trying to bridge the gap, and find the right mix of efficiency and non-efficiency concerns, is a politically charged process. Different interest groups try to influence it, especially to guide the types, and extent to which non-efficiency objectives are applied. Power and ownership of various stages of the food industry are being concentrated into the hands of traditional elites, and they are able to influence policy to maintain the status quo (De Janvry, 1998), and maximise self-interest during the political process. The concentration of power in the hands of a rural elites allows a small group to influence policy, as well as government officials and policymakers who then use their position to obtain and retain political power. Policy making is a relatively closed process whereby politicians are concerned with getting and retaining power, wealth and using state resources for personal benefit and patronage (Bates, 1998; Dunham, 2004: 201). Yet, governments are not monolithic entities with uniform interests, nor are they impervious to external pressures and influences (Bates, 1987). Neither greed, nor ineptitude is the cause of policy failures. Self-interest maximization does play a role; but it is not the only constraint to good policymaking (Buchanan, 1989). Other factors, such as the role of imperfect information during policy formation, are certainly also impediments to the process. This means, in this particular case that the extent to which equity-related objectives are successfully incorporated into food policy is disputed. Limiting factors, such as the framework of the corporate-industrial food regime, self-interest maximisation and limited resources and implementation capacities, influence the extent to which the non-efficiency concerns of food sovereignty are applied. 
1.5 Conclusion

The ongoing debate between trade-based food security and food sovereignty as models for addressing insecurity and malnourishment have impacted on how food policy is conceived of, implemented and analysed. Although the dominant perspective has been to follow neoclassical analysis of increasing efficiency in the food system through global trade, an increasing number of voices advocating for greater use of non-efficiency objectives, and the values of food sovereignty are finding their space. This is not surprising, since the extreme neoclassical position presented by a regime solely focused on trade for security is politically unpopular. The combination of these two frameworks represents the true nature of food policy and the political economy of food under the corporate-industrial food regime. Both perspectives are concerned with the role of prices, incentives and government intervention in the food system, however, with different expectations. The inclusion of food sovereignty brings to light the inequalities in the food regime that have made peasant production more difficult and have undermined food security. 

Nicaragua is now pursuing an approach to food insecurity, based on the principles of food sovereignty. In the following chapters I will therefore try to understand how the foundations of the corporate-industrial regime can possibly absorb some of the non-efficiency related goals, as well as how self-interested policymakers would be able to balance pressure in the global environment to pursue free trade in food, while local pressure is asserted to support domestic production.

Chapter 2 
Food Policy in Nicaragua

Given the various approaches to food security and policy analysis laid out in the previous chapter, Nicaragua seems to be an interesting case for further research into the role of public policy in enabling or hindering food security. Successive governments have applied a wide variety of policy tools and political approaches to try address food needs. Under the Somoza regime (1936-1979), Nicaraguan agriculture was directed towards exports rather than production for domestic markets. When the Sandinista National Liberation Front (FSLN) took power in 1979, the government embraced a highly interventionist approach to addressing food security and smallholder production. However, despite this major shift in the policy, Nicaragua failed to achieve adequate food security during the 1980s (Biondi-Morra, 1991; Spoor, 1995; Enríquez, 1991). When the government again underwent a major transition in 1990, agricultural markets went from high levels of government interventionism to the extreme opposite through deregulation and liberalisation (Spoor, 1994a). This reorientation of trade and production policy reflects – apart from a dramatic change in alliances and power interests – also a shifting perception on how to achieve food security - with a renewed focus on the role of markets in allocating food.

The transition from the interventionist Sandinista state of the 1980s, to the liberalised position of the post-Sandinista Unión Nacional Opositora (UNO) government in the 1990s was a complex and carefully negotiated process (Babb, 1998). It involved a variety of changes to both micro-economic policies and the macro-economic environment in order to stimulate growth and development. However, neither regime successfully eliminated malnutrition, nor household food insecurity. Furthermore, the impacts of each regime have left Nicaragua with a series of failed institutions incapable of attaining food security. This chapter addresses some of the policies and structures that influenced food security during the 1980s and 90s. It does not deal with the Somoza period leading up to the Sandinista revolution, but rather looks at various instruments that were used during the past 30 years, comparing the approaches taken by each regime and the impacts those systems had on food security.
2.1 Credit and Land Policy

Credit

Before the revolution, peasants made up nearly 70% of agricultural producers, but received less than 10% of credit. Because these same peasants are the primary producers of basic grains, these credit policies discriminated against production for domestic markets and kept production low (Enríquez, 1991: 94). In the early 1980s agricultural credit expanded very rapidly for both small producers and state enterprises. By 1985, peasants received over 31% of total agricultural credit (Wiggins, 2006).

However, this expansionary credit policy rapidly became unsustainable. Productivity increases did not materialise, as much of the credit was used as a consumption subsidy to purchase products they would have otherwise been unable to, rather than investing in production improvements (Biondi-Morra, 1993: 193; Enríquez, 1991: 95; Barraclough, 1987: 23). Furthermore, due to low levels of repayment and negative real interest rates, credit policies quickly became self-defeating. These problems undermined production and consumption in rural areas as productivity decreased and inflation and indebtedness grew (Ellis, 1992: 152-163).

As a result, in the 1990s, the volume of formal agricultural credit under the ‘new’ policy was drastically reduced, and it once again became extremely difficult for peasants to access. Peasants with fewer than 2 manzanas
 of land were excluded from formal credit because of the high transaction costs, and the resulting credit squeeze affected corn and bean producing peasant families most (Spoor, 1994b). Private banks have also squeezed out small peasants, as they are often seen as ‘un-bankable’. Although credit policy has evolved since the early 1990s, it still remains difficult for small and medium producers to obtain soft credit, and in many rural areas lending institutions do not exist (McBain and Leonhard, 2007). Although NGOs have begun to fill the gap through microfinance programmes (Wiggins, 2006; Yunus and Jolis, 2006), still only 5-9% of rural households have access to agricultural credit (Davis and Stampini, 2002; Boucher et al., 2005).

Agrarian Reform

Inability to access credit in the post-1990 period was also tied to stricter collateral obligations, and the legacy of insecure land tenure in rural areas. The Sandinistas had undertaken a large-scale agrarian reform in the 1980s, distributing vast areas of land confiscated from Somoza and his associates, and later in the process, areas deemed as being under-utilised (Enríquez, 1991). However, many of these new small farms and cooperatives never had their titles formalised, and many peasants were again evicted during the 1990s under the UNO-government (Spoor, 1994b).
Land reform in the 1980s allowed many rural labourers to pursue basic grain production on their own small parcels, but the national economy was still heavily dependent on foreign exchange earned from agricultural exports, especially from cotton and coffee. Although it cannot be directly attributed to the agrarian reform exclusively, “the new policy of intensive basic grain cultivation…took workers away from the coffee fincas to work in these crops” (Enríquez, 1991: 86). The escalating Contra war which caused widespread insecurity in the countryside, deteriorating global terms of trade for key exports and worsening macroeconomic conditions also contributed to the large drop in Nicaragua’s trade balance at the time (Table 1).

Table 1
 External Sector, Economic Indicators in Nicaragua 1979-1987 (millions of US dollars)
	
	1979
	1981
	1983
	1985
	1987

	Exports
	566.5
	508.2
	428.8
	301.5
	294.8

	Imports
	630.2
	999.4
	806.9
	891.9
	825.2

	Balance of Trade
	206.3
	-491.2
	-378.1
	-590.4
	-530.4

	Terms of Trade (1980 = 100)
	95.6
	79.4
	68.2
	65.4
	74.8


Stahler-Sholk, 1990: 58-59.

As a result of declining productivity in the export sector, foreign exchange earnings dropped dramatically and the government was soon faced with a diminished capacity to import necessary food and agricultural inputs, relying on foreign aid inflows to fill in the balance of payments gap.

In order to combat the problems of rural poverty and labour shortages, official wages for agricultural workers increased by 30% in the early 1980s, however, because minimum wage standards had rarely been enforced prior to the revolution, the effective increase was much larger. These laws were enacted to provide regular labour for agroexport plantations (especially for cotton) for a cash income. Yet, as a result of the agrarian reform, and changes in the price and production systems, agricultural workers had more incentives to withhold waged-labour during the harvest season. This resulted in lower harvests for the agroexport sector (Enríquez, 1991: 104; Utting, 1992).
The agrarian reform partly accelerated under the UNO government, as demobilised soldiers from both sides were granted land during the peace process (Abu-Lughod, 2000). However, many small farmers lacked sufficient land titles, and by 1997 a counter reform saw many Somoza era landlords returned to the land (McBain and Leonhard, 2007). The insecure tenure of many peasant families has undermined their ability to undertake long-term planning to improve the quality of their assets, and improve the quantity of food produced and consumed (Maxwell and Wiebe, 1999). Insufficient tenure during the 1990s meant that many peasants were excluded from essential credit markets during the 1990s, and investments in basic grain production dropped (Wiggins, 2006; Spoor, 1994b). As a result, household food security has further eroded and many peasant households became trapped in a more vulnerable market position.

2.2 Price Policy

Immediately following the FSLN’s takeover, the government set price controls for essential food and consumer products, while at the same time setting minimum price levels to be paid to producers of basic grains (Utting, 1992). In this way, they tried to bridge the concerns of the BNA (providing affordable food that is in both good quantity and quality) and the ‘incentives school’; offering peasants better prices than they had received in the past, and guaranteeing that the price they received would always cover the minimum costs of production (Enríquez, 1991: 98). However, real prices remained low, (mainly because of high levels of inflation) becoming a disincentive to basic grain production, and the availability of grains in local markets dropped significantly during the 1980s (Utting, 1992; Spoor, 1995). For export crops, the government offered a ‘cost-plus’ programme that guaranteed domestic floor prices, and offered subsidies on imported inputs to protect producers from volatile international prices, while also using differential exchange rates (Biondi-Morra, 1993: 38). By 1988 price supports and subsidies became unsustainable due to their high costs and inadequate administration. Many of the price differentials between domestic producer prices and official consumer prices were also eliminated (Utting, 1992).

With the transition to the UNO government, prices were further deregulated, and price controls on imports were either eliminated or significantly reduced (Berthelon, Kruger and Saavedra, 2007). From 1992-1997 the prices of imported maize, sorghum and rice were only regulated through an import/export price-band system. This system set variable tariffs (between 5 and 45%) to ensure that domestic production remained competitive, and to cushion the effects of international price fluctuations (Acevedo et al, 1995). However, in effect this system continued to drive domestic grain prices down to compete with low world prices and cheap corn and rice imports (Spoor, 1994b).

At the same time, domestically, most agricultural products (with the exception of edible maize, sugar and rice) continued to face negative nominal rates of protection between 1991 and 2004, resulting in depressed production incentives for domestic producers. In 1997, the price-band system was abandoned, in favour of import quota tariffs, whereby tariff free import quotas for each product were negotiated for each agricultural cycle, and high tariffs applied to any imports over the quota restrictions (Berthelon et al, 2007).

The combination of low world market prices for basic grains and cheap imports has undercut domestic production and undermined the role of peasant producers in Nicaragua (Spoor, 1994b). Timmer (1991) had proposed that state withdrawal from markets would reduce the perverse effects of intervention and lead to the ‘right’ (market-determined) prices. However, this mantra, of ‘getting the prices right’ was frequently reduced to rapid market liberalisation, deregulation and state withdrawal, in the form of laissez-faire economy policy (Spoor, 1995), which increased reliance on subsidised imports from developed countries, to the detriment of local production and household food security.

2.3 Agro-Export Structure

The Sandinistas tried to retain a balance between agro-export production to earn foreign exchange and increasing domestic production (Biondi-Morra, 1993). However, as outlined above, the unintended effects of the agrarian reform, the negative effects of price and exchange rate policy, and the impacts of the Contra war and other aspects of food policy undermined production efficiency in the agro-export sector. As part of the structural reforms beginning in 1988, throughout the 1990s the government gradually increased support to export production in order to stimulate growth.

Trade liberalisation, and regional trade agreements have helped to increase agricultural exports since 1990 (Berthelon et al., 2007; Appendix II). Tax exemptions, widely used to support NTX production during the early 1990s also advanced export production (Berthelon et al., 2007). The resurgence of export production highlights the government perception of trade as the foundation of economic growth, and food security. Although it improved Nicaragua’s participation in global food markets, and the availability of food at the national level, household food security has not improved.  Greater availability of caloric foodstuffs in domestic markets is not the same as improved access and ability to acquire and consume them. Agroexport-led development is based in a belief that poverty reduction can be achieved by focusing on economic growth, supported by key investments in social capital. However, given the social, political and economic inequalities that have characterised Nicaragua historically, there is little hope that the new wealth being created in agro-exports will reach the poor and alleviate food insecurity (Wiggins, 2006). 

2.4 Macroeconomic Environment and Administration

During the 1980s, the macroeconomic structure in Nicaragua severely undermined the ability to create a coherent food policy package. According to Biondi-Morra (1993), “Sandinista macro economic policies were a tragedy. An opportunity to right decades of benign neglect and outright exploitation” was wasted.

Rapid inflation (Table 2) throughout the 1980s limited the government’s ability to undertake long-term economic planning, and the ability of consumers to purchase basic goods. The terms of trade for both necessary imports, and exports decreased rapidly and international trade became more difficult and more costly due to inflation.

Table 2
 Inflation (CPI) Annual Rate of Change (%) in Nicaragua 1980-1999
	1980
	1981
	1982
	1983
	1984
	1985
	1986
	1987
	1988
	1989

	35.1
	23.8
	28.5
	33.6
	141.3
	571.4
	885.2
	13,109.5
	4,775.2
	7,428.7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999

	3,004.1
	116.6
	21.9
	13.5
	3.7
	11.1
	12.1
	7.3
	18.5
	7.2


Source: IMF (2009) World Economic Outlook.

Currency overvaluation acted as a direct tax on export production, and a disincentive to cash crop production in spite of the use of differential exchange rates for its main export products. Between 1980 and 1985 at least five different exchange rates were operating simultaneously in Nicaragua, ranging from the official rate of 10 Córdobas to the US dollar in 1980, to the widely used black market rate of 1,000 Córdobas to 1 Dollar by the end of 1985 (Biondi-Morra, 1993: 88). This encouraged cheap imports, while discouraging exports. As such it suppressed domestic production in favour of cheaply imported staple goods, and the production of cash crops for export – seriously undermining food security at the time.

In order to combat the chaos of the macroeonomic environment of the 1980s, the UNO government undertook widespread reforms and stabilisation measures. Austerity measures, state compression, and strict monetary and credit policies reflected the neoliberal logic that dominated at the time (Close, 1999; Spoor, 1994a; Wiggins, 2006). Public sector cuts significantly reduced both the size and capacity of the government; the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAGFOR) for example was left ‘practically paralysed’ (Spoor, 1994b: 193). In addition to public-sector layoffs, the government also privatised state-owned enterprises, reduced subsidies and eliminated many programmes in an attempt to reduce the budget deficit (Close, 1999).

Efforts to control inflation had rapid success in the early 1990s, although it was arguably superficial, due to an over-reliance on short-term external funds and food donations (Berthelon et al, 2007; Spoor, 1994b). The devaluation of the Córdoba also played a significant role in the economic stabilisation package of the early 1990s. Throughout the 1990s the Córdoba was devalued annually according to a crawling-peg system (Berthelon et al., 2007: 4)

2.5 Political Reasons for Policy Choices

Reviewing the entire tenure of office held by the Sandinistas from July 19, 1979 to April 15, 1990, it is clear that policy decisions were not made on the basis of any ironclad ideological or political script but instead emerged, almost piecemeal, on the basis of ideological predispositions and political calculations of opportunities and constraints (Biondi-Morra, 1993: 201)

The Sandinistas were concerned with achieving a satisfactory level of food security for all people and with establishing national self-sufficiency in basic grains (Biondi-Morra, 1993: 31; Utting, 1992: 127). However, insufficient administrative capacity and the existence of various policies at the micro- and macro- levels working at cross-purposes to each other undermined these policies. In fact, “many early decisions were made on the basis of erroneous and mostly ideologically biased assessments, directed by political priorities, which had no sound economic foundation” (Spoor, 1994a: 525). As a result, government policies often conflicted with each other, causing economic, social and political turmoil and the destabilisation of food production.

Underlying many of the politically unpopular reforms in the 1990s was a variety of concerns for the new UNO government. The severe economic crisis that had emerged during the 1980s was clearly a problem that state-centred economic policies could not cure (Close, 1999). Intervention during the 1980s was one of the responses to food insecurity. While state withdrawal and deregulation reversed the response, they did not address the reasons why intervention had happened in the first place (Spoor, 1994a). The other major influencing factor at play here is the role of aid donors and multilateral lending institutions. Given the macroeconomic crisis Nicaragua was deeply in need of foreign assistance in the early 1990s, and the only way to guarantee such aid was to convince donors “that they were worthy recipients, and… this could be done only by adopting free market policies” (Close, 1999: 118).

2.6 Impacts on Post Millennium Nicaragua

The legacies of credit and land inequalities, price policy, export production, and failed macroeconomic policies continue to guide food security in the present. The political rationale for policy decisions rarely reflected a genuine concern for achieving food security, but rather for achieving economic goals, maintaining food security as a lesser priority. The failed institutions that are left have been incapable of addressing food security; instead, they have deepened the problems of malnutrition and rural poverty, as small producers face ever growing discriminatory macroeconomic policies, prices, and preferential treatment for large producers.

Situating Poverty and Hunger

Poverty has been a widespread and persistent problem across the country for decades. GDP per capita fell from US$1,034 in 1978 to US$495 in 1988. By 1992, it had fallen still further to US$404, making Nicaragua the second-poorest country in Latin America and the Caribbean (Spoor, 1994b: 187). Since 1994, the absolute number of both urban and rural people living below the national poverty line of C$7,154.84 (US$427.67) per year, has also increased, while extreme poverty (less than C$3,927.55 or US$234.76) has increased significantly during the past ten years especially in rural areas (Figure 2).


Figure 2
Urban and Rural Populations living in Poverty
Source: Adapted from Appendix II.

Furthermore, purchasing power of rural households is still significantly below the national average, reaching just barely 34% (FAO, 2007). This indicates food poverty for agricultural workers who are not self-sufficient and rely on markets to meet their consumption needs. The poverty that is found in rural areas is also linked to high levels of deprivation and insecurity as they experience insufficient access to public services to satisfy their basic needs.
Malnutrition has decreased at the national level significantly since 1994. However, given the persistent and growing threat of poverty, food security remains a major concern for almost two-thirds of the population (FAO, 2007). The alarming growth of both poor and extremely poor households points to the likelihood of growing nutrient deficiencies, and greater instability in accessing food. Furthermore, the sharp increase in crime and social instability in Nicaragua since 1990, compounded with austere economic conditions has led to “the erosion of the social fabric, [which] has reached such dramatic proportions in Nicaragua that it is no exaggeration to talk of society having undergone a veritable process of social fragmentation” (Rodgers, 2008: 83).

Violence, political confusion, hunger and social breakdown have become the ‘leitmotivs’ that define post-Sandinista Nicaragua (Rodgers, 2008). Given this economic and social context, the challenge of achieving food security seems insurmountable. Yet, since 2007 the government has begun a concerted effort to improve food security for a large number of rural households. It remains to be seen if they will be able to address, let alone overcome many of the structural obstacles that exist. 
New Policy Directions

When former FSLN President, Daniel Ortega again resumed the Presidential office in January 2007, food policy became centred on achieving greater self-sufficiency and promoting peasant production. One of the most notable shifts has been the introduction of the Alimentary Productive Programme (PPA) - commonly referred to as “Hambre Cero” (HC) (McBain and Leonhard 2007; McBain-Haas and Wolpold-Bosein, 2008; Kester, 2009; Núñez, 2007). The central feature of this programme is the ‘bono production ’ (productive voucher) for poor households to receive seeds, plants, animals, training, technology and support services for rural families. The government has also introduced a controversial ‘Food and Nutrition Security and Sovereignty Bill’ (la Ley de Seguridad y Soberanía Alimentaria y Nutricional- LSYSAN), which expressly supports the principles of food sovereignty.

While it does represent a powerful discourse, this shift in government approach is still relatively new, and has yet to be sufficiently analysed to determine its actual effects on reducing extreme poverty and malnourishment. Food insecurity is a multi-dimensional problem that will require coordinated, complex solutions (see Appendix III). Government intervention in the food system will have to address all of these concerns in order to have a lasting impact on eliminating food insecurity. While achieving food security has been a key concern for many decades, it has so far remained an elusive goal.

2.7 Conclusion

The past 30 years have failed to provide food security in Nicaragua. The history of the Sandinistas, the Contra War, and neoliberal reforms during the 1990s into the early 2000s left the country with a series of institutions that are unable to cope with growing rural poverty, import dependence and a general stagnation in the peasant sector. As a result food insecurity remains an urgent policy concern for the current government. At the macro level, international trade regimes are displacing small farmers. At the micro level the focus must shift to the problems of decapitalisation in rural areas, failed credit markets and ‘incorrect’ prices through democratic and introduce more equitable rural development policies.

Chapter 3  
Macroeconomic and Trade Policy in Relation to Food

The global political economy of food has been based in the language of trade-based food security. Liberalisation has played a key role in increasing trade in agricultural products and institutionalising the tenets of the corporate-industrial food regime within the agricultural sector in Nicaragua. During the 1990s, liberalisation was mainly pursued through the World Trade Organization (WTO) negotiations on the Agreement on Agriculture (AoA); and with the collapse of the Doha Round negotiations in 2008, focus shifted to the Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA).

The political focus in recent years on increasing market access through trade liberalisation has improved macroeconomic growth and national food security in Nicaragua. However, the resulting food system has forced small producers to compete with subsidised imports from the US, and driven down the prices of basic grains in domestic markets. Due to inequalities in resource ownership in the production system, small producers are being excluded from markets that have grown as a result of trade liberalisation, and are not seeing any of the benefits put forth by the corporate-industrial food regime. Finally, because of the failure to integrate non-efficiency concerns into international trade agreements, the value of peasant production has diminished, making it increasingly difficult to pursue small-scale production of basic grains. Despite the significant advances that the corporate-industrial food regime has brought for macroeconomic growth, it has undermined household food security in Nicaragua, in particular in rural areas. Ortega’s government since 2007 continues to pursue the corporate-industrial food regime, and has failed to incorporate goals from food sovereignty into trade policy development.

3.1 Macroeconomic Growth and National Food Security

Free trade is often advocated as the most effective means to reduce allocative inefficiencies and to promote competition (Dawe, 2001). The corporate-industrial food regime encourages liberalisation as a fundamental step in achieving food security. However, globally the agricultural sector has been slow to liberalise. Agricultural in Nicaragua was widely liberalised during the 1990s and further liberalisation under CAFTA has supported macroeconomic growth and national food security. GDP per capita increased by over 4% between 2006 (when CAFTA was implemented) and 2008 (Appendix II). Agricultural production has increased to a point where near self-sufficiency has been reached in beans, maize and sorghum (Appendix II). However, the spread of trade liberalisation has undermined household food security by threatening the role of small producers, and potentially increasing national dependence on imported basic grains.

3.2 Competition with Subsidised Imports

Cheap imports, coming mainly in the form of subsidised maize from the United States, have caused significant hardships for many small producers in Nicaragua (Morley, 2006). During CAFTA negotiations, Nicaraguan trade representatives drafted a list of sensitive agricultural products that would be excluded from negotiations (including edible maize, red and black beans, dairy products and rice) – at least until the US trade representative was willing to discuss reducing domestic subsidies in the US. However, the Americans refused to discuss domestic subsidies outside the WTO forum, instead the trade representatives conceded to having extended reduction schedules (of 15 to 20 years) for sensitive products in Central America, while maintaining unequally high levels of support within the US (Ricker, 2004; Witness for Peace, 2007).

As a result, peasants - who are the main producers of basic grains - have been forced to compete with heavily subsidised large-scale farmers in the developed world. The trade balance of maize from 1999 to 2007 (Table 3), shows that despite fluctuations in domestic output, maize imports have grown steadily and Nicaragua is in fact moving away from self-sufficiency in maize.

Table 3
 Apparent Consumption and Dependency of Maize in Nicaragua 1999-2007
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Net Output (000s tones)
	387.4
	278.4
	336.2
	365.7
	433.2
	429.6
	395.5
	420.0
	414.0

	Imports (000s tones)
	83.7
	37.8
	18.7
	29.3
	81.5
	96.9
	102.6
	120.4
	133.5

	Exports (000s tones)
	2.0
	0.1
	7.1
	0.2
	1.8
	0.7
	1.9
	2.2
	6.3

	Apparent Consumption (000s tones)
	469.1
	316.1
	347.8
	394.8
	512.9
	525.8
	496.2
	538.2
	541.2

	Degree of Dependency (%)
	17.84
	11.96
	5.38
	7.42
	15.89
	18.43
	20.68
	22.37
	24.67


Source: CEPALSTAT (2009), Sectorial Farming Indicators

The growing dependency on imported maize indicates the failure to increase domestic production to match consumption demands – despite government objectives that aim to achieve at least 80% self-sufficiency in basic grains (Núñez, 2007).

The free trade regime has resulted in a lowering of tariff barriers on grain imports, and opened the rural economy to competition from foreign producers (Taylor, Naude and Jesurun-Clements, 2007). Rural households must now compete with developed countries that have the comparative advantage in basic grain production, either driving prices down or forcing producers to transition to other markets.

Cheap Food and Food Security

Low food prices, whether from cheap subsidised imports or facilitated by government interventions that keep food prices low are conventionally seen to benefit net food buyer (NFB) households, by increasing purchasing power and thus food security. However, given high instances of poverty in agricultural households (Table 4), the relative impacts of higher prices can have a differentiated effect on poverty alleviation nationally.

Table 4
 Indicators of Rural Well-Being by Main Source of Employment in Nicaragua
	
	Percent Poor
	Percent Extremely Poor

	Agriculture, Self Employed
	71.2
	31.6

	Agriculture, Wage Employed
	66.9
	26.5

	Non Agriculture, Wage Employed
	35.1
	7.4

	Non Agriculture, Self-employed
	32.2
	5.6

	Transfers, other
	50.6
	13.2


Source: Alwang et al., 2005: 19.

Pressure from the corporate-industrial food regime to produce as cheaply as possible has depressed global market prices for many basic grains (Timmer, 1995). The removal of further import restrictions in Nicaragua has caused producer prices for basic grains to drop, and make it economically very difficult for small producers to compete in formal markets. 

Trade liberalisation has focused on increasing efficiency in global agriculture, but it has ignored the role of peasant livelihoods in ensuring food security. Peasant production is seen as not economically efficient in the corporate-industrial food regime, and has suffered as a result. The institutionalisation of economic-centred analysis in determining trade regimes has ignored the concerns of peasants. The macroeconomic environment that discriminates against small producers will erode even the best-designed domestic support packages (Timmer et al, 1983).

3.3 Increased Dependency

Because of the nature of small countries, they tend to rely disproportionately on imports to meet domestic consumption. As such they are extremely sensitive to external economic forces, which they have little to no control over (Heron, 2008). Small changes in global prices for basic foodstuffs have a disproportionate impact on the availability of food in domestic markets. High degrees of dependency on foreign countries to meet basic consumption has increased Nicaragua’s vulnerability to price shocks which could have significant repercussions for household food consumption.

Furthermore, discrimination against small producers in Nicaragua has resulted in many being driven out of the market (Anderson, 2008). As a result, consumers again become even more dependent on imported food products as domestic sources disappear (IFAD, 2008). In fact, this is one of the main claims of food sovereignty proponents – that international trade in food has increased food insecurity because it has made poor consumers more dependent on production happening elsewhere (Menezes, 2004). The influx of cheap food imports is undermining the viability of small grain producers, encouraging a transfer to cash crop production, and increasing peasant reliance on foreign markets both for consumption and for selling their products. The ensuing transformation of both the rural economy and society, if not matched with appropriate transition and support services, could result in the erosion of rural life (Bussolo and Niimi, 2006). The new spaces it does provide are in niche export markets for cash crops or transitioning to the non-farm economy. This will mean restructuring peasant production away from basic food grains, to other more dynamic sectors – a fundamental contradiction with both the tenants of food sovereignty, and the goal of achieving household food security based in some measure of self-sufficiency.
3.4 Exclusion from Export Markets

Small producers are not only being forced to compete with cheap food imports, but also are being excluded from participating in export markets. As evident in Figure 3, both imports and exports have increased over the past 15 years; with significant growth for both beginning in 2003. 
Figure 3
 Import and Export Trends
Adapted from Appendix II

Likewise, while trade has come to represent a larger share of GDP (Table 5), imports have grown much more rapidly than exports. Trade liberalisation after CAFTA’s implementation in 2006, has accelerated Nicaragua’s integration into international markets, especially through imports.
Table 5
 Imports and Exports (% of GDP) Pre-and Post- Liberalisation
	
	1990
	2005
	2008

	Imports as a % of GDP
	46
	58
	67

	Exports as a % of GDP
	25
	28
	33


Source: (UNDP, 2007: 287; World Bank, 2008).

Nicaragua’s trade balance has deteriorated rapidly, especially since the implementation of CAFTA in 2006 (Appendix II). Where growth in exports has happened, for the most part it has not been in sectors that will provide measurable improvements to poverty reduction. The highest per annum growth rates for exports have been in the oilseeds and soybeans sector - at 23% export growth - followed by sugar (19%), cereal grains (14%) and rice (11%) (Berrios et al, 2004: 280). Meanwhile Nicaragua’s export economy is based on six products - coffee, beef, sugar, shellfish, peanuts and corn (CIA, 2008: 457) which have been some of the least dynamic in terms of generating new export revenue. 

Even when agricultural exports are expanding, small rural farm households are not seeing growth because they do not tend to be net producers of those goods. It is estimated that 70% of export earnings are going to only 50 businesses due to the exceptionally high level of agri-business concentration (Acevedo and Roque, 2007). Unfortunately, 

Nicaragua’s main export crops are controlled by the few large producers that can produce enough of the product to export and can afford to invest in facilities that will enable them to comply with strict U.S. phyto-sanitary regulations necessary to securing authorisation to export (Witness for Peace, 2007: 30).

Liberalisation has done nothing to challenge the dominant position of these large market players. Nine of the top ten exporters from January-December 2005 were still the 10 main exporters in 2009 - albeit with a slight rearranging of their order (CETREX, 2009). Liberalised agricultural trade is benefiting a small number of interests, those of large-scale commercial farmers, while the poor, small-scale rural farmers are seeing few benefits and increasing costs of competition.

3.5 Conclusion

Nicaragua continues to pursue trade-based food security, as evidenced by their adherence to free trade agreements and economic liberalisation. As a result, it is quickly becoming impractical to remain a small producer of basic grains, forced to compete with cheap subsidised imports. Increased quantities of basic grain imports have depressed local producer prices and made basic grain production significantly less remunerative. These low prices negatively impact on household food security by increasing dependence on imported foodstuffs and undermining the role of traditional peasant production. The areas where trade liberalisation has increased incomes and prices have been concentrated in a small handful of agri-businesses, rather than peasant production.

Peasants are operating within a trade structure that discriminates against them and excludes them. Trade liberalisation within the corporate-industrial food regime has eroded livelihoods and economic dynamism in rural areas, as well as increasing the dependence on imported foods – a dangerous position to be in, and something the country is trying to avoid. The widespread failure to incorporate livelihoods considerations into policy analysis has resulted in a system based in efficiency goals that does not support household food security.

Chapter 4 
Nicaragua: Making Space for Food Sovereignty?

Macroeconomic growth from 1994 to 2008 in Nicaragua has not had the ‘trickle down’ effect on reducing poverty and malnourishment it was once expected to have had. Government spending has increased in recent years to balance economic growth with social objectives. Food production and availability have increased to a point where domestic production of basic grains satisfies more than 75% of apparent consumption (CEPAL-STAT, 2009). Yet nearly one-third of all households remained food insecure.

When former FSLN leader, Daniel Ortega resumed the Presidency in January 2007, he promised to make poverty reduction a central goal of government activities (Guimarães and Avendaño, 2007). With nearly one-third of the population still categoriesed as ‘food insecure’ (Kester, 2009), improving access to food and better nutrition became a key element in Ortega’s development strategy. The government has applied the language and ideas of food sovereignty to frame its new public discourse, laws and programmes. However, the actual style of policies being designed, and their implementation process does not match the structure of food sovereignty. Although not yet addressed in the government approach, price policy may offer as a means for promoting food security in a way that incorporates food sovereignty objectives within the corporate-industrial food regime. The final result has failed to improve food security, or to implement food sovereignty in practice.

4.1 The Politics of Food Security

“We see our food as a matter of National Security, ¿me entendes?” (Carlos Corea, Communications Director of Nicacoop, as quoted in Schmidt, 2009).

The politics of food security and sovereignty (PSSAN – Política de Seguridad y Soberanía Alimentaria y Nutricional) in Nicaragua, has been the target of political attention since 2007. The spread of the global food crisis in 2008 has reinvigorated the desire to create comprehensive national and regional policies to address malnourishment and insecurity (Schmidt, 2009). The government has declared that it intends to see domestic production meet at least 80% of the demand for food that can possibly be grown according to Nicaragua’s agroecological conditions (Núñez, 2007). PSSAN is also concerned with supporting the instrumental role of peasant production as a vehicle for more equitable development and greater household food security.

The renewed government focus on agriculture is closely linked to the important role that it plays in the economy. Although it has contributed less than 20% to the GDP since 2001, 63.5% of the rural, and 11.3% of the urban labour force are employed in agriculture (FAO, 2007). Not only is agriculture important for employment, but also for poverty reduction. A dollar of growth in the rural and urban sectors “typically has a very unequal impact on poverty” (Timmer, 1995: 461), hence the poverty reduction elasticity of growth is substantially lower in rural areas. Actually, agricultural growth tends to have more poverty reducing effects than growth in any other sector. According to studies done by FAO, for every one percent of growth in agriculture, there is typically a 1.5% decrease in national poverty (FAO, 2007). Given the high instance of poverty in rural areas of Nicaragua, growth in rural incomes will have significant effects for poverty alleviation. As a result, peasant-oriented development policies are now being pursued as a way out of poverty and food insecurity.

The PSSAN programme is targeting peasants and their production of basic grains as the foundation of food security. Production of basic grains (with the exception of rice) is still almost exclusively in the hands of small and medium producers and therefore their role in establishing food security is essential (Table 6).

Table 6
 Production of Basic Goods by Farm Size (%)
	
	Conventional Private Sector
	Peasants, Cooperatives and Associative Enterprises

	Corn
	10
	90

	Beans
	10
	90

	Vegetables
	15
	85

	Fruit
	15
	85

	Sesame
	10
	90

	Cattle
	20
	80

	Coffee
	60
	40

	Rice
	65
	35


Source: McBain and Leonhard (2007).

Although nearly 80% of agricultural land is used to produce staple grains, it only represents 30% of agricultural GDP; while export production uses 20% of agricultural lands and makes up almost 50% of agricultural GDP (Berthelon et al., 2007). Improved land-use productivity on small farms will improve household food security, especially in rural areas. Recent growth in agricultural output has been mainly attributed with expansion of farmlands, rather than increased productivity and input usage (Appendix II; McBain and Leonhard, 2007). As a result, government intervention is now geared towards increasing productive efficiency, as a means to increase rural incomes and improve household food security.

Although most rural households produce and sell food, the majority are NFBs, and as a result of insufficient purchasing power in rural areas, many households are unable to buy foods of sufficient variety to provide a balanced and healthy diet (McBain and Leonhard: 2007). As a result the peasant diet is mostly based in cereals and carbohydrates, with very little high quality protein, and few fresh fruits and vegetables or micronutrients (FIAN et al., 2008; FAO, 2007). While the average family of six spent $2,393 Córdobas/month on food in 2008, in rural areas this number was $1,944 (MAGFOR, 2009: 26), indicating both a poorer quality diet, and less food available for consumption. Although long-term insufficient consumption has lasting effects on health, productivity and quality of life, even short term disruptions in a healthy and varied diet can cause permanent effects, especially for young children and pregnant women (Dawe, 2001). Natural disasters in recent years (i.e. Hurricane Mitch in 1998, Hurricane Wilma in 2005) and economic crises (the 2008 global food crisis) have further increased NFB vulnerability.

Those who are most vulnerable to food insecurity in Central America are female-headed households, indigenous and afro-latin communities, and small rural producers who are NFBs (FAO, 2007). Economic growth in the past decade has further marginalised women, indigenous people and those living in geographically remote areas (Alwang et al, 2005). They are disadvantaged by market failures, poor access to credit, crop insurance, land, transportation infrastructure, technology and information. A recent study by the Institute for Food Policy Research (IFPRI) has shown that female-headed households in Central America are more likely to be poor (Alwang, Jansen, Sigel and Pinchon, 2005). They represent nearly 20% of rural households in Nicaragua (FAO, 2007). In order to promote more inclusive growth, various government bodies have committed to paying greater attention to the needs of these groups (MAGFOR, 2009).

PSSAN has also gained attention as a conceptual framework for improving Nicaragua’s domestic production. According to government officials, the result of development models previously imposed has been the decapitalisation of rural areas, and a growing dependency on cheap imported food from other countries. Rising imports of foodstuffs traditionally grown in Nicaragua have drawn criticism from those who are concerned about the strain of burgeoning import bills, and the erosion of traditional rural livelihoods (Núñez, 2007).

To realise the right to food, the government has introduced PSSAN as a framework for shaping agricultural and food policy decisions. The overall objectives of these policies are aimed at improving the availability of safe and nutritious, culturally acceptable food for all people, by addressing:

· Availability: of food in sufficient quantity and quality, with uninterrupted supply. Although it can be met through imports and food aid, the focus is on increasing the availability of domestically produced foodstuffs, especially in rural areas where food markets are thinner.

· Access: for all segments of society, with a stable supply. Increasing access requires improved purchasing power, employment, infrastructure, transportation and distribution chains.

· Consumption: making sure that people have the knowledge to decide about producing, preparing and storing healthy, nutritious and culturally relevant food. 

· Nutrition: Ensuring that people have access to the necessary health and basic services, to compliment nutritionally balanced diets  (MAGFOR, 2009: 13).

Food sovereignty has entered this framework as a regime that would define laws and strategies for the sustainable production, distribution and consumption of food, in ways that guarantee the right to food, with a preference for a system that prioritises procuring and consuming foods through domestic sources. The government has enacted a series of laws and programmes meant to bring these ideals into practice, however, food sovereignty remains a difficult framework to realise.

4.2 The Implementation of Food Sovereignty

In order to realise increased security and sovereignty, MAGFOR (2009) has established programmes to increase domestic food production, and to diversify the variety of foods produced. A law has been introduced to protect the rights of small farmers who have traditionally faced discriminatory agricultural policies. For small rural producers, the main focus has been to promote participation by women, to make credit, technical assistance, and agricultural inputs more accessible and to rehabilitate and enlarge the basic infrastructure of rural areas. Following below is a brief introduction to some of these policy tools, and an analysis of their implementation, with regards to how they can hope to achieve food sovereignty in Nicaragua.

Constraints to Implementing a Food Sovereignty Framework

The food sovereignty framework is very different from food security as understood within the corporate-industrial food regime because it explicitly puts value in the cultural and economic role of peasant and subsistence production. In Nicaragua, food sovereignty was defined in the October 2008 National Human Development Plan as:

The ability to feed the people from its own internal efforts, along with the help of ‘pueblos hermanos’... Food Sovereignty guarantees that Nicaragua develop its own production, storage and distribution capabilities, and to offer them at fair prices that align with national priorities, respecting the diversity of production and environmental conservation (Kester, 2009: 9).
While this definition is in line with the goals of food sovereignty elaborated in the Declaration of Nyéléni (2007), it does not go as far in its rejection of the corporate-industrial food regime.  The representatives at the Forum for Food Sovereignty in Nyéléni dismissed the role of the dominant regime, and its main actors: the international financial institutions that promote free trade, transnational corporations, and governments that place economic goals before people, health and the environment (Nyéléni, 2007: 2-3). Advocates of food sovereignty claim that the macroeconomic policies of the IMF, World Bank, the WTO and others have undercut the viability of peasant, smallscale and family farmers (Via Campesina et al., 2006).

So far, despite the rhetoric of PSSAN, Ortega’s government has continually reiterated their commitment to various aspects of the corporate food regime. He has stated that he would rather appeal to other Latin American countries to align their agricultural policies, and for financial support, rather than relying on multinational bodies (Schmidt, 2009). However, despite his fiery rhetoric, economic agreements and problems that pre-date Ortega’s administration continue to lock the government into the corporate-industrial food regime, whether it is what the government wants or not. In February 2007 the World Bank approved a US$50 million loan to the government to help fight poverty, and the government has promised that at least $2 million will go towards food sovereignty related programmes (Sandoval, 2007). Ortega’s anti-US and EU rhetoric, and ideological affinity with Venezuela, Cuba, Iran, Libya and Algeria have so far not stopped him from cooperating with the IMF and the World Bank, accepting US foreign aid or implementing agreements within CAFTA (Carríon, 2009; Guimarães and Avendaño, 2009; Schulz, 2007; Seelke, 2008). This has raised questions about the government, and Ortega’s commitments and alliances when he so boldly says one thing, and does another.

The disconnect, between the political commitment to food sovereignty at the domestic level and the commitment to the corporate-industrial food regime globally, has not been addressed. Simply inserting a discourse of food sovereignty into a larger structure of the corporate-industrial food regime will not improve food security. Food sovereignty is meant to be an alternate paradigm, an option for a new path away from the dominant model (Via Campesina et al., 2006), not a micro-level tool. True food sovereignty requires a restructuring of the entire production, trade and distribution system in a way that fundamentally alters their nature, which has not yet happened in Nicaragua. This important divide highlights the structural barriers that limit the ability to realise food sovereignty from within the corporate-industrial food regime.
La Ley de Soberanía y Seguridad Alimentario y Nutricional (LSYSAN)

Article 63 in the 1978 Nicaraguan Constitution (Assemblea Nacional, 2008) assured citizens the right to food, and to be protected from hunger. It reinforces the state’s responsibility to provide adequate food, and to ensure that it is distributed in an equal manner. However, it is a right that remains to be realised for the majority of poor Nicaraguans.

MAGFOR and Ministry of Natural Resources and the Environment (MARENA) are working to update public policy on sustainable forestry, food and nutritional security and promoting biodiversity (Robles, 2008: 3). This process has culminated with the approval of the Food and Nutritional Security and Sovereignty Bill (LSYSAN) on 18 June 2009 (Estrada, 2009). It calls for improvements to the availability and stability of the food supply for all people while respecting the “cultures and different ways of peasants, fishermen and indigenous people regarding agricultural production, marketing and management of rural regions” (McBain and Leonhard, 2007: 27). It obliges the state to designate budgetary funds towards assuring the production of basic foodstuffs, and to orient state institutions around the goals of the human right to adequate food (FAO Nicaragua, 2009a). The law is an attempt to ‘re-politicise’ food, in a way that recognises the discriminatory practices of the corporate-industrial food regime, and offers special protection to peasant production as the primary means for achieving food security.

Interestingly, however, despite provisions in the bill that call for civil society participation in all future food security related activities, NGOs that have been at the forefront of food sovereignty activism were not consulted during its’ drafting. The failure to consult is just one of the ways that the language of food sovereignty has been picked up by a government body and adapted to suit their purposes, but without acknowledging the ways the civil society has developed and used the framework (Windfuhr and Jonsén, 2005). This carries the danger of de-politicising production issues that make food sovereignty different from the corporate-industrial food regime, while still presenting under the banner of a peasant movement.

Despite these concerns, LSYSAN represents an optimistic view of how food systems may be structured in the future. During a recent visit to Nicaragua, the UN Special Rapporteur for the Right to Food, Olivier de Schutter, put emphasis on the new law as an important step forward in entrenching the right to food within the nation’s legal framework. Furthermore, de Schutter stressed the importance of using LSYSAN as a framework for outlining the goals of an alternative food regime, and promoting changes in the agricultural production regime in Nicaragua towards a more equitable, and environmentally sustainable system (FAO Nicaragua, 2009b).

Hambre Cero

Hambre Cero (HC) is a new programme under the food sovereignty mandate that is meant to improve food and nutritional security in rural areas, by providing peasants with the capital and technological support to facilitate sustainable peasant livelihoods (Núñez, 2007). The objectives of HC are to eradicate hunger, chronic malnutrition, extreme poverty and unemployment in 75,000 poor rural families over five years and contribute to rural development. This translates into helping 15,000 beneficiary families or almost 100,000 people annually (Guimarães and Avendaño, 2008). HC is focused on three areas:

· Production: Provisioning of the Bono Productivo – capital and goods to poor small producers, under the control of MAGFOR;

· Health: The nutritional component – trying to increase consumption in rural households of proteins and micronutrients, under the control of the Ministry of Health; and

· Education: The childhood nutrition and health education component, under the control of the ministry of education (FAO, 2007).

The bono productivo is the main vehicle for improving the quantity and quality of food available to rural households. This is done through quantitative and qualitative improvements to production methods, and increases in consumption of protein. It consists of a package of goods and training, valued at US$ 1,500 that is given to families to use to improve their household food production and procurement capabilities. Recipient households do not receive money as part of the programme, but instead goods, services and training. The total value of each voucher is US$ 2,000, because of the administrative and operational costs of the programme. The contents of a typical package are shown in Table 7. 
Table 7
 Bono Productivo Details
	Good/Service


	Unit of Measure
	Quantity per Voucher
	Quantity per 15,000 families
	Cost per Unit
	Total Cost per Family
	Total Cost Per Year (for 15,000 Families)

	Cow (Pregnant)
	Unit
	1
	15,000
	450.00
	450.00
	6,750,000

	Sow (Pregnant)
	Unit
	1
	15,000
	170.00
	170.00
	2,550,000

	Chicken
	Unit
	5
	75,000
	6.50
	32.50
	487,500

	Rooster
	Unit
	1
	15,000
	6.50
	6.50
	97,500

	Barbed Wire
	Unit
	4
	60,000
	24.70
	98.80
	1,482,000

	Staples
	Pounds
	16
	240,000
	0.23
	3.68
	55,200

	Chicken Wire
	Roll
	1
	15,000
	20.00
	20.00
	300,000

	Food for Pigs
	Stacks
	3
	45,000
	15.00
	45.00
	675,000

	Concrete
	Stacks
	6
	90,000
	6.50
	39.00
	585,000

	Zinc Plates
	Plate
	6
	90,000
	12.75
	76.50
	1,147,500

	Blocks
	Unit
	200
	3,000,000
	0.10
	20.00
	300,000

	Nails
	Pounds
	5
	75,000
	0.18
	0.90
	13,500

	Bio-digester
	Unit
	1
	15,000
	290.00
	290.00
	4,350,000

	Seeds (Moringa Tree)
	Bag
	1
	15,000
	10.00
	10.00
	150,000

	Plants (Mulberry)
	Batch (300)
	1
	15,000
	45.90
	45.90
	688,500

	Sugar Cane
	Unit
	0.5
	7,500
	70.00
	35.00
	525,000

	Taiwan
	Unit
	0.5
	7,500
	50.00
	25.00
	375,000

	Oranges
	Unit
	1
	15,000
	1.00
	1.00
	15,000

	Lemon
	Unit
	1
	15,000
	1.00
	1.00
	15,000

	Avocado
	Unit
	1
	15,000
	1.50
	1.50
	22,500

	Mango
	Unit
	1
	15,000
	1.25
	1.25
	18,750

	Loquat (Nispero)
	Unit
	1
	15,000
	1.50
	1.50
	22,500

	Vegetables
	Batch
	1
	15,000
	10.00
	10.00
	150,000

	Trees
	Unit
	5
	75,000
	1.00
	5.00
	75,000

	Multinutritional Block
	1
	15,000
	10.00
	10.00
	150,000

	Subtotal of Productive Package 
	 
	 
	1,400.03
	21,000,450

	Support
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Training
	Workshops
	4
	60000
	10.00
	40.00
	600,000

	Transport
	Trips
	10
	150000
	6.00
	60.00
	900,000

	Subtotal of Support
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1,500,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Subtotal of Voucher
	 
	 
	 
	1,500.03
	22,500,450

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Execution and Administrative Costs 
	 
	 
	500.00
	7,500,000.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total General Budget for 15,000 Families Per Year
	 
	 
	30,000,450.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source: McBain and Leonhard (2007): Table 7
	
	
	


In order to increase women’s participation in local politics, and the address the unusually high levels of poverty in female-headed households, the bono productivo is usually distributed to women, although where there is no adult woman in a recipient household in special cases men receive the package. 

To this point, the criteria for HC are vague, however, MAGFOR has established that each family must show:

· Need: the family must be in extreme poverty, with at least 5 basic needs not satisfied;

· Capacity: they must have sufficient access to land - one to five manzanas – that they either own, or have rented for at least one year
 (McBain-Haas and Wolpold-Bosien, 2008); and

· Cooperation: an agreement to not sell the goods that they receive, to prepare the necessary physical conditions (obtain food for animals, prepare soil for planting etc.) and to return 20% of the value of the voucher to fund the creation of a rural savings bank (Kester, 2009; McBain and Leonhard, 2007; Núñez, 2007).

For the 2007-2011 run, 75,000 vouchers have been assigned throughout the country, covering all 17 departments (Table 8). To this point, each region has seen between 10 and 60% of the vouchers assigned in their regions delivered.

The target of 75,000 families was increased in early 2009 to 80,000 and now the estimated total cost for the programme over five years is US$ 160 million. Nearly US$ 40 million will go to administrative costs, and the remainder for purchasing goods and support services. The government has turned to a number of sources to try fund HC. In 2008, HC constituted 1.2% of government spending, and the remainder of the money came from donations and loans from the EU, WFP, IFAD, FAO, Taiwan, ALBA-Caruna funds, the IADB, the CABEI and the World Bank (Kester, 2009; McBain-Haas and Wolpold-Bosien 2008; Sandoval, 2007).

Targeting

The two main errors of in the targeting of nutritional programmes can be broken down into Type I, leakages or inclusion of the non-poor and Type II, undercoverage or the omission of the poor (Cornia and Stewart, 1995). Both of these types of mistakes are evident in an analysis of HC’s development and implementation.  While supporters of the programme argue that it has an important role of addressing basic needs of some of the poorest people (Núñez, 2007), large numbers of the rural poor are being excluded.  On average, rural households comprise 5.24 people according to the most recent population census (INIDE, 2005). Accordingly, within 5 years, HC is estimated to have reached 393,000 inhabitants in 75,000 households – only 45% of the rural extreme poor (see Table 8). 

Table 8
 Bono Productivo Distribution
	Municipal/   Department Government
	FSLN
	FSLN
	FSLN
	FSLN
	FSLN
	FSLN
	FSLN
	FSLN
	PLC
	FSLN
	PLC
	FSLN
	FSLN
	FSLN
	FSLN
	PLC
	PLC
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% of       Vouchers Promised (d)
	14.80
	13.58
	11.44
	28.25
	59.16
	14.88
	15.80
	20.03
	20.03
	19.99
	20.02
	20.00
	19.06
	22.64
	20.03
	29.23
	19.75
	19.40
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vouchers Distributed in 2008 (b)
	1000
	700
	300
	1027
	1250
	500
	1000
	400
	415
	670
	389
	142
	2000
	2881
	415
	1695
	763
	14547
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extremely Poor households receiving   vouchers (%) (d)
	65.03
	63.73
	53.23
	32.45
	25.38
	75.07
	91.40
	66.67
	60.21
	74.53
	20.05
	13.80
	38.50
	39.03
	25.46
	16.26
	15.59
	45.07
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vouchers Assigned (2007-2011) (a)
	6,758
	5,155
	2,623
	3,635
	2,113
	3,361
	6,328
	1,997
	2,072
	3,351
	1,943
	710
	10,495
	12,726
	2,072
	5,798
	3,864
	75,000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural Households in    Extreme Poverty (c) (d)
	10,392
	8,089
	4,928
	11,202
	8,327
	4,477
	6,924
	2,996
	3,441
	4,496
	9,693
	5,144
	27,263
	32,602
	8,137
	35,652
	24,785
	166,423
	
	Above the national average
	At or around the national average
	
	
	
	b: Source: adapted from McBain-Haas and Wolpold-Boien, 2008: 27.
	
	

	Extreme Poverty in Rural Areas (d)
	54,454
	42,386
	25,822
	58,700
	43,633
	23,461
	36,280
	15,697
	18,033
	23,559
	50,791
	26,952
	142,858
	170,834
	42,638
	186,816
	129,876
	872,056
	
	
	
	Below the national average
	
	
	
	
	

	Incidence of Extreme Poverty (%) (a)
	41.2
	42.4
	29.5
	36.6
	27.8
	18.9
	26.3
	24.1
	28.1
	26.8
	45.7
	37.6
	46.3
	59.3
	54.9
	70.9
	63.1
	35.7
	
	
	
	
	
	a: Source: Kester, 2009: 42.
	
	
	

	Rural      Population (c)
	132,169
	99,967
	87,532
	160,383
	156,952
	124,134
	137,948
	65,132
	64,175
	87,907
	111,139
	71,681
	308,548
	288,085
	77,664
	263,492
	205,825
	2,442,733
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	c: Source: INIDE: 2008
	d: Author's Calculations

	Population   (c)
	227,216
	144,711
	215,308
	408,495
	390,775
	1,347,124
	321,268
	174,578
	187,449
	166,367
	163,381
	168,859
	501,602
	367,697
	103,961
	370,516
	336,234
	5,595,541
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Department
	Nueva Segovia
	Madriz
	Estelí
	Chinandega
	León
	Managua
	Masaya
	Carazo
	Granada
	Rivas
	Boaco
	Chontales
	Matagalpa
	Jinotega
	Río San Juan
	RAAN
	RAAS
	Total/National
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The distribution of which of these households are more likely to receive the bono productivo, is further skewed by looking at the geographic distribution. While more than half of the extremely poor rural households in 8 departments should receive a bono productivo by 2011, the remaining 9 regions have a less than 50% chance of receiving a voucher. In fact, Chontales, the Autonomous Region of the Northern Atlantic (RAAN) and the Autonomous Region of the Southern Atlantic (RAAS) have less than 20% of extremely poor rural households being assigned vouchers during the initial 5 years of HC.
Once the vouchers have been assigned to rural households, further critiques have been drawn regarding which regions have seen the programme implemented more rapidly. As indicated in Table 7, the geographical distribution of the bono productivo has not always reflected the level of need in each district. Distribution is anticipated to reach roughly 20% of households enrolled in the programme each year. Yet distribution did not always align with the stated objectives. Most notably, Nueva Segovia and Madriz have abnormally high levels of extreme poverty, however, they have seen less than 20% of the vouchers distributed. León in contrast, has lower than average extreme poverty levels, yet they have received a disproportionately high number of their promised vouchers delivered.

None of the indicated essential government publications explaining the structure of HC, have explained the criteria for selecting communities. Instead they focus on the details of how households and individuals are selected once communities have already been identified (Núñez, 2007). However, these criteria have also been criticised (Kester, 2009). The three conditions (need, capacity and the willingness to cooperate) are highly subjective, and open to manipulation. De Schutter has suggested that the government further clarify the evaluation criteria for household selection and develop the appropriate mechanisms for filing official complaints about the operation and administration of the programme (FAO Nicaragua, 2009b).


Several journalist and civil society representatives have claimed that HC is being implemented according to ideological and partisan lines (Brenes, 2007; Schmidt, 2009). The FSLN dominated the 2008 municipal elections, and despite claims from opposition parties, journalists and human rights organisations of electoral fraud, the final results saw the Constitutionalist Liberal Party (PLC) win only four department capitals. While three of these departments (Boaco, RAAN and RAAS) have been promised fewer than average vouchers, of those that have been promised, implementation has been consistent with desired rates. Although this may indicate preferential distribution of vouchers to FSLN administered areas, it is important to consider that many municipal and mayoral FSLN leaders rose to power separate from national leadership politics and exercise a considerable degree of autonomy from Ortega (Anderson and Dodd, 2009). It is therefore, not easy to make a comparison between local leadership and the possibility of partisan politics influencing HC.

Deepening Social Inequalities

HC has the potential to widen the gap between those who are and are not chosen (las elegidas y las no-elegidas). In agricultural households, the average wage per month is C$6,259 (CEPAL, 2009), meaning that the bono production  is worth almost two and a half months income. This large influx of capital (although not highly convertible into cash or other goods) makes an immediate, and substantial difference in the quality of life, and level of deprivation felt in each household. Furthermore, if the bono production  is being administered first to FSLN supporters, the widening gap between different political groups could prove a controversial issue for political mobilisation (Kester, 2009). The objective of HC is to address hunger, malnutrition, extreme poverty and unemployment, however, it carries within it the potential to further marginalise the no-elegidas and worsen social inequalities as it is being applied now.

Repayment

Each recipient household is responsible for paying back 20% of the value of the voucher (approximately $300US, or 6,150 Córdobas) (Guimarães and Avendaño, 2007). This money will then be used to create a rural savings bank which will ensure both the continuation of the HC programme, and provide more accessible credit in the future to small farmers. At this point, repayment terms are not yet clear, however, the payment amount is equal to roughly one month’s wage for an agricultural household. Given the depth of poverty, and the limited opportunities that are available to increase household income earning potential for repayment will be unlikely to be sufficient.

Administration

Government findings from as early as 2007 have noted that after significant investments in time and money, the results of HC were not as good as was expected. Families were not putting the training into practice, and the impact of capital injections has not been as desired (Núñez, 2007). Despite minor adjustments in the methodology and consultation process of HC, its effectiveness still depends on the entrepreneurial spirit of individual recipient households and the question of whether they make full use of the goods and services involved with the bono production  (Kester, 2009).

After two years of running HC, the government has also encountered significant problems acquiring the necessary animals, technical and administrative assistance and a sufficiently large operating budget (McBain-Haas and Wolpold-Bosein, 2008). According to Gustavo Moreno, the executive director of HC, the government has had difficulties especially with procuring the necessary non-food trees items such as, goats, sheep, fruit trees, seeds for vegetables, root crops and bio-digesters (McBain-Haas and Wolpold-Bosein, 2008: 25).

The administration of HC is also in question right now because it requires coordination between MAGFOR, and the Ministries of Health and Education. It is also associated with PRORURAL – an inter-ministerial programme intended to increase production, services productivity, competitiveness, sustainable growth, and market participation in rural areas. HC has been inserted into this programme, but without clear guidelines as to the roles for each institution involved (Guimarães and Avendaño, 2007).
Transparency and Authoritarianism

The lack of clear information goes hand-in-hand with claims that the development and implementation of HC have not been a transparent process (McBain-Haas and Wolpold-Bosein, 2008). Civil society representatives were not part of the formation of the programme, and the public has little knowledge about the operation or the results (Galeano, 2009). In January 2009, a major audit of the entire PPA programme was called after nearly $500 million Códobas of the fund could not be accounted for (Galeano, 2009). Although UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food, Olivier de Schutter, was impressed with the goals and initial results of HC, he stressed the importance of implementing a more transparent and inclusive delivery and consultation process (FAO Nicaragua, 2009b).


This is certainly not an opinion of Ortega’s administration that is limited to the HC programme. Many academics, NGOs and journalists have recently been bringing to light the clientelistic and sectarian operation of the new government executive (Burbach, 2009; Guimarães and Avendaño, 2007). Nicaragua is still a highly volatile political environment, characterised by weak institutions, endemic corruption, disputes between powerful political leaders and limited rule of law, all of which has undermined the consolidation of democracy (Seelke, 2008; Schulz, 2007). According to Transparency International’s 2009 Global Corruption Report, Nicaragua ranked 134th out of 180 countries, with a score of 2.5
 on the Corruption Perception Index (Transparency International, 2009: 401).


Furthermore, since his re-election, Ortega has demonstrated increasingly autocratic tendencies, and expanded the powers and influence of his wife Rosario Murillo (who holds no formally appointed or elected position) (Anderson and Dodd, 2009). He has restricted the freedom of artists, intellectuals and journalists, but without silencing them completely – walking a fine line between not actively fostering democratic institutions, and actively undermining them through authoritarian leadership (Anderson and Dodd, 2009). His caudillo presence, as a popular leader bordering on authoritarianism, is widely considered to be weakening democratic processes (Seelke, 2008). Ortega has appointed ‘Citizen Power Councils’ (Concejo del Poder Ciudadano – CPC) as the community structures that would administer the HC programme (Núñez, 2007; Kester, 2009). However,these appointed councils in practice have overwhelmingly been comprised of FSLN supporters, their activities are overseen and often funded by Murillo and the extensive budget that she alone oversees (Guimarães and Avendaño, 2007).  The CPCs oversee food programmes, paving of designated roads, and the distribution of vaccinations and agricultural goods and services in rural areas (including HC) – separate from municipal government activities (Anderson and Dodd, 2009). These parallel institutions undermine the authority of democratically elected local leadership in many areas.

At its heart, food sovereignty advocates the formation of local, democratic institutions to govern the food system (McMichaels, 2004; Windfuhr and Jónsen, 2005). Likewise, the government has outlined increased citizen participation, and the formation of new horizontal linkages in the food system as objectives of HC (Núñez, 2007). However, given the high levels of corruption, authoritarianism and partisan politics currently exhibited, HC seems like a return to the old-style Sandinista policies (Burbach, 2009), aimed at gathering popular support through income (or entitlement) transfers. The limitations of the programme’s operation are clear, and even if it were to succeed it is questionable if it is the right mechanism to successfully achieve the desired improvements to basic living standards.
4.3 Price Policy
The Nicaraguan government has not yet reformed price policy to reflect the new goals of PSSAN, opting instead for the traditional ‘pro-poor’ approach of maintaining low food prices. This is mostly attributed to the predominance of NFB households throughout the country. Although most rural households are engaged in both producing and selling staple food crops, NFBs are still predominant (Table 9).
Table 9
 Share of Nicaraguan Households that are Food Sellers (2001)
	Share of Net Food Seller Households (Percent)
	Share of Households that Produce and Sell Staple Food Crops   (Percent)

	
	
	
	Production of Food
	Sales of Food

	Urban
	Rural
	All
	Urban
	Rural
	All
	Urban
	Rural
	All

	3.77
	38.67
	17.26
	11.14
	58.43
	29.42
	5.34
	54.25
	24.24


Source: Aksoy and Isik-Dikmelik, 2008.

Given this situation, it becomes very difficult for the government to raise prices, to support domestic production. As a result, consumption subsidies have become the instrument of choice to balance out the concerns of the poor for cheap food, and the pressures of producers to increase prices. Currently Nicaragua uses consumer subsidies to increase food household consumption (IFAD, 2008), however, they are extremely expensive for the government to maintain, as is well known from the literature (Bates, 1981). Furthermore, they are prone to leakages. Although the subsidies may be focused on basic grains, and other products consumed mainly by the poor, it is difficult to ensure that the benefits will reach the poor in remote rural areas, rather than staying concentrated in high population density urban zones (Streeten, 1987). Consumption subsidies are difficult to maintain in the long run, and do little to change the balance of power in the market. While HC provides peasants with an important source of capital, the broader PSSAN programme has failed to address or reverse the unfavourable agricultural terms of trade that continue to make peasant livelihoods unprofitable and unsustainable.

The Argument for Stabilisation

Among rural Nicaraguan households, poverty is more common among those engaged in agriculture, than those working in the non-farm economy (Alwang et al., 2005: 19). The relative impacts of stable prices could lead to significant reductions to the extent of poor agricultural workers in Nicaragua. In addition, NFB households, who include some peasants who are periodically net consumers, benefit from stable prices, because their low incomes are protected from abnormally high prices (Dawe, 2001). This stability in domestic markets is an important aspect of achieving household food security, and ensures that both producers and consumers are protected from drastic market fluctuations. Stability also has important macroeconomic benefits. As demand for basic grains is price inelastic, poor harvests and significant price increases will mean a greater proportion of household expenditure will be on basic foods and there will be less money available for goods and services elsewhere in the economy (Dawe, 2001).

 Deliberate policy measures that keep food prices low historically, have predominantly benefited middle and upper income groups, while landless rural labourers and poor farmers bear the brunt of the resulting unequal income distribution (Krueger, 1996). Recent World Bank research has suggested that stable, if not higher, food prices have important benefits to the wider rural economy. Links between NFB and NFP households, as well as between the agricultural and non-agricultural sectors would provide spill-over effects, as NFPs would have more income available to spend on wages for hired agricultural labour, and goods and services in the rural non-farm economy (Aksoy and Isik-Dikmelik, 2008).

The government has repeatedly stated in the past years that food and agricultural policy is focused on increasing agricultural production, making it more efficient and improving nutrition and food consumption in poor households. However, HC, and the PSSAN have done nothing to engage with food price policy. They address the endowments available to food-deficit households, but they do not confront price policy as a long-term strategy to improve production and efficiency in agriculture. This contradiction between rhetoric and practice is a defining feature of food policy in Ortega’s Nicaragua. It is possible to take both a pro-poor and a pro-peasant approach to food policy, but so far HC and the LSYSAN are only a stopgap effort to address the immediate concerns of peasants. For real change to occur, and to engage more deeply with the politics of food sovereignty, the role of food prices needs to be aligned with the policy objectives of the government.

4.4 Conclusion

Despite the growing role that PSSAN is taking in Nicaragua, the prospects for achieving food sovereignty and household food security have changed very little with Ortega’s re-election. The version of food sovereignty that that is being promoted is uniquely Nicaraguan, paying only lip-service to the civil society definition. The social transformation required has been superficial at best, and non-existent at worst. The current programme does not address the domestic and international market inequalities that have made peasant livelihoods unsustainable. 

The programmes and policies that have formed the basis of the new food policy and PSSAN in Nicaragua have limited potential to improve food security and nutrition among rural households. They are constrained by insufficient administrative capacity at the national, regional and municipal levels to implement new programmes and policies, and to conduct proper analysis and feedback to adapt to the changing needs and concerns of the people affected. In addition, the increasingly undemocratic nature of Ortega’s administration has caused major concerns with the development and implementation of PSSAN, as wells as the authority of the national government. Ortega is not the same leader he was during the 1980s. His support base, politics and allegiances have shifted and many have questioned if PSSAN comes from a genuine concern for building food security, or an attempt to secure political support in rural areas to ensure the Ortega family’s continued control over Nicaraguan politics.

Finally, the changes in the food economy have not been transformative. While HC does try to redress some of the asset inequalities in rural society, none of the new programmes address the structural inequalities in food and agricultural policy that continue to discriminate against small producers. By not engaging with price policy, the new politics of food are still catering to the idea that cheap food is pro-poor, a policy direction that supports the urban and industrial over rural areas. Finally, the various elements of PSSAN are expected to be successful in building and strengthening the political support base of the FSLN among recipient communities, however, is not clear how they will support the development of democratic institutions in rural areas. PSSAN is a popular rhetorical tool in Nicaragua, but at this time it remains as an ambitious intellectual exercise on the part of government (Guido, 2007). To achieve true food sovereignty will require greater consideration of rural-oriented growth strategies and increased democracy and transparency in the food system.

Chapter 5 
Conclusions

I began this research in the hope of identifying new trends in the political economy of food security that provided alternative approaches to dealing with food insecurity in Nicaragua. My expectation was that, with the rapidly growing recognition of the failure of the corporate-industrial food regime (at least among international NGOs engaged in food security issues), that Nicaragua’s adopting a food sovereignty approach would shed new light on the future of food security. Given the vast differences in approaches, and the problems of food insecurity in the past, Nicaragua’s choice to follow what seemed like a ‘middle path’ presented the opportunity to identify new ways that policymakers are responding to the concerns of civil society, and trying to integrate mainstream food policy with more non-efficiency objectives.

However, it does not seem that this new focus on PSSAN will offer a significant improvement to the long-term viability of food security. The range of policies being applied currently do not make considerable changes to the market system that peasants face. The micro-level packages and laws are fraught with problems, making them difficult to implement, and not always representing the best policy choice for encouraging smallholder production. Furthermore, peasants are still located within a macroeconomic framework that discriminates against small producers, providing few incentives for them to continue producing for local markets rather than seeking employment elsewhere. Finally, Nicaragua is still acting within the global realm of the corporate-industrial food regime, which refuses to create space for non-economically efficient food security and livelihood concerns.

5.1 The Future of Food Policy

At this point, if policymakers are committed to improving food security and changing the structure of the global food system there are a variety of paths they could follow. The first, and dominant position among many policymakers in (especially developed) countries, is to abandon plans for food sovereignty as it is an idealistic, and ultimately unrealistic proposal. This means that countries will insert themselves more deeply into the corporate-industrial food regime as the solution to insecurity. This requires an increased dependency on international trade, especially for basic staple foodstuffs, and agroexports of specialty crops that Nicaragua holds a comparative advantage in. However, many of these rapidly developing specialised exports are for niche markets in the US and are not likely to ever reach quantities sufficient to improve (or reverse) Nicaragua’s overall negative trade balance. Furthermore, this approach thus far has had devastating effects on peasant livelihoods and failed to provide household food security.

The second approach is for Nicaragua to follow the path laid out by the food sovereignty perspective. This requires policymakers to withdraw from free trade agreements, or at least make exemptions to them, put greater emphasis on non-efficiency objectives (such as self-sufficiency in staple goods, improved income distribution, and price stabilisation) and promote an ecologically sustainable food regime (Nyéléni, 2006; Windfuhr and Jonsén, 2005; Anderson, 2008; ICARRD, 2006). However, to fully implement this system would require a global transformation of production and consumption patterns in ways that recognise the explicit values of food sovereignty. To follow this path independent of the dominant regime, will leave Nicaragua isolated from international trade, further jeopardising food security. As a small country, Nicaragua is especially reliant on imported products, and a state of total self-sufficiency is both unrealistic and undesirable and can lead to different forms of food insecurity, other than just the unavailability, or inability to purchase enough food (Campbell, 1991). Although food sovereignty does not negate trade, it calls for the withdrawal of states from the WTO system. In doing so, Nicaragua would risk facing significant barriers to accessing markets for exports, as well as difficulties procuring imports, creating a state of self-imposed autarky, which would bring about few benefits for anyone, let alone small rural food producers.

  It would seem at this point, that the path forward is for Nicaragua to find a new mix of approaches that favour enhanced local production and sovereignty, while working to transform the rules of the global food trade from within. While this idea of ‘getting the right mix’ is the general objective of food policy in Ortega’s administration, it is clear that the tools currently being applied are not the ones best suited to make the necessary changes.

At the macro-trade level, it is in Nicaragua’s interests to continue to push for changes in the WTO to create more equitable agricultural trade rules. Specifically this would involve adapting the structure of the domestic support boxes to allow developing countries special considerations. Although this option is completely rejected under the food sovereignty regime (Windfuhr and Jonsén, 2005), it would allow for states to provide greater support to domestic producers, beyond what is allowable within the Blue, Amber or Green Boxes based on national development priorities, which may include increased food security and self-sufficiency.

The future of food security in Nicaragua also depends on continued development of the agro-export sector, as agriculture still forms an important contribution to total export earnings. Diversifying the variety of exports, and the destination locations will help stabilise the volatile export market. In doing so, it will increase farmer resilience, buffering producers from both climate induced hazards, and market volatility for individual crops (Holt-Giménez, 2009).

A comprehensive policy package to address food security must find ways to balance the concerns of both producers and consumers, and economic and non-economic objectives. If policymakers in Nicaragua want to increase local production of staple foods, simply addressing the capital endowments of small producers is not enough. Policies that will encourage increased production must take into account the role of prices as an incentive. Price policy is the backbone of food policy, both for increasing the physical output of agriculture, and increasing rural incomes so that the rural poor have the ability to access more, and better quality food in the market (Timmer et al., 1983). Food sovereignty offers a useful framework to begin to bring the concerns of producers and non-efficiency objectives into policy. However, given the current structure of international trade, and pressures from IFIs to conform to the rules of the agro-industrial food regime, simply inserting a rhetorical framework of ‘food sovereignty’ into this system does not change the rules of the game in favour of production for domestic markets.

Perhaps most importantly, is the need to address the increasingly undemocratic structure of national politics in Nicaragua. Ortega’s authoritarian politics are undermining genuine democratic tendencies and posing a significant barrier to democratic control of the food system in rural areas. Obscure policy processes have raised many legitimate questions about the nature and intentions of PSSAN. Greater transparency will improve citizen participation in the food system, and give producers a greater sense of control over their futures, reducing vulnerability.

Finally, experience in East and Southeast Asia since the 1970s has shown that rural-oriented development strategies, with appropriated aligned macroeconomic policy have a significant impact on increasing food security and reducing poverty (Timmer, 2000). Development strategies that invest in agricultural productivity will reduce domestic instability and act to counter instability in world markets. Capitalisation of small farmers is a first step in investing in productivity; however, a broader rural-oriented development plan that includes strategic investments, with fair prices for producers will help to address the broader social inequalities that exist.

Access to resources and capital are important, and HC has played a large role in capitalising rural areas of Nicaragua to improve the immediate prospects of household food security. A broader political commitment to reducing insecurity through reforms of the price system, international trade rules and the macroeconomic environment will better address the systemic food poverty that is found in rural Nicaragua. 
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Appendix I

The Corporate-Industrial Food Regime vs. Food Sovereignty

	Issue
	Corporate-Industrial Food Regime
	Food Sovereignty

	Trade
	Free trade in all goods
	Food and agriculture are exempt from trade agreements

	Production priority
	Agroexports (comparative advantage)
	Food for local markets

	Market Access
	Access to foreign markets
	Access to local markets; and end to the displacement of farmers from their own markets by agribusiness

	Crop Prices
	Market dictated. This includes leaving mechanisms that enforce low prices intact
	Fair prices that cover the costs of production and allow farmers and their farm workers a life with dignity

	Subsidies
	While prohibited in developing countries, they are allowed in the US and Europe – but only to the largest farmers
	Subsidies that do not damage other countries (via dumping) are okay, (i.e. grant subsidies only to family farmers, for direct marketing, price/income support, soil conservation, conversion to sustainable farming, research etc.)

	Food
	Chiefly a commodity
	A human right

	Being able to produce
	An option only for the economically efficient
	A right of rural people

	Hunger
	Due to low productivity
	A problem of access and distribution, due to poverty and inequality

	Food Security
	Achieved by importing food from where it is cheapest
	Greatest when food production is in the hands of the hungry, or when food is produced locally

	Control over Productive Resources
	Privatised
	Local; community controlled

	Access to land
	Via the market
	Via genuine agrarian reform; without access to land, the rest is meaningless

	Rural credit and investment
	From private banks and corporations
	From the public sector; designed to support family agriculture

	Dumping
	Not an issue
	Must be prohibited

	Overproduction
	No such thing, by definition
	Drives prices down and farmers into poverty

	Farming Technology
	Industrial, monoculture, chemical intensive, uses GMOs
	Agroecological, sustainable farming methods, no GMOs

	Farmers
	The inefficient will disappear
	Important for managing productive resources, and as the building blocks of broad-based inclusive economic development

	Another world? (alternatives)
	Not possible/not of interest
	Possible


Source: Rosset (2003).

Appendix II
	 
	 
	Unit of Measurement
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Population
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Total Population1
	in 000 people
	4,548
	4,658
	4,743
	4,829
	4,917
	5,007
	5,098
	5,167
	5,236
	5,307
	5,378
	5,450
	5,522
	5,594
	5,667

	
	     Change from Previous1
	Percentage
	2.4
	2.4
	1.8
	1.8
	1.8
	1.8
	1.8
	1.4
	1.3
	1.3
	1.3
	1.3
	1.3
	1.3
	1.3

	 
	Rural Population13
	in 000 people
	2023.42
	2060.68
	2089.71
	2119.16
	2149.03
	2179.31
	2210.02
	2240.2
	2270.79
	2301.79
	2333.23
	2365.09
	2395.94
	2427.2
	2458.86

	
	Rural Population13
	% of total Population
	44.5
	44.2
	44.1
	43.9
	43.7
	43.5
	43.4
	43.4
	43.4
	43.4
	43.4
	43.4
	43.4
	43.4
	43.4

	Macroeconomic Indicators
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	GDP - Constant (Real)1
	1994 US $ (Millions)
	2,976
	3,152
	3,352
	3,485
	3,614
	3,869
	4,027
	4,147
	4,178
	4,283
	4,511
	4,707
	4,880
	5,017
	5,218

	 
	     Change from Previous 1
	Percentage
	 
	5.9
	6.3
	4.0
	3.7
	7.0
	4.1
	3.0
	0.8
	2.5
	5.3
	4.3
	3.7
	2.8
	4.0

	
	GDP - Nominal value1
	Millions US$
	2,976
	3,191
	3,320
	3,383
	3,572
	3,743
	3,938
	4,102
	4,026
	4,101
	4,465
	4,855
	5,301
	5,667
	6,083

	 
	Inflation8
	Annual %
	80.1
	13.4
	9.6
	9.8
	14.0
	9.2
	8.6
	7.2
	3.2
	5.3
	9.1
	9.4
	10.6
	9.2
	 

	
	GDP (Real) Per Capita1
	1994 US Dollars
	654
	677
	707
	722
	735
	773
	790
	803
	798
	807
	839
	864
	884
	897
	921

	 
	     Change from Previous1
	Percentage
	 
	3.5
	4.4
	2.1
	1.8
	5.2
	2.2
	1.6
	-0.6
	1.1
	4.0
	3.0
	2.3
	1.5
	2.7

	
	GDP (Nominal) Per Capita1
	US $
	654
	685
	700
	701
	727
	748
	772
	794
	769
	773
	830
	891
	960
	1,013
	1,073

	Exchange Rate
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Exchange Rate as of 31 Dec.1
	Córdobas to US $1
	7.11
	7.97
	8.92
	9.99
	11.19
	12.32
	13.06
	13.84
	14.67
	15.55
	16.33
	17.15
	18.00
	18.90
	19.85

	 
	     Rate of Change1
	Percentage
	12.0
	12.1
	11.9
	12.0
	12.0
	10.1
	6.0
	6.0
	6.0
	6.0
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0

	
	Average Annual Exchange Rate1
	Córdobas to US $1
	6.72
	7.53
	8.44
	9.45
	10.58
	11.81
	12.68
	13.44
	14.25
	15.11
	15.94
	16.73
	17.57
	18.45
	19.37

	 
	     Rate of Change1
	Percentage
	9.9
	12.0
	12.0
	12.0
	12.0
	11.6
	7.4
	6.0
	6.0
	6.0
	5.5
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0

	Structure of the Economy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Agriculture, (Value Added)9
	% of GDP
	22.1
	23.4
	25.0
	23.7
	22.9
	20.0
	20.9
	19.5
	19.1
	18.3
	18.7
	19.1
	19.7
	19.4
	 

	
	Industry8
	as % of GDP
	27.2
	27.3
	27.1
	26.8
	26.9
	28.3
	28.2
	29.4
	29.6
	28.7
	29.9
	29.9
	29.5
	29.7
	

	 
	Services8
	as % of GDP
	50.7
	49.3
	47.9
	49.6
	50.3
	51.6
	50.9
	51.0
	51.2
	53.0
	51.3
	51.0
	50.8
	51.1
	 

	Poverty Trends
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Incidence of Poverty1
	% of total Population
	50.3f
	 
	 
	 
	47.9
	 
	 
	45.8
	 
	 
	 
	48.3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Incidence of Poverty12
	000 of People
	2,100.0
	
	
	
	2,303.4
	
	
	2,385.5
	
	
	
	2,632.4
	
	
	

	 
	          Change from previous 
	% Change
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-2.4
	 
	 
	-2.1
	 
	 
	 
	+2.5
	 
	 
	 

	
	     Urban Poverty12
	% of Urban Pop.
	31.9f
	
	
	
	30.5
	
	
	28.7
	
	
	
	29.0
	
	
	

	 
	     Urban Poverty12
	000 of People
	777.0
	 
	 
	 
	797.4
	 
	 
	914.6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	          Change from previous 
	% Change
	
	
	
	
	-1.4
	
	
	-1.8
	
	
	
	+0.3
	
	
	

	 
	     Rural Poverty6, 9
	% of Rural Pop.
	76.1f
	 
	 
	 
	68.5
	 
	 
	64.3
	 
	 
	 
	67.9
	 
	 
	 

	
	      Rural12
	000 of People
	1,323.0
	
	
	
	914.6
	
	
	1,470.9
	
	
	
	1,605.9
	
	
	

	 
	          Change from previous 
	% Change
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-7.6
	 
	 
	-4.2
	 
	 
	 
	+3.6
	 
	 
	 

	
	Incidence of Extreme Poverty1
	% of total Pop.
	19.4f
	
	
	
	17.3
	
	
	15.1
	
	
	
	17.2
	
	
	

	 
	Incidence of Extreme Poverty12
	000 of People
	810.0
	 
	 
	 
	834.6
	 
	 
	783.4
	 
	 
	 
	937.4
	 
	 
	 

	
	          Change from previous
	% Change
	
	
	
	
	-2.1
	
	
	-2.2
	
	
	
	+2.1
	
	
	

	 
	     Extreme Urban Poverty12
	% Change
	7.3f
	 
	 
	 
	7.6
	 
	 
	6.1
	 
	 
	 
	5.4
	 
	 
	 

	
	     Extreme Urban Poverty12
	000 of People
	178.2
	
	
	
	199.6
	
	
	188.3
	
	
	
	166.6
	
	
	

	 
	          Change from previous
	% Change
	 
	 
	 
	 
	+0.3
	 
	 
	-1.5
	 
	 
	 
	-0.7
	 
	 
	 

	
	     Extreme Rural Poverty6
	% of Rural Pop.
	36.3f
	
	
	
	28.9
	
	
	24.9
	
	
	
	26.9
	
	
	

	 
	     Extreme Rural Poverty12
	000 of People
	631.8
	 
	 
	 
	635.0
	 
	 
	595.1
	 
	 
	 
	636.2
	 
	 
	 

	
	          Change from previous
	% Change
	
	
	
	
	-7.4
	
	
	-4.2
	
	
	
	+2.0
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Unit of Measurement
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Government Budget1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Total Revenues
	Millions of Córdobas
	2,530
	3,136
	3,654
	4,660
	5,906
	6,739
	7,541
	7,654
	8,563
	10,151
	12,231
	14,708
	17,513
	19,915
	23,147

	 
	    % of GDP
	% of GDP
	12.6
	13.1
	13.0
	14.6
	15.6
	15.2
	15.1
	13.9
	14.9
	16.4
	17.2
	18.1
	18.8
	19.0
	19.6

	
	Total Spending
	Millions of Córdobas
	3,768
	4,396
	5,057
	5,725
	6,996
	9,956
	11,772
	13,266
	11,501
	13,994
	16,184
	18,925
	21,143
	24,931
	28,049

	 
	    % of GDP
	% of GDP
	18.8
	18.3
	18.1
	17.9
	18.5
	22.5
	23.6
	24.1
	20.0
	22.6
	22.7
	23.3
	22.7
	23.8
	23.8

	
	Gov’tt Spending on Agriculture13
	Millions of Córdobas
	101.9
	77.6
	
	
	192.8
	254.8
	391.9
	461.5
	366.7
	448.5
	495
	417.9
	541.8
	987.8
	

	 
	Deficit (-) or Surplus (+)
	Millions of Córdobas
	-1,238
	-1,260
	-1,403
	-1,065
	-1,090
	-3,217
	-4,231
	-5,612
	-2,938
	-3,843
	-3,953
	-4,217
	-3,629
	-5,016
	-4,902

	
	    % of GDP
	% of GDP
	-6.2
	-5.2
	-5.0
	-3.3
	-2.9
	-7.3
	-8.5
	-10.2
	-5.1
	-6.2
	-5.6
	-5.2
	-3.9
	-4.8
	-4.2

	Debt
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Outstanding Debt1
	Millions US$
	11,695
	10,248
	6,094
	6,001
	6,287
	6,549
	6,660
	6,374
	6,363
	6,596
	5,391
	5,348
	4,527
	3,290
	3,676

	 
	Total Debt Service1
	% of exports of goods, services and incomes
	38.0
	38.7
	26.4
	30.6
	21.8
	14.4
	19.7
	22.9
	9.9
	10.6
	5.8
	6.6
	5.5
	11.7
	 

	Trade13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Total Exports
	Millions US$
	491.6
	660.2
	722.7
	899.8
	943.0
	961.1
	1,101.9
	1,118.4
	1,139.9
	1,313.6
	1,654.8
	1,962.6
	2,374.9
	2,685.3
	 

	
	Change from Previous Year
	Annual % Change
	
	+0.34
	+0.09
	+0.25
	+0.05
	+0.02
	+0.15
	+0.01
	+0.02
	+0.15
	+0.26
	+0.19
	+0.21
	+0.13
	

	 
	     Total Export Goods
	Millions US$
	371.9
	545.0
	595.2
	744.8
	761.0
	748.6
	880.6
	895.3
	914.4
	1,056.0
	1,369.0
	1,654.1
	2,033.9
	2,313.2
	 

	
	     Food Plant Exports
	Millions US$
	288.6
	386.4
	413.8
	482.7
	476.8
	436.2
	554.9
	434.8
	459.6
	499.2
	601.7
	689.8
	846.2
	975.8
	

	 
	     Change from Previous Year
	Annual % Change
	 
	+0.34
	+0.07
	+0.17
	-0.01
	-0.09
	+0.27
	-0.22
	+0.06
	+0.09
	+0.21
	+0.15
	+0.23
	+0.15
	 

	
	          Agro-Industrial Exports
	Millions US$
	33.7
	63.2
	86.2
	145.2
	98.7
	82.4
	92.6
	108.8
	98.9
	111.3
	131.1
	179.4
	177.8
	211.8
	

	 
	          Agricultural Exports
	Millions US$
	254.6
	323.2
	327.6
	337.4
	378.1
	353.8
	462.2
	326.0
	360.7
	387.9
	470.6
	510.5
	668.4
	764.1
	 

	
	          Change from Previous
	Annual % Change
	
	+0.27
	+0.01
	+0.03
	+0.12
	-0.06
	+0.31
	-0.29
	+0.11
	+0.08
	+0.21
	+0.08
	+0.31
	+0.14
	

	 
	Total Imports
	Millions US$
	976.9
	1,148.5
	1,374.7
	1,712.4
	1,777.3
	2,154.7
	2,152.2
	2,168.8
	2,208.4
	2,403.8
	2,866.4
	3,404.3
	3,928.2
	4,630.4
	 

	
	Change from Previous Year
	Annual % Change
	
	+0.34
	+0.09
	+0.25
	+0.05
	+0.02
	+0.15
	+0.01
	+0.02
	+0.15
	+0.26
	+0.19
	+0.21
	+0.13
	

	 
	     Total Import Goods
	Millions US$
	780.5
	929.5
	1,121.7
	1,473.1
	1,509.6
	1,819.8
	1,801.5
	1,805.1
	1,853.0
	2,027.0
	2,457.4
	2,956.1
	3,450.5
	4,078.0
	 

	
	     Food Plant Imports
	Millions US$
	171.8
	185.4
	205.0
	230.1
	275.3
	326.7
	280.8
	299.2
	276.9
	285.3
	308.1
	339.9
	440.7
	598.9
	

	 
	     Change from Previous Year
	Annual %
	 
	+0.34
	+0.09
	+0.25
	+0.05
	+0.02
	+0.15
	+0.01
	+0.02
	+0.15
	+0.26
	+0.19
	+0.21
	+0.13
	 

	
	          Agro-Industrial Imports
	Millions US$
	93.6
	104.1
	110.7
	140.9
	168.0
	181.8
	177.4
	194.7
	196.3
	215.4
	240.1
	266.3
	322.4
	449.5
	

	 
	          Agricultural Imports
	Millions US$
	78.2
	81.2
	94.3
	89.2
	107.3
	144.9
	103.4
	104.5
	80.5
	69.9
	68.0
	73.7
	118.3
	149.4
	 

	
	          Change from Previous 
	Annual % Change
	
	+0.34
	+0.09
	+0.25
	+0.05
	+0.02
	+0.15
	+0.01
	+0.02
	+0.15
	+0.26
	+0.19
	+0.21
	+0.13
	

	 
	Total Trade Balance
	Millions US$
	-485.3
	-488.3
	-652.0
	-812.6
	-834.3
	-1,193.6
	-1,050.3
	-1,050.4
	-1,068.5
	-1,090.2
	-1,211.6
	-1,441.7
	-1,553.3
	-1,945.1
	 

	
	     Total Goods Trade-Balance
	Millions US$
	-408.6
	-384.5
	-526.5
	-728.3
	-748.6
	-1,071.2
	-920.9
	-909.8
	-938.6
	-971.0
	-1,088.4
	-1,302.0
	-1,416.6
	-1,764.8
	

	 
	     Food Plant Trade Balance
	Millions US$
	116.8
	201.1
	208.8
	252.5
	201.5
	109.5
	274.1
	135.6
	182.8
	214.0
	293.7
	349.9
	405.5
	377.0
	 

	
	    Agro-Industrial Trade Balance
	Millions US$
	-59.9
	-40.9
	-24.5
	4.3
	-69.2
	-99.4
	-84.8
	-85.9
	-97.5
	-104.0
	-109.0
	-86.9
	-144.6
	-237.7
	

	 
	         Agricultural Trade Balance
	Millions US$
	176.4
	242.0
	233.3
	248.2
	270.8
	208.9
	358.9
	221.5
	280.2
	318.0
	402.6
	436.8
	550.1
	614.7
	 

	Consumer Prices, Wages and Basic Food Basket
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Change in Consumer Prices5
	Annual % Change
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	4.7
	4
	6.5
	8.5
	9.6
	9.1
	11.1
	19.9

	
	Average National Salary in December1
	in Córdobas
	1,246
	1,427
	1,536
	1,664
	2,054
	2,434
	2,651
	2,998
	3,223
	3,479
	3,810
	4,452
	4,926
	5,567
	6,259

	 
	Agricultural Sector Wages (Nominal)13
	in Córdobas
	327.6
	351.8
	392.7
	397.3
	485.7
	545.4
	641.2
	667.2
	667.8
	706.2
	768.08
	862.75
	869.4
	1025.9
	 

	
	Agricultural Sector Wages (Real)13
	in Córdobas
	557.02
	539.2
	539.23
	499.49
	540.16
	545.4
	574.83
	587.95
	567.21
	569.62
	571.16
	584.11
	535.09
	570.57
	

	 
	Cost of Basic Food Basket in December1
	in Córdobas
	1,031
	1,149
	1,307
	1,477
	1,696
	1,789
	1,935
	2,011
	2,120
	2,312
	2,565
	2,795
	3,046
	3,355
	3,680

	
	% of Consumption Basket Covered by Wage1
	Percentage
	120.9
	124.2
	117.5
	112.7
	121.1
	136.0
	137.0
	149.1
	152.0
	150.5
	148.6
	159.3
	161.7
	165.9
	170.1

	 
	 
	Unit of Measurement
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Food Security
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Undernourishment2, 4, 9, 11
	% of total Population
	52a
	
	40.1
	39.4b
	30.5
	28.0
	29.4
	29.0
	26.7
	27.0
	27.0
	22c
	
	
	

	 
	Undernourishment2, 4, 9, 11
	in Millions of People
	2.2a
	 
	1.9
	1.9b
	1.5
	1.4
	1.5
	1.5
	1.4
	1.4
	1.5
	1.2c
	 
	 
	 

	
	Food Surplus (+)/Deficit (-)2, 9
	Kcal/person/day
	-360
	
	
	-320
	-300
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-270
	
	
	

	 
	Minimum Dietary Energy Requirements2, 9
	Kcal/person/day
	1,720a
	 
	 
	1,730b
	1,800
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1,770c
	 
	 
	 

	Child Nutrition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Children Under 5 Stunted3, 9
	Percentage
	 
	25
	 
	 
	 
	28.3d
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	25.2e
	 

	
	Children Under 5 Underweight3, 9, 11
	Percentage
	
	12
	
	
	
	10d
	
	10
	
	
	10
	10
	
	7.8e
	

	 
	Children Under 5 Overweight3
	Percentage
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	4d
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	7.1e
	 

	
	Under 5, moderately or severely underweight4
	Percentage
	
	
	
	
	12.2
	
	
	9.6
	
	
	
	6.9
	
	
	

	 
	Under 5, severely underweight4
	Percentage
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1.9
	 
	 
	1.8
	 
	 
	 
	0.6
	 
	 
	 

	Food Consumption
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Dietary Energy Consumption2
	Kcal/person/day
	1,770a
	 
	 
	1,970b
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2,350c
	 
	 
	 

	
	Dietary Protein Consumption2
	g/person/day
	46a
	
	
	44b
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	59c
	
	
	

	 
	Dietary Fat Consumption2
	g/person/day
	42a
	 
	 
	44b
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	51c
	 
	 
	 

	
	Food Consumed per Person2
	Annual % Change
	2.1a
	
	
	2.2b
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.2c
	
	
	

	 
	Food Consumed2
	Annual % Change
	4.4a
	 
	 
	3.8b
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	4c
	 
	 
	 

	Food Availability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Calorie Supply9, 11
	Kcal/person/day
	2,267
	2,308
	 
	2,180
	2,190
	2,314
	2,250
	 
	2,298
	2,291
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Cal. Supply (Animal Products)9
	% of Kcal Available
	
	
	
	
	
	7.2
	
	
	7.8
	11
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Average Production - Cereals9
	Metric Tons
	 
	 
	601
	 
	 
	 
	 
	682
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Food Production13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Agricultural Production Index
	1999-2001 = 100
	71.2
	74.5
	76.7
	79.4
	84.8
	92.5
	104.0
	103.5
	105.7
	118.2
	116.1
	125.7
	 
	 
	 

	
	 Agricultural Production per Capita
	1999-2001 = 100
	84.1
	85.4
	85.5
	86.0
	89.4
	95.0
	104.1
	101.0
	100.5
	109.8
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Food Production Index
	1999-2001 = 100
	73.2
	73.8
	77.3
	78.1
	84.7
	90.3
	104.1
	105.6
	108.6
	119.6
	120.5
	127.4
	 
	 
	 

	
	 Food Production per Capita Index
	1999-2001 = 100
	86.5
	84.7
	86.2
	84.7
	89.4
	92.8
	104.2
	103.0
	103.4
	111.1
	109.3
	113.0
	
	
	

	 
	Grain Production
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	     Rice Production
	000 Metric Tons
	189.1
	232.5
	230.3
	256.6
	290.3
	205.6
	289.6
	246.2
	293.5
	297.5
	258.5
	316.7
	316.0
	302.7
	

	 
	     Dried Bean Production
	000 Metric Tons
	73.5
	87.8
	74.9
	71.5
	149.1
	134.5
	173.2
	176.8
	196.9
	230.3
	173.2
	211.9
	179.7
	189.4
	 

	
	     Maize Production
	000 Metric Tons
	241.3
	330.8
	322.9
	264.1
	300.5
	290.8
	412.2
	419.9
	499.5
	588.6
	443.7
	555.6
	501.9
	569.9
	

	 
	     Sorghum Production
	000 Metric Tons
	90.7
	58.2
	120.7
	87.0
	51.4
	75.4
	81.7
	88.9
	117.8
	115.9
	96.6
	91.3
	73.2
	90.3
	 

	
	Customary Export Crop Production
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	     Banana & Plantain 
	000 Metric Tons
	95.5
	104.6
	136.8
	112.4
	125.9
	114.1
	88.4
	101.9
	96.4
	99.5
	94.3
	94.4
	84.6
	89.1
	 

	
	     Coffee Production
	000 Metric Tons
	40.6
	54.6
	49.9
	65.2
	65.4
	91.8
	82.2
	66.8
	60.2
	82.7
	57.5
	95.5
	55.3
	81.8
	

	 
	     Sugar cane Production
	000 Metric Tons
	2,593.4
	3,198.1
	3,649.9
	3,750.8
	3,459.2
	3,687.1
	3,524.4
	3,144.6
	3,119.4
	4,100.5
	4,027.0
	3,816.6
	4,505.0
	4,875.0
	 

	
	Oilseed Production (for Export)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	     Soybean Production
	000 Metric Tons
	18.1
	20.5
	21.8
	29.0
	27.1
	19.7
	6.4
	4.2
	4.5
	7.3
	7.9
	5.6
	2.3
	4.2
	 

	
	Industrial Crops (for Export)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	     Cotton Production
	000 of Metric Tons
	2.9
	16.0
	7.0
	4.1
	4.6
	3.5
	2.7
	2.3
	2.9
	3.0
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	 

	
	Livestock Count
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	     Bovine
	000 Heads of livestock
	3,200
	2,700
	2,600
	2,850
	2,735
	3,186
	3,275
	3,300
	3,350
	3,500
	3,400
	3,500
	3,600
	 
	 

	
	     Hog
	000 Heads of livestock
	330
	392
	366
	445
	400
	109
	112
	114
	118
	121
	122
	123
	124
	
	

	 
	     Goat
	000 Heads of livestock
	6.3
	6.3
	6.4
	6.4
	6.4
	6.4
	6.5
	6.6
	6.7
	6.8
	7.0
	7.1
	7.3
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Unit of Measurement
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	 
	     Poultry
	000 Heads of livestock
	7,750
	8,300
	7,870
	8,600
	9,300
	10,100
	13,400
	15,200
	15,100
	16,000
	16,500
	18,000
	18,200
	 
	 

	Volume of Main Agriculture Exports13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Coffee
	000 Metric Tons
	367.6
	40.5
	487.3
	377.4
	543.8
	57.8
	79.3
	84.3
	60.7
	60.8
	80.8
	57.2
	86.9
	73.6
	 

	
	Banana
	000 Metric Tons
	315.3
	565.5
	839.4
	668.9
	770.5
	602.3
	35.9
	49.1
	45.0
	48.9
	44.9
	45.5
	38.0
	38.9
	

	 
	Sugar
	000 Metric Tons
	55.8
	96.6
	130.4
	211.3
	117.9
	126.1
	205.4
	240.4
	141.1
	133.1
	198.0
	279.9
	226.3
	241.6
	 

	
	Tobacco
	000 Metric Tons
	0.6
	0.5
	0.5
	13.5
	12.7
	12.5
	1.0
	1.1
	0.8
	1.6
	1.6
	1.7
	
	
	

	 
	Cotton
	000 Metric Tons
	1.7
	1.6
	5.9
	1.9
	0.2
	0.3
	0.1
	 
	 
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2
	0.0
	 
	 

	
	Rice
	000 Metric Tons
	2.4
	1.3
	31.4
	39.4
	0.2
	0.0
	0.2
	0.0
	3.3
	1.4
	1.1
	0.7
	0.4
	2.2
	

	 
	Beans
	000 Metric Tons
	18.9
	22.3
	12.1
	11.6
	25.8
	11.4
	7.5
	25.1
	40.5
	43.1
	37.2
	39.9
	 
	 
	 

	
	Maize
	000 Metric Tons
	9.0
	42.0
	42.9
	14.6
	26.4
	20.6
	0.1
	70.7
	0.2
	17.6
	0.7
	19.2
	1.9
	5.9
	

	 
	Sorghum
	000 Metric Tons
	21.2
	65.7
	20.1
	69.9
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0
	1.0
	0.9
	0.0
	 

	
	Wheat
	000 Metric Tons
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1
	2.3
	1.2
	0.4
	7.4
	32.6
	41.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	

	 
	Beef
	000 Metric Tons
	263.1
	251.9
	214.9
	227.3
	185.7
	197.2
	22.7
	26.8
	31.5
	34.8
	41.7
	42.5
	48.8
	59.3
	 

	
	Milk
	000 Metric Tons
	3.9
	17.9
	29.3
	23.8
	13.3
	41.9
	67.2
	51.0
	45.4
	61.8
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Shrimp
	000 Metric Tons
	32.2
	52.1
	49.2
	51.1
	66.7
	54.7
	6.0
	5.4
	7.2
	8.6
	9.7
	11.8
	12.1
	10.9
	 

	
	Lobster
	000 Metric Tons
	0.9
	14.4
	14.0
	16.0
	1.2
	14.7
	2.0
	1.3
	1.5
	1.4
	1.7
	1.2
	1.2
	0.9
	

	Value of Main Agriculture Imports13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Rice
	Millions of US $
	24.2
	21.8
	32.4
	34.0
	26.0
	35.2
	19.6
	14.6
	25.0
	20.3
	36.4
	36.5
	47.8
	57.9
	 

	
	Beans
	Millions of US $
	1.4
	1.3
	1.9
	0.8
	3.4
	9.0
	1.5
	1.8
	1.3
	1.0
	1.2
	1.5
	2.3
	2.4
	

	 
	Maize
	Millions of US $
	5.0
	3.2
	4.8
	3.1
	6.4
	10.6
	6.6
	4.0
	4.6
	12.3
	14.7
	13.9
	17.2
	28.7
	 

	
	Sorghum
	Millions of US $
	0.8
	0.5
	0.7
	0.6
	0.7
	0.6
	0.1
	0.6
	0.6
	0.4
	0.1
	0.6
	0.3
	0.5
	

	 
	Wheat
	Millions of US $
	15.0
	17.9
	26.5
	14.6
	26.0
	25.3
	10.3
	16.9
	23.4
	22.9
	22.8
	25.4
	31.3
	34.6
	 

	
	Meat
	Millions of US $
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2
	0.3
	0.3
	0.5
	0.5
	0.8
	0.2
	0.3
	0.2
	
	

	Intensity of Agricultural Inputs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Agricultural Land8
	% of Total Land
	34.8
	37.5
	38.3
	39.5
	40.3
	41.0
	42.0
	42.3
	42.8
	43.1
	43.5
	43.9
	
	
	

	 
	Fertilizer Use9
	(kg/ha)
	12.0
	 
	 
	 
	 
	15.0
	 
	8.9
	 
	30.0
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Water Use9
	(m3/ha)
	1,079.4
	
	
	
	
	
	502.0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1: Source: Guimaraes and Avendano (2007)
	
	
	a: Time Period 1990-94
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2: Source: FAO Statistics Division (2009)
	
	
	b: Time Period: 1995-97
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3: Source: WHO (2009) World Health Statistics
	
	
	c: Time Period: 2003-2005
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4: Source: UN Millennium Indicators
	
	
	d: Time Period: 1990-99
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5: Source: World Trade Report
	
	
	
	e: Time Period 2000-2007
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6: Source: McBain and Leonhard (2007)
	
	
	f: Time Period is for 1993 not 1994
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7: Source: World Bank Group (2008) Nicaragua at a Glance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8: Source: World Development Indicators Database (2009)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9: Source: World Resources Institute
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10: Source: FAO The State of Agricultural Commodity Markets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11: Source: UNDP Human Development Report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12: Source: World Bank (2003), based on Nicaragua LSMS 1993, 1998 ,2001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13: Source: CEPAL-STAT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14: Source: Banco Central de Nicaragua.
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Source: Author’s elaboration.














� Intra-household food distribution is also very important but is beyond the scope of this study.


� A manzana is a unit of area measurement used in Central America. 1 Nicaraguan Manzana is equal to roughly 0.69 hectare.


� Landless rural workers, and those who have rented land for less than one year’s time are ineligible for the HC programme.


� According to ranking indices uses by Transparency International, zero indicates a country that is highly corrupt, while ten is highly clean.
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Factors Leading to Food Insecurity in Nicaragua


International Environment


Social Relations and Culture


Geography


Food Insecurity


External Debt


Fluctuating and Falling Primary Commodity Prices


Dumping


Fewer Social Services


Limited Infrastructure


Healthcare, education etc.


Roads, Electricity, Water, Sanitation etc.


Access to Physical Capital


Employment


Gender Inequalities/High instance Female Headed Households


Quasi-Period hurricaines and earthquakes


Increasing Staple Food Prices


Free Trade


Failure of Public Provision


Periodic slow or low harvests


Climate


Consumption inequalities between Urban and Rural


Reduced Domestic Production


Production Capabilities, physical assets reduced


Less Access to Markets (for buying and selling)


Inequalities in Land Tenure


(Micro-Level)


Agricultural or non-farm Employment?


On-farm or off-farm employment?


Subsistence or waged agricultural employment?


Access to Credit


Rural Areas


(Macro-Level)


Impacts on household production and consumption levels


Intra-household Inequalities


Prices


Decrease in Foreign Exchange


Decreased capacity to meet domestic demand through world markets


Reduction in Domestic Support


Increased Market Access


When unequally applied between Developed and Developing countries, Production capabilities are undermined


Low Consumer prices to stimulate consumption?


High producer prices to stimulate production


Influence the availability of food and purchasing power



