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FOREWORD 
 

 

n 1999 the Civil Coordinator initiated a social auditing process with the aim of creating a 

mechanism for the monitoring and citizens’ watch of the intervention of different social actors  

in solving the main problems affecting the population.  

In the first phase of the Social Audit we investigated the impact of activities carried out by 

governmental  institutions, civil organizations and  international cooperation during the emergency 

situation in the immediate aftermath of Hurricane Mitch. In the second phase we concentrated on 

progress made in the post-Mitch reconstruction actions, while in the third we proposed finding out 

what poor people think about their own vulnerability and their ability to respond to it, as well as their 

expectations, potentialities and confidence in external agents. 

The principle methodology used has been the application of household surveys and interviews with 

local leaders in order to find out their opinions about the different areas under investigation. 

The results obtained from phases one and two have been of great help in the advocacy work carried 

out by civil society organizations with the government and international cooperation and in their day 

to day work in the communities and with a wide range of social groups. The results have also proved 

to be an important reference point for everyone who is interested in following up on the situation in 
Nicaragua. 

This document contains the third phase of the social auditing process carried out by 

CIETinternational. We hope that it will prove a useful tool for influencing public policies related to 
poverty reduction and the creation of the right conditions for improving the welfare of all 

Nicaraguans, both male and female. 

We are deeply grateful to the Ford Foundation for their support in carrying out this investigation and 
publishing the results.  

 

 

Ricardo Zambrana Godoy 
Project Coordinator of Phase 3 of the Social Audit  
Civil Coordinator 

I 
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Introduction 
ince January 1999 the Civil Coordinator (CCER) has been carrying out a social auditing 
process that is transmitting the voice of poor communities to national decision-making 
bodies, such as the National Council for Social and Economic Planning (CONPES), and to local bodies, such as the 

municipal councils. 

The first phase of the audit took place at the beginning of 1999 in 10,528 households from  
152 communities with the aim of monitoring and evaluating the impact of interventions  
carried out by different actors during the emergency caused by Hurricane Mitch1 (Bibliography page 13).  
It revealed opinions about the most felt losses and the aid received during the emergency  
period. 

At the end of the same year the second phase of the Social Audit was carried out with 6,002 households in 92 
communities to follow up on progress made in the different reconstruction actions2. 

 

Phase 3 of the Social Audit 
 

Between May and August 2001 the CCER developed the third phase of the Social Audit (SA3), based on the voices of 
7,799 households and 83 leaders from 102 sentinel sites, or communities representative of the conditions of poverty in 
seven geographical regions of Nicaragua: the West, Managua, the Southern Pacific, the Segovias, the North, the Central 
South and the Caribbean Coast. (See Annex 1: Sentinel Sites). 

The SA3 is part of a coordinated system for monitoring and evaluating the Strengthened Poverty Reduction Strategy 
(SPRS) 3  that includes evidence from follow-up studies and mechanisms implemented by the government, foreign 
cooperation and civil society. The priorities, themes and indicators of the SA3 are based on a poverty focus developed by 
the CCER and its member organizations4. 

The results of Phase 3 of the Social Audit will provide the basis for comparing the results of future measurements, which 
will allow the priorities of governmental and nongovernmental interventions aimed at reducing poverty to be redefined 
and their impact evaluated. 

i. The prioritized themes 

The SA3 aimed to provide evidence about poor men and women’s own appraisal of their vulnerability and their capacity 
to respond to it, as well as their expectations, potentialities and confidence in external agents.  

Rather than just considering improvements in the levels of health, education and income or emphasizing the 
competitiveness of the work force, the Social Audit’s concept of human development includes capacities, aspirations and 
the use of the social capital at the households’ disposal to respond to adverse situations and provide individual and family 
welfare. 

?  Ways of generating income and the capacity to res pond to crises: The SA3 revealed the dynamics of economic survival 
in the households, examining the capacity to rely on multiple and diverse ways of generating income. The Audit 
measured the households’ capacity to respond to crisis situations during the “ most difficult month” of 2001, caused by a 
“lack of food” or health problems, for example. This included mechanisms such as seeking new sources of income, 
running up debts, intensifying the family work effort or selling property. 

?  Vulnerability to natural disasters and the capacity to respond to them: It is recognized that poverty also influences poor 
households’ vulnerability and capacity to respond to natural disasters. Thus the perception of as yet unrepaired material 
damages and the persistence of emot ional effects caused by natural disasters was also measured. The measurement of 
the response capacity was based on the surveyed households’ perception that their community “is prepared to face” new 
natural disasters. 

?  Participation of the households: The SA3 monitored the households’ level of involvement in their community’s 
problems, both through their recognition of discussion places and collective participation in decision-making processes 
and in relation to the organizations and institutions working in their communities. 

? ?Coexistence and rights: The SA3 adopts a concept of poverty that is linked to “the resources and psychic and emotional 
capacities needed for social coexistence.” 5  These were measured using indicators that monitor the perception of 

S 
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“serious arguments in the community’s households,” the recognition of the individual right to “live without violence” 
and the recognition of “other rights that are not recognized.” 

?  Aspirations: The SA3 identifies motivation and the personal capacity for individual and social aspirations as an inherent 
factor in human development and a decisive factor in the development of other capacities and the use of the resources 
of family and social capital. 

?  Social capital: Indicators of social capital in the vulnerable households include recognizing solidarity and trusting and 
counting on friends, neighbors or community organizations to resolve crisis situations. They also include the 
recognition of and confidence in external institutions and organizations with a presence in the community. 

?  Power relations: Unequal power relations in the household and the community condition the possibility of using and 
developing capacities and generate discrimination against and vulnerability among women and the young and old. The 
SA3 aimed to produce evidence that supports interventions to reduce the social exclusion of the most vulnerable 
populational groups and gender and generational inequalities in people’s capacities to exercise their rights. Differences 
according to sex and age were therefore examined in: the identification of aspirations and the recognition of rights; the 
capacity to provide “stability” to the available sources of income; and the taking of decisions in response to difficult 
situations and community problems. 

The Social Audit is a capacity-building development process. The group design of the instruments and the sample, the 
interview process in the households and the communities, the feedback of information to the informants, the group 
discussion and interpretation of the results and the communication strategies employed are among the SA3’s social 
products. They represent points of convergence between the CCER’s measurement priorities and the possibilities provided 
by the Sentinel Community Surveillance methodology 6 ,7 . 

To achieve the objectives of the SA3, a work program was developed that lasted for 18 consecutive weeks from April 15 
to August 22, 2001. The process started with the formation of the CCER’s Social Audit Commission and concluded with 
the group discussion of the audit’s results. 

A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods was employed, including the review of institutional information, 
household surveys, interviews with leaders and the group discussion of the results. The data reflecting the opinions of the 
households were obtained through semi-structured interviews with people in their houses using a specific questionnaire. A 
second instrument was designed for interviewing the community leaders that also enabled qualitative information to be 
collected on the context in each community in which the household surveys were carried out. 

ii. The measurement framework 

Developing the SA3 required the identification of sentinel sites that were representative of the conditions of poverty in 
each particular region. Two criteria were taken into account here: existing information on the incidence and distribution of 
poverty and the opinions of the regional teams. The latter was based on the knowledge and experience of departmental 
and municipal leaders involved with civil society organizations working in the territories. 

The criterion of “existing information” was based on estimates from the National Household Living Standards 
Measurement Surveys (LSMS), carried out in 1998 by the National Statistics and Census Institute (INEC) and published 
in the document “Perfil y Características de los Pobres en Nicaragua” [Profile and Characteristics of the Poor in 
Nicaragua]8 . Based on the combined application of the distribution of consumption and unsatisfied basic needs 
methodologies, the LSMS classified 81% of Nicaraguan households as living in poverty (recent, chronic or inertial). 
Regionally speaking, 65% of households in Managua, 83% in the Pacific region, 86% in the central region and 95% in the 
Caribbean Coast region were considered to be poor. 

The Social Audit Phase 3 determined the number of sites and households to be used in each region based on both the 
territorial distribution of the population living below the poverty line and criteria related to internal validity. The CCER’s 
concept of poverty required an objective framework that would allow the quantification of the effects of plans and 
programs aimed at reducing poverty in intervention and reference communities in each of the country’s geographical 
regions. 

The 2002 follow up will be carried out in the same communities measured in 2001. The sample for the evaluation of 
changes will be exactly representative of the sample used for the baseline measurement. 

Of the total number of households studied in the SA3, 39% corresponded to the country’s Central Region, 34% to the 
Pacific Region, 17% to Managua and 10% to the Caribbean Coast. The Pacific region sample was divided into two 
subsamples (the West and the Southern Pacific) and the Central region sample into three subsamples (the Segovias, the 
North and the Central South), giving a total of seven sentinel site panels.  
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iii. The work process 

The work involved nine implementation stages: a. design; b. training and pilot testing of the instruments; c. field work; d. 
data entry; e. preliminary analysis; f. feedback of the results to the communities surveyed; g. discussion of the results; h. 
final analysis; i. reporting the results. 

a. Design 

The initial design stage of the third phase of the Social Audit lasted for five consecutive weeks. It involved the review of 
existing information, the selection of the sample framework and the definition of the measurement instruments, all based 
on the monitoring and follow-up priorities and themes agreed within the CCER’s Social Audit Commission. The field 
work was also organized during this stage. 

The revision of information involved two documents: INEC’s “Perfil y Características de los Pobres en Nicaragua” 9  and 
“La Nicaragua que Queremos” [The Nicaragua that We Want]10 . The latter outlines the CCER’s departmental and 
sectoral debate and the poverty focus on which the AS3 is based. 

The design of the measurement instruments for the households involved a reiterative process of designing, discussing and 
re-designing the questions/indicators that was characterized by a constant exchange of criteria between CIET and the 
members of the Social Audit Commission. 

The selection of the sites involved the development of a series of “group design” meetings involving the participation of 
CCER member organizations working in the different regions. (Annex 2: Participants in the design of the 3rd Social 
Audit). 

b. Training and pilot tests 

The training provided to the CIET team was closely linked to the design and validation of the instruments and allowed the 
teams that would carry out the field work to be formed right from the design stage. 

To validate the data-collection instruments, four pilot tests were carried out, two in rural communities (San Isidro de la 
Cruz Verde and Buenos Aires) and two in urban neighborhoods (La Habana and La Luz). The results of the pilot tests 
were discussed in two training workshops with the participation of members of the Social Audit Commission. As a result 
of the group discussion certain questions were reformulated, others omitted and yet others added in line with the audit’s 
objectives. Recommendations were also made concerning the household interview process. 

Before the field work took place, a work session was carried out with the supervisors that included the establishment of 
the work routes, taking into consideration the distances and access conditions between the communities, the number of 
working days involved, the interviewers available and the expected productivity rate. 

The following results had been obtained by the end of the piloting and training processes: i. two validated questionnaires 
for households and communities; ii. a guide covering self-help, mutual help and the supervisors’ control over key aspects 
of the questionnaire; iii. coding for survival strategies; iv. a field work program for each of the regions involved. 

c. Field work 

The field work lasted for 17 working days and the households were surveyed by means of an interview with a member of 
the family who was present when the interviewer visited. Priority was given to interviewing the male or female head of 
family. 

Six work teams were organized consisting of four interviewers and a supervisor who was  
responsible for the technical and administrative aspects. The members of each team were selected for their data collecting 
experience from the two previous audits and form part of a human resources database built up by CIET over the last five 
years. 

Two field phases were defined. The first exclusively involved the application of the survey in  
poor households from the urban and rural areas of the department of Managua, and involved all  
six regional teams. Then when the teams had built up logistical experience and were more  
familiar with the questionnaire, the second phase of data collection was initiated in the remaining regions. 

The field work quality review involved the team supervisor providing daily accompaniment to each interviewer to observe 
and adjust the interview techniques. At the end of each day’s work, cross checking was carried out among the 
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interviewers, which allowed methodological aspects involved in filling out the household surveys to be reviewed and 
enabled the teams to group code answers on “ways of surviving.” 

Interviews with leaders: Each household was asked which person was most concerned about  
the community’s problems and the interviewers then agreed who had been most mentioned.  
The supervisor located the person most mentioned and then interviewed him or her the same  
day. If the person was not available, the intervi ew took place during the following days,  
if feasible.  

At the end of the field work a work session was held in which each of CIET’s field interviewers and supervisors told the 
Social Audit Commission of their feelings about and personal experiences during the field work. 

d. Data entry 

Once the quality of the information collected had been cleaned up, a team of five people entered the data into computers 
over 20 working days, giving a productivity rate of 75 interviews per person per day. 

During the data entry process approximately 13,500 answers related to the activities carried out by the 7,799 poor 
households “to maintain the family” were coded and some 4,000 organizations mentioned as working in the surveyed 
communities classified. 

The databases were then submitted to review and quality control processes and if any inconsistencies or aberrant values 
were detected, the information was checked against the primary source of data (“Bhopal” notebooks) or directly consulted 
with the supervisors or interviewers. 

While the data entry process was being carried out, output tables were first designed on Excel and then submitted to the 
Social Audit Commission for its consideration and approval. 

e. Preliminary analysis 

Once the quality of the database had been verified, the process of statistical analysis started up. This lasted for two weeks 
and culminated in the production of the output tables. This phase produced a preliminary results report that served as the 
basis for discussion with the members of the Social Audit  Commission. 

f. Feedback of the results to the households surveyed 

CIET’s methodology proposes that the measuring process implicitly involve the development of a communications plan 
with strategies that allow the new knowledge turned evidence to be made communicable and disseminated. 

The first step in the communication strategy was the feedback of the results to the households involved. To this end a one-
page report of the results was drawn up to be given to each of the households surveyed. For three consecutive days each 
house was again visited, ensuring that this was done by the same interviewer who had carried out the original interview. 

In each household the interviewers explained the reason for the visit and that the report contained “their opinion” along 
with those of 8,000 other people who had also been interviewed. They were invited to read it as a group so that they could 
see “what the situation was at the time of the survey.” The report was then handed over and the household thanked again 
for finding the time to participate. 

g. Discussion of the results 

Each of the output tables was presented during various work sessions held with the Social Audit Commission to discuss 
and interpret the findings. 

For three weeks the preliminary report was also subjected to group discussions and interpretations with CCER member 
organizations working in the regions to take advantage of the participants’ knowledge and experience (See Annex 3: 
Participants in the analysis of the preliminary results). Contributions and exp lanations related to the findings were 
obtained in each region and criteria for improving the poverty reduction plans also emerged. Each participant was given a 
copy of the preliminary report of the results. 

h. Final analysis 
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Based on the observations made by the Social Audit Commission and the members of organizations that participated in 
the discussion of the preliminary figures, a more in-depth analysis and exploration of the data was carried out by cross-
linking the variables in various ways. The evidence obtained from the households and from the leaders was linked through 
a process known as meso-analysis11  and the information was stratified according to the different regions, urban or rural 
location, the sex and age of the person interviewed and the sex of the head of the household. 

The information was analyzed using the Epi-Info12  package and the stratification technique. The risk estimate, the 
significance test and the stratification were carried out using the Mantel-Haenszel procedure13 . The result s were expressed 
as proportions, percentages, averages and relative risks. 

The work team 

CIET created a work team of 47 people (27 men and 20 women) to carry out the auditing program. The team consisted of 
1 male coordinator, 7 supervisors (3 men and 4 women), 27 interviewers (14 men and 13 women), five data processors (3 
men and 2 women), 5 male members of the logistical support staff and one female administrator . CIET’s study 
coordinator was Jorge Arosteguí, who was advised by Dr. Carlos Hernández. (See Annex 4: The CIET research team for 
the Social Audit). 

The Social Audit Commission was coordinated by Ricardo Zambrana Godoy, of the CCER and included the participation 
of Ana Quirós of the CCER, Ana Criquillion of Puntos de Encuentro, Mignone Vega of Grupo Fundemos, Martín Cuadra 
of the CCER and ICD/CIIR cooperants Sarah Bradshaw and Brian Linneker 

The basis of the evidence 

7,799 households were surveyed in 40 urban neighborhoods (47%) and 62 rural communities (53%), giving a total of 102 
sentinel sites representative of the conditions of poverty in the regions involved. 

The communities surveyed were located in 68 municipalities in seven geographical locations: the West (departments of 
León and Chinandega), Managua, the Southern Pacific (departments of Masay a, Granada, Carazo and Rivas), the 
Segovias (departments of Estelí, Madriz and Nueva Segovia), the North (departments of Matagalpa and Jinotega), the 
Central South (departments of Chontales, Boaco and Río San Juan) and the Caribbean Coast (RAAN and RAAS). (See 
base table 1). 

Of the total number of people interviewed in the households, 73% were women and 27% men (See base table 2). A 
female head of household was recognized in 31% of the households interviewed. The percentage of women recognized as 
heads of their household was lower in the Segovias and the North (25%) and higher in Managua and the Central South 
(37%). (See base table 3). 

Of the men surveyed (2,100), 87% said that the head of the household was a man and 13% that it was a woman, while 
among the women surveyed (5,688), 61% said that the head of the household was a man and 39% that it was a woman. 

The average age of those surveyed in the households was 37 years, with 7% of them between 15 and 18 years old, 18% 
between 19 and 25 and 75% over 25. 

The community leaders interviewed 

83 community leaders were interviewed in the communities and neighborhoods selected for the household surveys, 17 of 
them in the North, 16 in the Segovias, 13 respectively in the Southern Pacific and the West, 9 in the Caribbean, 8 in 
Managua and 7 in the Central South. 

Of the total number interviewed, 64 were men and 19 women, giving a ratio of 3.4 men to each woman. They were 
between 22 and 73 years old, with four of them under 30, 31 between 30 and 40, 29 between 41 and 50 and 18 over 50 
(the age of one of them was not obtained). 

Of the 64 male leaders, 57 knew how to read and write and 4 did not (there is no information on this subject for 3 of 
them). Of the 19 female leaders, 18 knew how to read and write (there is no information for one of them). The average 
level of schooling was 6 years among men and 8 years among women. 

Of the 83 leaders, 9 had been interviewed during a previous phase of the Social Audit, five of them men and four of them 
women. 
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Executive Summary 
 presentation follows of the most relevant results obtained by CIETinternational in the  
third phase of the Coordinadora Civil’s social audit process. 

 

Economic Vulnerability and the Capacity to “Get by” 

When asked about the family’s general situation in relation to “last year,” 16% of the households surveyed said that they 

were “better off,” 39% that they were “the same” and 45% that they were “worse off.” The households’ perception that 
they were “worse off” this year was higher in 2001 than in 1999 (45% compared to 37%). This was particularly true in 
Matagalpa and Jintotega, where the percentage rose from 41% in 1999 to 58% in 2001, and the Caribbean Coast, where it 

rose from 22% in 1999 to 48% in 2001. Meanwhile, 73% of those surveyed stated that the main reason for crisis was the 
lack of work, money or food. Among those who identified rights that were not being respected (24% of the total sample), 
one in every three mentioned “economic improvement” or the “right to work.” 

An indicator was also devised for greater instability in relation to the households’ sources of income by combining the 
number of sources of income and the perception of whether the said sources were “fixed” or “occasional.” Households 
which relied on only one source of income that was also considered to be “occasional” were considered to be “more 
unstable” (living in extreme vulnerability), a category that corresponded to 18% of the total households surveyed. 

Each person surveyed was also asked “What was the most difficult month for your family this year?” In response one out 
of every three people (31%) said that “all of the months” had been the most difficult. 

In relation to how they responded to crisis situations, 30% of those surveyed expressed what was classified as resignation, 
while 70% identified some way of “getting by.” Half of those who identified some alternative way of getting by said that 
they sought other sources of income, 19% “ran up debts”, 15% intensified the family work effort and 7% had to sell some 

object. In addition, 36% of those who identified an alternative way of getting by turned to social support networks, with 
half of them turning to relatives and a third of them to neighbors or friends.  

Health in the Economy of the Poor Households 

One out of every ten households stated that “illnesses” had been the main reason for crisis, with the average expenditure 
per bout of illness representing 21% of the value of the official monthly basic basket of essential goods. Meanwhile, 56% 
of the households did not have enough money to cover the health costs, of which 60% had to “run up a debt,” 24% had to 
“ask for help” and 14% had to sell something. 

Community Perception of Teaching in Public Elementary Schools 

Among those households interviewed where children were attending the local public elementary school, 59% said that the 

teaching was “good.” Two out of every three people (66%) who expressed satisfaction mentioned a reason linked to the 
teaching received from the teachers and one in every three some reason related to the child, such as “s/he now knows how 
to read” or “s/he is learning quickly.” 

Participation of Poor Households in Decisions about the Community’s Problems 

Half of the households identified a place where decisions were discussed, whether communal (37%), institutional (31%) 
or private (27%). Among those households that identified some place where decisions were discussed, 77% said that 

decisions for resolving the community’s problems were taken by “various” people, 19% that they were taken by “a few” 
people and 4% that they were taken by “just one” person. In addition, 13% of the households said that “just men” decided, 
7% that “just women” decided and 78% that “both” decided. Of the total households surveyed, 39% also identified 

A 
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organizations or institutions that “work most on resolving the community’s problems” (65% in the Segovias), with 20% of 
those surveyed identifying some organization from national civil society, 19% an international organization, 7% a central 
government institution with a presence at the local level and 5% the local government. Furthermore, around 82% felt that 
their opinion was taken into account in the case of international organizations or national civil society organizations and 

around 74% that it was taken into account by the municipalities and central government institutions. 

Coexsistence, Rights and Aspirations 

One in every four households (26%) felt that “serious arguments” had increased recently (40% in the West), 37% that they 
had “decreased” and 18% that the situation was “the same,” while 18% did not know. The perception of an increase in 
arguments compared to 1999 was more pronounced in the West (from 23% in 1999 to 32% in 2001) and the Caribbean 
Coast (from 19% in 1999 to 36% in 2001). Half of the households considered unemployment and “the economic 
situation” to be the main cause of arguments, followed by “relationship problems” (20%), alcoholism or drug addiction 
(13%) and “the children” (7%). Furthermore, 40% of those interviewed felt that their right to live without violence was 
not being respected, a figure that was 55% in the poor communities of Matagalpa and Jinotega. 

Finally, when asked what they personally aspired to in the future, 83% specified some kind of aspiration, of which the 
most frequently mentioned were “work/economic improvement” (46%), education (21%) and housing (17%). 

Natural Disasters and the Capacity to Respond 

One in every three households stated that there were material damages in their community that were caused by a natural 
disaster and had “still not been repaired.” In addition 8% identified people in their household who were still emotionally 
affected. In the Segovias, 17% of households identified people who were still emotionally affected, a figure that compares 
to 21% in September 1999. Meanwhile 17% of the households surveyed recognized that their community was prepared to 
face another natural disaster, a figure that was 23% in the Segovias, 20% in the West and 7% in the Caribbean Coast.  
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FOLLOW-UP INDICATORS FOR THE SOCIAL AUDIT: 
MONITORING THE COMMUNITY VOICE ON POVERTY 

1. Felt that their family was “worse off than last year”.................................45% 

2. Households with just one unstable source of income (extreme vulnerability)18% 

3. Answered “all of them” when asked which was the most difficult month of the year 31% 

4. The economic situation was the main reason for crisis during the  
 “most difficult month”...............................................................................73% 

5. Did not identify alternative way of “getting by” in the crisis situation.....30% 

6. Relied on support networks during the crisis situation .............................36% 

7. Stated that men and women jointly took decisions in response to the crisis39% 

8. Had to spend money on the “most recent” illness suffered  
 by someone in the family ..........................................................................77% 

9. Health costs the main reason for crisis during the “most difficult month.10% 

10. Average cost per illness in relation to the monthly “basic basket”  
 of essential goods ......................................................................................21% 

11. Ran up debts, asked for help or sold objects to cover their health costs...43% 

12. Considered that the teaching in the public elementary school was “good”50% 

13. Did not identify any place for discussing community problems ...............48% 

14. Identified national civil organization working on the community’s problems20% 

15. Identified central government institution working on the community’s problems 7% 

16. Identified municipal government as an institution working on t he  
 community’s problems ...............................................................................  5% 

17. Perceived that serious arguments in the households had “increased recently”26% 

18. Most mentioned reasons for serious arguments 
 Economic situation ...................................................................................52% 
 Relationship problems ..............................................................................20% 
 Alcohol/drugs ...........................................................................................10% 
 The children ..............................................................................................10% 

19. Felt that their right to live without violence was “not being respected” ...40% 

20. Most mentioned rights “not being respected” 
 Economic ..................................................................................................33% 
 Gender and generational ..........................................................................20% 
 To health ...................................................................................................11% 
 To civic security ..........................................................................................8% 

21. Did not express any personal aspiration for the future..............................18% 

22. Most mentioned personal aspirations for the future  
 Economic improvement ............................................................................46% 
 Education ..................................................................................................21% 
 Housing ....................................................................................................17% 

23. Perceived material damages caused by a natural disaster that had  
 “not yet been repaired” ..............................................................................34% 

24. Households that were still emotionally affected by some natural disaster  8% 

25. Felt that the community was prepared for a possible natural disaster 17%  
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REGIONAL INDICATORS - SA3  
Felt that their family was “worse off North West Caribbean Segovias S. Pacific  C. South Managua 
than last year’’ (Tables 3, 3.1)  58% 49% 48% 43% 41% 39% 38% 

Answered “all of them’’ when asked  North C. South Segovias S. Pacific  Managua West Caribbean  
which was the most difficult   60% 41% 28% 27% 27% 20% 14% 
month of the year (Table 4) 

Main reason for crisis during the    North Segovias C. South CaribbeanS. Pacific  West Managua 
“most difficult month’’ was the    87% 85% 75% 74% 69% 63% 57% 
economic situation (Table 5) 

Did not identify alternative way of  C. South West Managua North S. Pacific  Segovias Caribbean  
“getting by’’ in the crisis situation 47% 39% 35% 28% 27% 23% 8% 
(Table 6) 

Relied on support networks during    Segovias Caribbean West ManaguaS. Pacific  C. South North 
the crisis situation (Table 8)  19% 21% 32%a 39% 40% 48% 54% 

Stated that men and women jointly  Segovias West Managua C. South  S. Pacific  Caribbean Norte 
took decisions in response to the   30% 33% 38% 38% 42% 42% 48% 
crisis (Table 7) 

Had to spend money on the “most   Managua S. Pacific  C. South Segovias North West Caribbean  
recent’’ illness of someone in the  88% 88% 79% 78% 70% 67% 64% 
family (Table 21) 

Health costs the main reason for  S. Pacific  Mangaua West C. South Caribbean Segovias North 
 crisis in the “most difficult month’’14% 13% 12% 12% 9% 4% 4% 
(Table 5) 

Ran up d ebts, asked for help or sold  C. South Segovias Managua S. Pacific  North West Caribbean  
objects to cover health costs   52% 50% 47% 43% 43% 39% 26% 
(Table 22)  

Considered that the teaching in the  Caribbean C. South Managua North West S. Pacific  Segovias 
public elementary school was  38% 42% 46% 52% 54% 56% 59% 
“good’’ (Table 24) 

Did not identify any place for   C. South Managua S. Pacific  West North Caribbean Segovias 
discussing community problems  70% 57% 53% 52% 47% 34% 24% 
(Table 28) 

Identified national civil organization  Caribbean Managua C. South West S. Pacific  North Segovias 
working on the community’s  10% 11% 13% 14% 16% 29% 43% 
problems (Table 33)       

Identified central government   Caribbean Managua S. Pacific  West C. South North Segovias 
institution working on the   2% 2% 4% 5% 5% 8% 25% 
community’s problems (Table 33)        

Identified municipal government  Caribbean S. Pacific  West North C. South Segovias Managua 
 as an “institution working on the  4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 6% 7% 
community’s problems’’ (Table 33)        

Perceived that serious arguments  Caribbean West North Managua Segovias C. South S. Pacific 
in the households had “increased   36% 32% 27% 27% 26% 21% 17% 
recently’’ (Tables 35, 35.1)        

Felt that their right to live without   North Caribbean Managua West C. South S. Pacific  Segovias 
violence was “not being respected’’55% 52% 46% 41% 40%r 31% 19% 
(Table 37) 

Did not express any personal  S. Pacific  Caribbean West C. South  Managua Segovias North 
aspiration for the future (Table 42)  24% 23% 20% 18% 15% 11% 10% 

Perceived material damages caused   Segovias West S. Pacific  North Caribbean Managua C. South 
by a natural disaster that had  57% 42% 37% 33% 23% 20% 16% 
“not yet been repaired’’ 
(Table 49)        

Households that were still   Segovia s West North S. PacificCaribbean Managua C. South 
emotionally affected by some natural  17% 12% 7% 6% 4% 3% 2% 
disaster (Tables 50, 50.1)        

Felt that the community was Caribbean S. Pacific  C. South North Managua West Segovias 
prepared for a possible natural  7% 14% 15% 17% 18% 20% 23% 
disaster (Tables 52, 52.1) 
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Map of sites of the Social Audit Phase 3 
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Chapter 1 
Economic vulnerability  

and the capacity to “get by” 
 

1.1  Sources of income relied on by the poor households 

ne of the Social Audit’s main areas of measurement is that of  
economic vulnerability from the household’s own perspective.  
Indicators were established related to the number of sources of income on which the families relied and the 

stability of the said sources. All of the households surveyed were asked, “How does this family maintain itself?” and 
“What other income does the family have?” It was then asked if the income from each source was “fixed” or 
“occasional.” 

 Those surveyed mentioned a total of 13,918 “sources of income” on which the poor families relied to “maintain the 
household” (1.8 per household). These were later classified according to the following categories: waged/paid daily, 
agriculture, trades, commerce, domestic services, remittances, backyard production, odd jobs (including going door to 
door looking for work), production and sale of foods, fishing/hunting, pension/rent, handicrafts. 

 47% of the poor households said that they only relied on one source  
of income to maintain the family, a figure that was 44% in urban neighborhoods and 49% in rural communities. One 
in every ten households was forced to rely on three or more sources of income “to maintain the family” (See table 1). 
Meanwhile, of the total sources of income mentioned, 48% (6,403) were said to be “fixed ” and 52% “occasional.” 

 An indicator of “greater instability” in the households’ sources of income was created by combining the number of 
sources and the perception of their stability; whether “fixed” or “occasional.” Those households that relied on one 
source of income that was also considered to be “occasional” were considered to be “more unstable.” While this 
indicator is useful for future comparisons and the evaluation of the impact of interventions, certain factors should be 
taken into account during analysis and interpretation: 

1. The parameter used for selecting the sample of communities was their condition of poverty and vulnerability. All 
of the communities selected for the sample were living in a situation of poverty and any interpretation of 
households with “more unstable” sources of economic income must bear this context in mind. 

2. The indicator is only valid for the moment at which the survey was carried out, as the answers concerning the 
perception of the stability of the sources of income were influenced by temporary factors. This is particularly true 
of answers related to sources of income more vulnerable to seasonal or cyclical factors, such as the drought or the 
coffee crisis affecting rural areas or fluctuations in the labor market in urban areas. 

3. The indicator for the stability of sources of income does not measure whether the amount of income satisfies poor 
households’ expectations in relation to the cost of the monthly “basic basket” of essential goods or other 
unsatisfied basic needs. 

 Of the total number of households that relied on only one source of income at the moment that the survey was carried 
out (3,648), 40% considered that it was “occasional” (71% in the Segovias), meaning that 18% of the total households 
interviewed had a “more unstable” source of income. The percentage of “more unstable” households was greater in 
rural communities (22%) than urban ones (15%). Among rural communities the highest percentage of “more 
unstable” households was found in the Segovias and the Central South (36%). (See table 2). 

1.2  The poor households’ perception of their current situation 

 All of those surveyed in the poor households in urban and rural communities were asked about their situation at the 
time the survey was being carried out: “Is your family better or worse off than last year?” In reply, 16% said “better 
off,” 39% “the same” and 45% “worse off.” When asked about the main reasons for improvement, those involved 
said that it was because: i. they had found work or their wages had gone up, ii. they had repaired their house or 
benefited from a new one. iii. “they had not fallen ill” or their children “were studying.” 

 The perception that the family was “worse off than the previous year” was shared by 45% of the households 
interviewed and was marginally higher in rural areas (47%) than in urban areas (43%) (XMH 6.87, p0.009). The 
difference between rural and urban areas was greater in the Segovias and the North (9%) and the Caribbean coast 
(16%). 

 The highest percentage of people who said that they were “worse off than last year” was found in the rural 
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communities of Matagalpa and Jinotega (the North) (61%), where 31% of those interviewed said that their situation 
was “the same” and 8% that they were “better off”. (See table 3). 

 Comparing the perception of being “worse off 
than last year” with the same perception in 1999 
when the second phase of the Social Audit was 
carried out, 8% more households held this 
opinion in 2001 than in 1999 (37% in 1999 and 
45% in 2001). The region with the greatest rise in 
households that felt that they were “worse off 
than last year” was the Caribbean Coast with an 
increase of 26% (22% in 1999 and 48% in 2001), 
followed by the North with an increase of 17% 
(41% in 1999 and 58% in 2001) (See table 3.1).  
The samp les of both phases of the Social Audit 
consisted of households in poor communities, 
although the selection of communities in the 
second phase was based on the criterion of having been directly affected by Hurricane Mitch. 

 There was a certain consistency between the perception of stability in the households and the perception of the 
general situation. Among the “less unstable” poor households, 17% said that they were “better off” than the previous 
year (1093/6358) and 44% that they were “worse off” (2793/6358). Among the “more unstable” poor households, 
11% said that they were “better off” than the previous year (160/1441) and 51% that they were “worse off” 
(731/1441). The rest said that they were in “the same” position (X2 39.3; 3gl). 

The leaders’ opinions 

 When those community members identified by the 
households as “most concerned about the 
community” (83 leaders) were asked, “What most 
influences the poverty in this community?”, 68 said 
“unemployment.” Other factors mentioned were 
“lack of financing” or the “lack of land to produce.” 
Some, particularly leaders from the North, referred to 
factors linked to the situation at that particular time, 
such as “the drought,” “the prohibition of fishing” or 
the “drop in coffee prices.” 

1.3  Response capacity to “get by” when 
faced with crisis situations 

 Each person surveyed was asked “What was the most  
difficult month for your family this year?” In response,  
one in every three people (31%) said that “all of the  
months” had been the most difficult. Such households  
could therefore be taken as having a greater level  
of vulnerability than those that stated that “none” of the  
months had been difficult or households in which  
one month was specifically stated as the most difficult.  
A higher percentage of households replied “all of the  
months” in the North (60%). Among those who specified a “most difficult month” (4,127), the month most mentioned 
was May, followed by June. 

 Meanwhile, 16% of the households surveyed did not reply or did not specify which month was most difficult. (See 
table 4). 

Even among households that considered that they were “better off than last year,” 15% stated that this year “all of the 
months had been difficult” (189/1253). 

 Those who specified a particular month or said that “all of the months” had been difficult were then asked “Why?” 
Three in every four mentioned economic problems: that there was “not enough money,” that they “lacked food,” that 
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they had had “problems with the harvest” or that they were “out of work.” This percentage was higher in the North 
and the Segovias (86%). (See table 5). 

One out of every ten households said that the main 
reason for the most difficult month was “health 
problems.” This answer accounted for between 9% and 
14% in the different regions, with the exception of the 
Segovias, where it only accounted for 4%. The next 
most-mentioned reason was “school costs” (5%), which 
was more frequently referred to in the poor 
communities and neighborhoods of Managua and the 
West (10%).  (See table 5). 

To find out about the poor households’ capacity to 
respond to the “most difficult” month, it was asked 
“And what did you do to get by?” (#6,500). 30% of the 
households asked did not identify an alternative way of 
getting by, and came up with expressions that were 
classified as “resignation” or “reduced consumption.” 
These included “we pray,” “whatever God wants,” “we 
eat less” or “we go to bed earlier.” Some people said 
“we take the edge off the hunger by drinking coffee”  
or “chlorinated water.” The highest percentage of 

“resigned” or “reduced consumption” answers was found in  
the communities of the Central South (47%) and the lowest in the poor communities of the Caribbean Coast (8%).  
(See table 6). 

 Among those who did identify some alternative way of “getting by,” those most mentioned were, in descending order 
of frequency: “seeking other sources of income,” “running up debts”, “intensification of work’’ and “selling objects”. 

a. “Seeking other sources of income” : This was the most frequently-mentioned category (49%) among those who 
identified some way of “getting by,” and covered activities other than those usually carried out to maintain the 
household e.g. “we make tortillas now,” “I wash other people’s clothes,” “we had to go out and sell mangoes from 
the tree.” Others directly said “we looked for odd jobs to do.” The highest percentage of households that resorted 
to new forms of income was found among the communities of the Segovias (66%). (See table 6). 

b.  Running up debts: This was the second most 
popular alternative for “getting by” (19%) and 
included expressions such as “we borrowed 
money,” “we bought on credit at the local shop,” 
“we ran up a debt” or “we pawned things.” The 
option of “running up a debt” was most used to 
respond to the most difficult month in the 
neighborhoods and communities of the West and 
Managua (approximately 30%). (See table 6). 

c.  Intensification of work: This was referred to using 
expressions such as “we worked more” or “we 
worked longer shifts” and was the third most 
common option among those who identified an 
alternative way of surviving (15%). Those most 
likely to say that they intensified their work were the poor people surveyed in the Caribbean Coast (39%). 

 Other means of survival included: relying on family help; turning to help from friends, neighbors or 
organizations; migrating; “optimizing resources”; and “illicit” activities (9%). The “optimization of resources” 
included answers such as “we go to the market together in order to save.” “Illicit” activities included answers such 
as “we adjust the scales.” 

1.4  Men and women in decisions taken for “getting by” 

 With the aim of finding out about the role played by poor men and women in the decisions taken for “getting by” 
during the most difficult month, those households where some survival alternative was identified (5,313) were asked: 
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“Who decided what to do?” The answers were coded as “the man,” “the woman” or “both”. 

 Of those asked, 36% mentioned some male family member, 25% referred to a woman and 39% said that the couple 
jointly took decisions in response to crisis situations. 

 The percentage of those surveyed who said that a women took the decisions was higher in poor urban households 
(32%) than in rural ones (19%), a pattern of behavior that was consistent in all of the regions surveyed. (See table 7). 

 The highest percentage of households that said that women took the decisions for “getting by” was found in the poor 
urban neighborhoods of the West (44%), where it was double that of households that named a man (22%). The West 
also had the largest proportion of female community leaders recognized by the households as being “most concerned 
about the community’s problems” (7/13). 

 The lowest percentage of households that recognized the role played by women in taking decisions to “get by” was 
found in the rural communities of the Segovias, the North, the Southern Pacific and the Caribbean Coast 
(approximately 15%). The proportion of women recognized by the households as leaders was 2 out of 8 (25%) in 
Managua, 4 out of 17 (23.5%) in the North, 3 out of 16 (18.8%) in the Segovias,  
2 out of 13 (15.4%) in the Southern Pacific and 1 out of 9 (11.1%) in the Caribbean Coast. 

 The indicator for women’s participation in decisions on ways of surviving taken in the households varied according to 
the sex of the head of the household and of the person interviewed. It was said that a woman decided in only one in 
every 20 households (5%) in which both the head of the household and the person interviewed were male. If the head 
of the household and the person interviewed were both female, however, it was said that the man decided in only 16% 
of the households. 
(See table 7.1). 

 The recognition of the woman’s role in taking decisions “to get by in difficult situations” also varied depending on 
the “way of getting by.” When this involved resorting to alternatives that increased the household’s resources (new 
forms of income, intensification of work, selling objects), 21% of households recognized that a woman took the 
decisions (695/3254). When it was a question of running up a debt or seeking help, however, the percentage rose to 
33% (421/1278). 

 The higher percentage of women who decided on ways of getting by related to running up debts and searching for 
help compared to ways that increased the household’s resources was mainly explained by the figures in the West 
(52% versus 29%) and the Caribbean Coast (34% versus 20%) 

1.5  Social support networks 

 An effort was made to reveal the poor households’ capacity to resort to relatives, friends, neighbors and institutions or 
organizations during “difficult moments” by asking “Did you have to turn to someone to support you?” 

 Of the total number of people who specified some survival mechanism (5,313), 36% stated that they “had to turn to 
someone.” The regions in which most households turned to someone to support them were the Central South and the 
North. (See table 8). 

Those who did have to turn to someone were then asked 
“To whom?” Half of them mentioned “relatives” and 
one in every three said “friends” or “neighbors.” Out of 
the remaining 17%, 12% mentioned some organization 
with a presence in the locality, 3% referred to specific 
people, 1% mentioned the municipality and 1% did not 
know. 

The North was the region in which “relatives” were most 
mentioned by those who turned to someone (59%), 
while in the rural communities of the Segovias only 17% 
mentioned a relative. 

The largest proportion that turned to neighbors or friends 
in crisis situations was found in the poor communities of 
the Central South. Meanwhile, it was in the rural 
communities  
of the Segovias where the greatest proportion resorted to  
some “organization” (38%) and to the municipalities 
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(10%). (See table 8). 

 An effort was also made to measure the response capacity of the poor households during moments of food crisis. All 
of those interviewed were asked, “What do you do to eat when there is no food or money to buy it?” The most 
frequently mentioned answers were “run up a debt” (33%) and “reduce consumption” (23%), as defined above. The 
highest proportions of people who mentioned running up a debt were found in the West (41%) and the Caribbean 
Coast (38%).  
(See table 9). 

1.6  Activities on which poor households relied “to maintain the family 

a.  Activities that were either waged or paid on a daily basis 

 In response to the question “How does this family maintain itself?”, one in every three households surveyed 
(34%) said that they relied on some activity that was either waged or paid on a daily basis as a source of income. 
In the different regions the relative importance of activities that were either waged or paid on a daily basis was as 
follows, in descending order: Managua, the North, the West, the Central South, the Southern Pacific, the 
Caribbean Coast and the Segovias. (See table 10). 

 Of the waged activities mentioned, 66% were considered to be “fixed” and 34% to be “occasional.” “Fixed” 
waged activities corresponded to 23% of the total number of households and “occasional” ones to 12%. 

 The percentage of households with “fixed” waged activities was around 20% in all of the regions except Managua 
and the West, where the percentages were higher (38% and 26% respectively). 

b.  Agriculture 

 31% of the urban and rural households mentioned that they relied on this source of income to maintain the family, 
of which 46% considered it to be “fixed” and 48% to be “occasional” (6% did not respond). 

 With the aim of obtaining a more precise indicator on agricultural activity, it was directly asked if the rural 
households grew crops on their parcel of land. Half of the households (55%) replied that they did, with the highest 
percentages of households that answered affirmatively found in the North (72%) and in the Segovias (79%) (See 
table 11). A certain proportion of households that grew crops on their parcel of land did not mention agriculture as 
a source of income on which they relied to maintain the family. 

 It was also asked, “Do you sell or consume what you harvest?” Just over half of the households that grew crops - 
representing 30% of the total poor rural households - used the produce exclusively for family consumption. The 
sale of crops was detected in 45% of those households that grew them, which is the equivalent of one rural 
household in every four (25%). (See table 11). 

 The highest percentage of rural households producing exclusively for family consumption was found in the 
Segovias (54%), while the highest percentage of rural households marketing their crops was found in the rural 
communities of the Caribbean Coast (39%). In the Segovias one in every four rural households marketed its 
produce (25%), while in the North the percentage was 35%. (See table 11). 

c.  Trades 

 This third category of sources of income upon which the households relied to maintain the family corresponded to 
24% of the total households surveyed, with Managua showing the greatest proportion regionally (38%). This 
category included carpentry, dressmaking and bricklaying, but did not include domestic services for other people. 

 Of the total households that mentioned some kind of activity classified as a “trade,” 45% said that it provided 
“fixed” income (11% of the total households), 54% that it provided “occasional” income (13% of the total 
households) and 1% did not respond. (See table 10). 

d.  Commerce 

 This was the fourth most mentioned category (one in every five households), with the highest percentage 
registered in Managua (one in every four poor households). Of those households that mentioned some kind of 
commercial activity, 54% considered it to be “fixed” (11% of the total households) and 45% to be “occasional” 
(9% of the total households). (See table 10). 

 The proportion of households with a commercial activity that was considered to be “fixed” was higher among the 
poor communities of the Pacific (approximately 12%) than in the Segovias, the North and the Caribbean Coast 
(approximately 7%). 
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e.  Domestic services outside the household 

 The most representative answer in this category was “going out to wash and iron clothes.” The category 
corresponded to approximately 14% of the total poor households surveyed in the West, Managua, the Southern 
Pacific and the Central South and 10% in the Segovias, the North and the Caribbean Coast. Among those 
households that relied on “domestic services outside the household”, 54% said that they were “fixed” (7% of the 
total households) and 45% that they were “occasional” (6% of the total households). (See table 10). 

 The proportion of households involved in some kind of “domestic service” outside the home that was considered 
to be “fixed” varied between 5% and 10% in the different regions involved. 

f.  Backyard production 

 To establish a community-based indicator on the backyard as a source of income it was directly asked “Do you 
sell or consume what you produce in the backyard?” without specifying the type of backyard production, thus 
appealing exclusively to the households’ own concept of this kind of production. It was found that 41% of the 
total households surveyed produce in their backyards. The percentages were 26% and 54% respectively in urban 
neighborhoods and in rural communities. (See table 12). 

 Urban households: The highest percentages of backyard production were found in the neighborhoods of the West 
(42%) and the Caribbean Coast (50%) and the lowest in the poor neighborhoods of the North (7%). Of the poor 
urban households that produced in their backyard, 92% did so for family consumption, representing 24% of the 
total poor urban households. Meanwhile, 8% marketed some of their produce, representing 2% of the total poor 
urban households. 

 Rural households: The highest percentages of backyard production were found in the Segovias (69%) and the 
West and Southern Pacific (60%), while the lowest percentage was found among the communities of Managua 
(31%). 

 Of the rural households that produced in their backyard, 75% did so for family consumption, representing 40% of 
the total poor rural households. Meanwhile, 25% marketed some of their produce, representing 14% of the total 
poor rural households. The highest percentages of rural households that marketed their backyard  
produce were found in the Segovias (25%) and the Southern Pacific (23%), while the lowest percentages were 
found in Managua (5%) and the Caribbean Coast (1%). (See table 12). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

g.  Remittances  

 This indicator was established by asking “Do you receive help from a relative living outside the household?” In 
reply, 13% replied affirmatively, with a slightly higher percentage in urban households (15%) than in rural ones 
(12%). (See tables 10 and 13). 

 The highest percentages of poor urban households that received help from a family member were found in the 



 23

West (20%) and the Southern Pacific (17%), while the lowest percentages of both urban and rural households 
receiving such aid were found in the North (9%) and the Segovias (7%). 

 Of the total number of households that received remittances (1,042), 31% mentioned that they were “fixed” and 
51% that they were “occasional” (18% did not respond). “Fixed” remittances corresponded to 4% of the total 
number of poor households and “occasional” ones to 7%. The proportion of households that received remittances 
considered to be “fixed” was greater in the rural communities of Nicaragua’s Pacific region (between 4% and 8%) 
than in the communities of the country’s central region (2% to 3% of households). 

 Those who said that they did receive help from a relative living outside the household were then asked “Where 
from?” It was thus established that 45% received help from a relative living somewhere else in the country (6% of 
the total poor households), 29% from Costa Rica (4% of the total poor households), 17% from the United States 
(2% of the total poor households) and 7% from other countries (1% of the total poor households). Only in the 
Caribbean Coast and Managua was the proportion of households receiving remittances from the United States 
greater than the proportion receiving them from Costa Rica. (See table 13). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

h.  “Anything going” 

 9% of total homes said that “to maintain the family’’ they would do “anything going’’, 1 of 4 (25%) of which said 
that this was a “fixed’’ way of generating income. (See table 10).  

i.  Production and sale of food 

 This was the ninth most mentioned category, representing 8% of the total number of poor households surveyed. 
Regionally, the figures were 10% in the West, Managua and the Segovias, around 8% in the North, Central South 
and Southern Pacific and 4% in the Caribbean Coast. Half of the households that mentioned the production and 
sale of food as an activity for maintaining the family considered it to be “fixed,” while the other half considered it 
to be “occasional,” with both therefore representing 4% of the total households involved. (See table 10). 

 The proportion of households that considered their production and sale of food to be “fixed” was similar in all of 
the regions surveyed (between 3% and 5%). 

1.7 Participation in activities “that maintain the household” aggregated according to sex 

 For each of the activities used to maintain the family it was asked whether men or women “worked” in the said 
activity. Of the 13,918 activities mentioned, women participated in 4,814, or 35%. The percentage was higher in 
urban communities (44%) than in rural ones (26%). Among households where the head of the family was a woman, 
half of the activities to maintain the family (51%, 2397/4744) were done by a woman, while the proportion in those 
households headed by a man was one in every five (22%, 2017/8985). If both the head of the household and the 
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person interviewed were female, women’s participation was recognized in 59% of the activities (2213/3773). 
Meanwhile, if both the head  
of the household and the person interviewed were male, women’s participation was recognized in 38% of the 
activities (729/1892). 

 In terms of the urban neighborhoods surveyed, those regions with the highest percentages of activities in which 
women participated were the West (48%) and the Segovias (46%). Meanwhile, the regions with the highest and 
lowest percentages of female participation in rural communities were Managua (36%) and the Segovias (18%) 
respectively. 
(See table 14). 

The activities in which a larger proportion of women than men participated were domestic services (98%), the 
production and sale of food (90%), commerce (66%) and backyard production and the sale of the resulting produce 
(52%). (See table 15). 
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Chapter II 
Health in the economy of 

the poor households 

 
o find out about the poor households’ capacity to respond to their health  
 problems, the age and sex were determined of the last person who had  
 fallen ill in the household during 2001. This was done without differentiating between people with acute 

illnesses and chronic illnesses. 

A total of 6,751 people were registered as having fallen ill, corresponding to 87% of the total households. Information was 
then gathered on the place in which they were attended, practices within the households, health expenses and the capacity 
to cover the expenses. 

2.1  Health problems as the main reason for crisis in the poor households 

 When asked what was the reason for the family’s “most difficult month,” one in ten households (10%) referred to a 
health problem suffered by someone in the family during the year 2001. This figure was 14% in the Southern Pacific, 
13% in Managua, 12% in the Central South and West, 9% in the Caribbean Coast and 4% in the North and the 
Segovias. (See table 5). The reduced percentage in the North and the Segovias can be explained by the higher 
frequency with which “economic problems” were mentioned as the cause of crisis during the most difficult month. 

2.2  Health services in the communities 
 The 83 leaders interviewed were asked, “Where do they provide attention in this community?” Among the 62 rural 

communities a total of 39 leaders in an equal number of communities said that sick people went to the local health 
center or to the hospital in the municipal capital.  

 When specifically asked about the community health post, 13 of the leaders from the 83 communities said that there 
was no health post, 51 that the health post was “within” the community and 19 that it was “outside.” 

 Of the 51 health posts located “within the community,” five had no health personnel, 14 had personnel living in the 
community and 32 had personnel living outside the community. 

 The leaders were also asked about the presence of “traditional healers.” In 34 communities the leaders said that there 
were healers and in 49 that there were not. Among those communities with healers 16 had one, nine had two, three 
had three, three had four and three had five, giving a total of 70 healers in the 34 communities (an average of two per 
community). 

2.3  Place where the sick received attention 

 It was asked if those people who had “last” fallen ill had been attended “at home” or if they had “gone somewhere” to 
be attended. Two out of every three people (68%) had gone somewhere in search of attention. This percentage was 
71% among children, 62% among adolescents and 66% among adults. The remaining sick people (one in every three) 
did not go anywhere to be attended or preferred to “stay at home”. (See table 16). 

 In urban neighborhoods the proportion of sick people who went somewhere to be attended was greater in the West 
and the North (72%), while in the other regions the percentage varied between 57% and 68%. 

 In rural communities the proportion was greater in the Caribbean Coast (84%), while the figure was 72% in the West 
and the Southern Pacific and approximately 67% in the other regions. (See table 16). 

 In the case of sick children who sought attention outside the home, no difference was detected between boys and girls 
(See table 17), while among sick young people and adults a slightly higher percentage of females than males went 
somewhere to be attended. (See tables 18 and 19). 

 Health post or center : Among the sick people who went somewhere to seek medical attention the majority (56%) 
visited a health center or post. This represented 38% of the total households where somebody had fallen ill 
(2585/6751), a figure that was 32% in urban areas and 43% in rural areas. The percentage of sick people who visited 
health centers or posts was higher in the North (72%) and lower in Managua (37%). (See table 16). 

 No differences were detected in the percentages of sick people who visited a health post or center according to 
whether the health personnel lived in the community (308/482) or outside the community (814/1237). 

 Hospitals: One in every three sick people who went somewhere to seek medical attention visited a hospital, 
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representing 22% of the total homes with sick people  
(1478/5751), a figure that was 24% in urban neighborhoods and 20% in rural communities. The proportion of sick 
people who visited a hospital was higher in Managua and the Caribbean Coast (43%) and lower in the North and 
West (22%). (See table 16). 

 Private: 10% of those who sought medical attention somewhere outside the home went to a private doctor or 
institution, including the Previsional Medical Companies. This represented 7% of the total households that reported 
illnesses (472/6751) and was similar in urban neighborhoods and rural communities. (See table 16). 

 The proportion of sick people who sought attention from a private doctor or institution was higher in Managua and 
the urban neighborhoods of the West and Southern Pacific and lower in the rural communities of the Southern 
Pacific, the North and the Segovias. In the rural communities of the Segovias only 5% of sick people who went 
somewhere sought private medical attention (24/458). (See table 16).  

2.4  Self-medication and household remedies 

 In those households with sick people who had “stayed at home” or had “not gone anywhere” to seek attention (2,170) 
it was asked, “What did they do?” Three in every four  
such households (74%) replied that they had taken some kind of medicine (self-medication), 21% mentioned some 
“household remedy” and 5% said that they had done “nothing”  (See table 20). No differences were detected in self-
medication practices for girls and boys, male and female adolescents or adult men and women. (See table 20.1). 

 The self-medication rate represented 24% of the total households surveyed that reported an illness during 2001 
(1614/6751), a percentage that was 27% among poor urban neighborhoods (826/3106) and 19% in poor rural 
communities (788/3645). The highest self-medication rates were found  
in the Central South (37%) and the Segovias (30%). 
(See table 20). 

2.5  Health expenses in the poor households 

 In all of the households in which someone was registered as having been sick (6,751) it was asked how much money 
had been spent as a result. In reply, 5,229 households said that they had run up costs, which represented 77% of the 
total households that reported sick people. Regionally, the figure was 88% in the Southern Pacific and Managua, 78% 
in the Segovias and the Central South and between 64% and 70% in the Caribbean Coast, the North and the West (See 
table 21). The expense referred to included medicines, fees, transport, lodging and childcare. 

 The average expense per illness was C$410 (#5,229) (See table 21), and was similar among urban neighborhoods 
(C$400, #2,531) and rural communities (C$430, #2,698) ). The average expense was the equivalent of around US$30, 
based on the exchange rate of 13.5 córdobas to the dollar in June 2001. 

 Bearing in mind that the official price of the official basic basket of essential goods during the month of July was  
C$1,1976 (official data Banco Central de Nicaragua), the average expense per illness was the equivalent of 21% of 
the price of the basic basket. 

 Half of the households that ran up costs spent under C$100, a quart er between C$100 and C$400 and the remaining 
quarter over C$400. The highest average health expenditure was detected in the Caribbean Coast and the lowest in the 
communities of the North. (See table 21). 

 The average expenditure per illness was slightly higher in communities where there was no health post (C$420, #694) 
than in those where there was one (C$380, #1989). No difference was detected in expenditure depending on whether 
the health personnel lived within or outside the community. Neither was any difference detected between 
communities with traditional healers and communities with none. 

 Among those who went to health posts and centers to be attended, the average expenditure was C$190 (#1,744), the 
equivalent of about US$14. The highest average in this category corresponded to the Caribbean Coast (C$380, #97) 
and the lowest to the communities of the Segovias and the North (C$140 respectively). Among those who went to a 
hospital the average cost was C$930 (#1,305), while it was C$870 among those that visited some private doctor or 
institution (#428). No significant regional differences were detected in the latter two cases. (See table 21.1). 

 Up to 12 years of age the average cost per illness was similar for both boys and girls. Among adolescents between 13 
and 18 the average expenditure was slightly higher among males (C$380, #162) than among females (C$300, #220) 
and it was also higher among men (C$628, #854) than among women (C$560, #1,949). (See table 21.2). 
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2.6  Alternative ways of covering health costs 

 Those households that had spent money on illnesses were asked, “How did you cover the costs?” It was found that in 
56% of the cases they did not have enough money to pay and had to resort to “running up a debt,” “asking for help” 
or “selling objects.” The highest percentages corresponded to the Segovias and the Central South. (See table 22). 

 Among those who did not have enough 
money, 60% said that they had had to 
“run up a debt” or had “borrowed” (33% 
of the total households that ran up costs); 
one in every four (24%) said that they had 
had to “ask for help” (13% of the 
households that ran up costs); and 14% 
that they had had to sell some product 
(8% of the households that ran up costs). 
(See tables 22 and 22.1). 

 Among those that did not have enough 
money to pay, the highest percentages 
that “ran up a debt” were found in the 
Central South and the North, while the 
highest percentages that “sold something” 
were found in the communities of the 
North and the Segovias. (See table 22.1). 

The way of covering the costs was slightly different according to where the sick person was attended. Both running up 
a debt and the sale of objects were slightly more common among households where the sick person went to a hospital 
or private doctor (See table 23), something that is linked to the differences in average expenditure according to the 
place of attention. 
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Chapter III 
Community perception of teaching  

in public elementary schools 
 

3.1 Expenditure on education as the main reason for crisis in poor households 

hen the households were asked about the reason for the 
family’s “most difficult month,” 5% mentioned “school costs” 
as the main cause. This percentage was higher in Managua and the West (approximately 10%), where it was 

double that of the other regions (See table 5). The other main reasons mentioned did not exclude “school costs” as a 
reason for the crisis, although it was not the most important. 

3.2  Community satisfaction with the teaching in the local public elementary school 

 Of the total households, 5,231 (67%) replied affirmatively to the question “Do any children in the house go to the 
public elementary school?” This subsample allowed answers to be obtained on the degree of satisfaction with the 
formal education provided that were aggregated according to access to the educational system. In all of the 
households surveyed it was asked “What is the teaching like in the public school: good, regular or bad?” 

 Half (50%) of the total number of households surveyed (7,799) responded that the teaching was “good,” 31% that it 
was regular and 5% that it was bad, while 15% “did not know” or did not respond. The percentage that said that the 
teaching was good was slightly higher for rural schools (53%) than urban ones (47%). The highest percentage of 
satisfaction was found in the Segovias (59%) and the lowest in the Caribbean Coast (38%). 
(See table 24). 

 Among those households with children attending a public elementary school, 59% said that the teaching was “good,” 
a positive assessment that was only expressed in 33% of households where no children were attending school. 

 In those households in which children had access to public primary education, the positive assessment was similar 
whether the children were attending schools with the multigrade model or whether they were attending schools with a 
non-multigrade model (59% said that the teaching was “good” in both cases). 

 In the different regions, there was greater satisfaction with the teaching received among rural households with 
children attending public elementary school than among urban ones. In urban areas, the highest satisfaction rates were 
found in the Southern Pacific (67%) and the Segovias (64%) and the lowest in the Central South (46%) and the 
Caribbean Coast (40%). In rural areas, the highest satisfaction rate was in the Segovias (70%) and the lowest in the 
Caribbean Coast. 
(See table 25). 

 Both those who were satisfied and those 
who were not were asked “Why?” Two out 
of every three people who said that they 
were satisfied (66%) mentioned reasons 
related to the teaching received and one in 
three mentioned some reason related to the 
child, such as “s/he now knows how to 
read” or “s/he is learning quickly.” 

 Among reasons for a lack of satisfaction, 
the following categories were mentioned in 
descending ord er of frequency: “teaching 
deficiencies,” “deficiencies among the 
teachers,” reasons “attributable to the 
children,” the teacher’s lack of work 
discipline, bad treatment from the teachers, 
problems with the school’s infrastructure, 
school contributions, the lack of teaching materials, too many pupils for the amount of teachers available and the 
school’s “disorganization”. (See table 26). 

 “Teaching deficiencies” included answers such as “they don’t teach well” or “the teachers don’t know.” This was the 
most frequently mentioned cause of dissatisfaction in all regions except the Segovias and the Caribbean Coast, and 
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was identified by approximately one in every four dissatisfied people. The lowest proportion mentioning this reason 
was found in the Segovias (one in every ten dissatisfied people). 

 The category covering the “teachers’ lack of work discipline” included answers such as “the teachers miss work a lot” 
or “they arrive late.” This category represented 13-18% of the total replies from dissatisfied households, with the 
exception of the North and the Central South where only one in every 20 answers referred to this cause of 
dissatisfaction. “Bad treatment” from the teachers, problems with the school’s infrastructure and “school 
contributions” all accounted for less than 10% of the total reasons given for dissatisfaction. The lack of teaching 
materials was mentioned by less than 6% of those interviewed in all regions, with the exception of the Segovias 
(13%). 

 In those households where children were attending public elementary school it was asked “Do the school authorities 
take the parents’ opinions into account?”, without going into any detail about what was understood by being “taken 
into account.” 

 In reply, 83% of those interviewed said that their opinions had been taken into account. The regions in which most 
people felt this were the Segovias (90%) and the Southern Pacific (92%). The lowest percentage was found in the 
West (77%). (See table 27). 

3.3.  Community satisfaction and local factors related to the teaching 

 Autonomy and multigrade education: Going into greater detail with the leaders, it was established that of the 83 
public elementary schools on which information was obtained, 35 were autonomous and 40 were not autonomous, 
while the relevant information was not obtained for a further 8 schools. In terms of the educational model (multigrade 
or non-multigrade), 36 used the multigrade model and 41 did not (the relevant information was not obtained for 6 
schools). 

 Whether a school was “autonomous” or not did not appear to have an effect on the households’ satisfaction with the 
teaching in the public elementary schools (63% against 57%) (1136/1804 and 1126/1984) (OR 1.1 (1-1.2) 95 lc), as 
the difference is within the realms of chance. Nor did the use or non-use of the multigrade model appear to have any 
effect on the satisfaction with the teaching (60% versus 60%) (1043/1737 and 1290/2151). 

 Complementary food: When asked whether the school had some complementary food program, an affirmative answer 
was received for 33 schools and a negative one for 45 schools (the relevant information was not obtained for 5 
schools). 

 Linking the existence of a complementary food program to the households’ satisfaction with the teaching, it was 
found that in those schools where there was such a program, 56% of the households benefited were satisfied with the 
teaching (1215/2175), while 49% of households were satisfied when the school did not have such a program 
(1819/3731) (X2 63.5, 6gl, p0.0000). 
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Chapter IV 
Participation of poor households  in  

decisions about the community’s problems 

 
ne of the Social Audit’s objectives is to monitor and evaluate the level  
of involvement of poor households in their communities’ problems in  
terms of participation in discussion and decision-making bodies and in relation to organizations and institutions 

with a presence in the communities. 

A set of indicators was established for the identification of discussion places, the perception of the collective or 
unipersonal nature of community decisions, the participation of men and women in such decisions, the identification of 
organizations that “work for the community” and the perception of being taken into account by such organizations. 

In order to find out about the community context, interviews were held with the male and female community leaders 
identified by the households as “most concerned about the community’s problems.” 

Community leaders were identified in 83 of the 102 communities surveyed, 64 of them men and 19 women. The highest 
proportion of women were identified as community leaders in the West (7 out of 13). 

4.1  Identification of places in which the community’s problems were discussed 
 Each household was asked, “Where are the community’s problems discussed?” Half of the households identified 

some place where problems were discussed, the percentage being higher in rural communities (64%) than in urban 
neighborhoods (37%). The other half of the households surveyed did not identify any places where problems could be 
discussed. (See table 28). 

 Among urban neighborhoods, the highest percentages of households that identified a discussion place were found in 
the Segovias and the Caribbean Coast (57%) and the lowest in the Central South (15%). In rural communities, the 
highest percentage was again found in the Segovias (84%) and the lowest in the Southern Pacific and the Central 
South (49%).  
(See table 28). 

 The identification of discussion places was similar among “unstable” households - those with greater economic 
vulnerability because they had only one source of income that was also “occasional” - (53%, 768/1441) and among 
“less vulnerable” households (51%, 3270/6358). 

 Of the 83 leaders interviewed, only two were unable to identify a place for discussing problems in their community. 

 The places identified were classified as “communal,” “institutional” or “private.” The “communal” places included 
answers such as “the community center,” “the park,” “the square,” “the street,” or “in front of the church.” The 
“institutional” places mentioned included “the municipal government,” “the school,” “the health post,” “the infant 
feeding center” and “the church.” The “private” option was used to refer to places such as “the leader’s house,” 
recreational areas or the houses of certain inhabitants, while “others” covered answers such as “anywhere.” 

 Of those households that identified a discussion place (4,038), 37% mentioned a “communal” place (the equivalent of 
19% of the total number of households surveyed). Meanwhile some form of institution was identified by 31% (16% 
of the total households surveyed - 1262/7799), 27% mentioned some private place (14% of the total households -  
1089/7799) and 4% mentioned “other” places. (See tables 28 and 29). 

Communal places 

 The identification of “communal” places (19%) was higher in rural areas (22%) than in urban ones (16%). 

 In urban areas, the highest level of identification of communal places was found in the North (26%) and the lowest in 
the Central South (4%). In rural communities, the highest levels were found in the Segovias (36%) and the West 
(30%) and the lowest in the Southern Pacific, the North and the Central South, where approximately 12% of the 
households mentioned this option. (See table 29). 

Institutional places 

 The identification of “institut ional” places (16%) was also higher in rural areas (23%) than in urban ones (6%). 

 In urban neighborhoods the highest percentages were found in the Segovias and the Caribbean Coast (15%), while in 
the other regions they varied between 3% and 5%. In rural communities, meanwhile, the highest percentages were 
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found in Managua, the Segovias and the Central South (around 30%) and the lowest in the West (10%). (See table 
29). 

4.2  Linking the leaders’ criteria with the households’ opinions 

 In the 83 communities in which leaders were interviewed, 56% of households identified some place for discussing the 
community’s problems (3498/6239). In contrast only 35% of households identified a discussion place in communities 
that did not identify any leadership (540/1560). 

A total of 81 leaders mentioned places 
where community problems could be 
discussed. If the place identified by the 
community leaders was “communal,” the 
percentage  
of households that identified a discussion 
place was higher (59%, 1264/2149) than if 
the place mentioned was “private” (54%, 
823/1526). 

In communities in which the leaders 
identified institutional places, 57% of the 
households identified a place for discussing 
problems (1142/2019). This percentage 
rose to 84% (152/181) in communities in 
which the leaders mentioned two places for 
discussion, one institutional and one 
communal. 

 The leaders were also asked how people were summoned to discuss the community’s problems. A total of 48 leaders 
said that they were called by going “door to door,” 18 said that it was done through some community committee and 
7 that it was done through promoters (the remaining 9 did not say or said that they did not know). 

 No differences were detected in the percentage of households that identified a discussion place according to the 
different ways of summoning people mentioned by the leaders. 

 Nor were any differences detected in the percentage of households that identified a discussion place according to the 
sex of the leader. However, the percentage of households that identified a discussion place was higher when the 
leader knew how to read and write (56%, 3195/5670) than when he or she did not know how to do so (39%, 120/309) 
(without taking into account other factors that could explain the association). The leaders’ degree of schooling did not 
have any bearing on the figures. 

4.3 Collective or individual participation in decisions about the community’s problems 

 In those households in which a discussion place was identified it was asked, “Are the decisions for resolving the 
community’s problems taken by various people, a few people or just one person?” In reply, 77% said “various 
people,” 19% “a few people” and 4% “just one person”. (See table 30). 

 The perception of the number of people making decisions related to the community’s problems was similar whether a 
communal, institutional or private place had been identified. 

 The identification of “various people” was higher in rural areas (81%) than urban ones (70%). The highest 
percentages of those surveyed who said that “various people” made decisions about communal problems 
corresponded to the rural communities of the Segovias (87%) and of the Caribbean Coast (89%). (See table 30). 

 The highest percentage of those surveyed who said that “a few people” made decisions about the community’s 
problems corresponded to the urban neighborhoods of the Central South (51%). 

 Meanwhile, it was in the urban neighborhoods of the Caribbean Coast where the highest percentage of people 
surveyed said that “just one person” decided about problems in the community (14%). (See table 30). 

4.4  People who decided aggregated according to sex 

 Those who identified some discussion place were asked “Who decides?” and the answers were coded as “just men” 
“just women” or “both.” Most people answered “both” (78%), with similar percentages among urban and rural 
communities. Meanwhile, 13% said that “just men” decided and 7% said that “just women” decided, giving a 
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relationship of two to one in favor of the men. (See table 31). 

 In terms of the sex of the community leader identified, the percentage of households that said that “just women” 
decided was 11% when the leader identified was a woman (104/970) and 5% when the leader identified was a man 
(161/3147). 

 Regionally speaking, the highest percentages of people who said that only men decided were found in the Caribbean 
Coast (25%) and in the North, while the highest percentage that said that only women decided corresponded to the 
urban communities of the Segovias (18%). (See table 31). 

 When the decisions about the communities’ problems were said to have been taken by “a few people” (928), 14% 
said that they were taken by “just men,” 10% that they were taken by “just women” and 65% that they were taken by 
“both.” When it was said that “just one person” decided (196), 52% opted for “just men,” 20% for “just women” and 
25% for “both.” 

4.5  Identifying the organization or institution “that most works for the community”  
 Each household surveyed was asked, “Which organizations or institutions work most on resolving the community’s 

problems?” In response, 39% identified some organization or institution (3,044), a figure that was 27% in urban 
neighborhoods and 50% in rural communities. The region where organizations and institutions were most identified 
was the Segovias (65%), while they were least identified in the Caribbean Coast and the Central South (23%). (See 
table 32). 

 Those people who identified organizations or institutions were then asked to name them. In most cases they named 
one or two organizations. 

 The organizations mentioned were classified as “NGOs and foundations,” “international organizations,” “local 
governments,” “central government” and “community organizations.” The category “other organizations” included 
churches, businesses and other organizations that did not fit into any of the above categories. Half of the organizations 
identified were national organizations, whether governmental or part of national civil society. 

a.  International organizations 

 Half of those people who identified organizations or 
institutions mentioned an international organization. 
This represented 19% of the total households 
surveyed (1520/7799), a figure that was 29% in rural 
communities and 8% in urban neighborhoods. 

 International organizations were most mentioned in 
the Pacific regions, although the highest probability 
of identifying an international organization was 
detected in the Segovias (32% of the total households 
surveyed there). Meanwhile, the lowest probability 
was detected in the Central South (5% of the total 
households surveyed there). (See tables 32 and 33). 

b.  NGOs and foundations 

 Of those who identified organizations, 40% 
mentioned a non-governmental organization or 
foundation (the second most mentioned category). 
This represented 16% of the total households 
surveyed (1231/7799), a figure that was 23% among rural households and 8% among urban households. This 
category also included church organizations with legal status, such as COPROSA, CARITAS and CEPAD. 

 NGOs and foundations were the kind of organization most mentioned in the Segovias, the North, the Central 
South and the Caribbean Coast. The highest probability of identifying some national NGO or foundation was in 
the Segovias (42% of the total households surveyed there) and lowest in the West, Managua and the Central South 
(7% of the total households surveyed there). (See tables 32 and 33). 

 National civil society 

 NGOs, foundations, community organizations and private organizations that form part of national civil society 
represented 60% of the tot al organizations mentioned and were identified by 20% of the total households 
surveyed. (See table 33). 

 The lowest rate of identification of national civil society organizations corresponded to Managua, the Caribbean 



 33

Coast and the Central South (around 11%) and the  
highest to the North (29%) and the Segovias (43%). 
(See table 33). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

c.  Local government  

 The “municipal government” or some municipal organization was mentioned by 12% of those who identified an 
organization, representing 5% of the total households (368/7799). 

 The probability of identifying the local government as the institution that provided most help was similar in all of 
the regions, although it was 3.5 times higher in urban neighborhoods than in rural communities (7% versus 2%). 
(See tables 32 and 33). 

d.  Central government 

 Central government institutions or projects, such as INTA, FISE, IDR, MINSA or “the school” were mentioned 
by 19% of those surveyed who identified organizations, representing 7% of the total number of households 
(573/7799). The probability of identifying a central government institution as the organization that had most 
helped with the community’s problems was 3.7 times higher in rural areas than in urban areas (11% versus 3%) 
and was considerably higher in the Segovias than in other regions (one out of every four households surveyed). 

d.  Community organizations 

 Organizations such as the “neighborhood committee,” the “district committee,” the “community movement,” 
“UNAG” and “cooperatives” were mentioned by 9% of those who identified organizations, representing 4% of 
the total households surveyed (288/7799). The probability of identifying a community body as the organization 
that had most helped was a little higher in the Segovias and the North and lower in the Caribbean Coast. 

4.6  Perception that their opinion was taken into account 

 Those who had identified organizations or institutions were then asked, “Do you feel that your opinion was taken into 
account?” by them. The perception among those survey ed that their opinion had been taken into account was similar 
in the case of national NGOs, international organizations and community organizations (around 82%). It was lower 
when the organizations identified were municipalities or government institutions (around 74%) (See table 34). Those 
surveyed were not asked to specify the kind of participation involved. 

4.7  The leaders’ confidence in municipal governments, central government and NGOs 

 The community leaders were also asked about the “organizations or groups” working in the community. Of the 83 
leaders interviewed, 14 did not identify any organization, 19 identified one, 31 identified two, 12 identified three, five 
identified four and two identified five. 

 They were then asked, “How much confidence do you have in the government institutions, municipal governments 
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and NGOs?” In relation to government institutions, 15 of the 83 leaders interviewed said that they had “quite a lot” of 
confidence (one in every six), 14 that they had a “moderate” amount of confidence and 49 that they had “little” 
confidence (five did not respond). 

 In relation to municipal governments, 32 leaders said that they had “quite a lot” of confidence (one in three), 19 
that they had a “moderate” amount of confidence and 29 that they had “little” confidence (three did not respond). 
Meanwhile, in relation to NGOs, 39 leaders said that they had “quite a lot” of confidence (one in two), 17 that they 
had a “moderate” amount of confidence and 24 that they had “little” confidence (three did not respond). 
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Chapter V 
Coexistence, rights and aspirations 

 
n addition to economic vulnerability poverty is also related to “the resources  
 and psychic and emotional capacities needed for social coexistence.”  
 Indicators were therefore established in the areas of social coexistence, civic rights and personal aspirations. 

 

5.1  Coexistence 

 The households surveyed were asked “Has there been an increase or decrease in serious arguments in the houses of 
this community recently?” In one out of every four households (26%) it was said that they had increased, while 37% 
said that they had decreased, 18% that the situation was “the same” and 18% that they did not know. (See table 35). 

 The perception that serious arguments had increased was greater in urban areas (32%) than rural ones (21%). In urban 
areas, the greatest perception of an increase in serious arguments was found in the neighborhoods of the West (40%), 
the North and the Caribbean Coast and the least perception in the Central South (22%). In rural areas, the highest 
percentage was found in the communities of the Caribbean Coast (34%) and the lowest in the Southern Pacific (11%).  
(See table 35). 

 The perception of an increase in serious arguments was similar among those men interviewed (25%, 515/2100) and 
those women interviewed (27%, 1528/5688). Only in Matagalpa and Jinotega (the North) were any differences 
detected between men and women (17% and 24% respectively; X2 4.5, p0.03). 

 The perception that serious arguments had increased was similar among “more vulnerable” households (28%, 
400/1441) and “less vulnerable” households (26%, 1647/6358). 

 Comparing the perception of greater “intra-family violence” in February 1999 with the perception of more “serious 
arguments in the households” in June 2001, there was an increase of 17% among Caribbean Coast households (from 
19% in 1999 to 36% in 2001) and of 9% in the West (from 23% in 1999 to 32% in 2001). (See table 35.1). 

 During the interviews it was stated that “It’s 
normal for there to be serious arguments 
during difficult situations” and it was then 
asked, “Can you think of an example of such a 
difficult situation?” 

 An answer was received from 4,757 people, 
representing 61% of the total households 
surveyed. Approximately half of the answers 
were related to the “economic situation”  
and “unemployment” affecting the households, 
followed  
by “relationship problems.” These were 
followed by  
situations related to “alcohol” or “drugs” and 
“the children”. 
(See table 36). 

 The leaders were also asked for their opinions about the main problems related to civic security in the communities. 
Most of them referred to the conditions of social disintegration, including assaults, cattle rustling, alcoholism, drugs 
and youth gangs, which they related to the limited capacity of the police authorities. Others mentioned the limited 
community infrastructure, particularly the lack of street lighting. Some also mentioned the “lack of interest” 
demonstrated by governmental or municipal authorities and one leader even attributed the main security problem to a 
“loss of confidence in NGOs”. 

5.2  Recognition of the right to live without violence 

 Each person interviewed was asked, “Do you feel that your right to live without violence is being respected?” Two in 
every five people (40%) said that this right was not being respected, a figure that was almost one in every two in 
urban neighborhoods (48%) and one in every three in rural communities (32%). (See table 37). 

I 
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 The highest percentage of households in both urban and rural areas that felt that their right to live without violence 
was not being respected was found in urban areas of Matagalpa and Jinotega (67%). Meanwhile, the highest 
percentage of people who felt that this right was being respected was detected in the Segovias (74%). (See table 37). 

 The perception that the right to live without violence 
was not being respected was similar among “more 
vulnerable” households (37%, 528/1441) and “less 
vulnerable” households (40%, 2537/6358). 

5.3  Recognition of other rights 

 It was then asked, “What other right is not being 
respected?” In reply, only one in every four people 
surveyed identified some “right” that was not being 
respected (24%, #1879), 6% said that all of their rights 
were respected and 3% said that none of their rights 
were being respected. Two out of every three people 
surveyed (67%) did not mention any right. 
(See table 38). 

 The percentage of people that did not identify any 
rights was higher in rural areas (72%) than in urban 
areas (61%), while the percentage of those that did was 
higher in urban areas than rural ones. 

 Managua had the highest percentage of people in urban 
areas that identified some right that was not being 
respected (41%), while the Central South and the Southern Pacific had the lowest percentages among urban 
households (approximately 22%). The Central South also registered the lowest percentage among rural communities 
(14%). 

 The percentage of people who recognized rights that were not being respected was slightly lower in “more 
vulnerable” households (20%, 287/1441) than in “less vulnerable” ones (25%, 1584/6358) (X2mh 16.08, p0.00006). 

 In terms of the sex of the person interviewed, more men than women recognized rights than women did (32% and 
21% respectively). The highest percentages of both men and women who identified rights were found in the urban 
neighborhoods of Managua (52% and 37% respectively.) (See table 39). 

 There was a difference in the percentage of men and women who recognized a right that was not being respected of 
between 7% and 18% in favor of the men in all of the regions (See table 39). The greatest gap was detected in 
Managua where 47% of men recognized rights that were not being respected compared to 29% of women. Among 
rural communities, the highest percentages of women who recognized rights that were not being respected were 
detected in the West and the North (19%), a percentage that varied between 13% and 15% in the other regions. (See 
table 39). 

 Among those people who recognized rights that were not being respected, a total of 1,103 specified some right. In 
both urban and rural areas the main right not being respected was the right “to work” (24%). 

 Both men and women mainly referred to “economic” rights, including the rights to “work,” “economic 
improvements” or “better wages.” Rights classified as “gender or generational” were the second most mentioned and 
were twice as likely to be mentioned by women (24%) as by men (12%). The “gender/generational” classification 
included expressions such as “women’s rights,” “children’s rights,” “child maintenance,” the right “not to be affected 
by violence,” the right “to  
respect” and the right to have good “family relations.” The right to “health” was the third most mentioned category. 
(See table 41). 

 Other rights mentioned were, in descendi ng order of frequency: the right to security, to be taken into account, civic 
and political rights, the right to education, to housing, to basic services and the right to acquire goods or financing 
(See tables 40 and 41). The recognition of the right to health was quite similar in all of the different regions, although 
it was more reduced in the Segovias. The right to “security” was least mentioned in the Central South. 

5.4  Identification of aspirations 

 Each person surveyed in the households was asked, “What do you personally aspire to in the future?” In reply, 83% 
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specified some kind of aspiration and 18% did not (5% did not specify an aspiration and 13% said that they did not 
aspire to anything). (See table 42). 

 The highest proportion of people who said that they did not aspire to anything was detected in the rural communities 
of the Caribbean Coast (one in every four). The highest percentages of people who did identify some kind of 
aspiration were found in the Segovias (89%) and the North (90%) and the lowest in the rural communities of the 
Caribbean Coast (66%). The level of those with aspirations was similar among more vulnerable households (81%, 
1172/1441) and less vulnerable households (83%, 5293/6358). (See table 42). 

 Some kind of aspiration was identified by 85% of young people between 15 and 24 years old, 82% of adults between 
25 and 60 years old and 65% of people over 60 years old. The percentage was slightly higher among men (86%, 
1814/2100) than among women (82%, 4644/5688), a tendency that  
was observed in all of the regions surveyed. (See tables 43 and 44). 

 The three most frequently mentioned aspirations were “economic improvement,” “education” for themselves or their 
children and “housing’’, which together accounted for 84% of the total aspirations mentioned and 69% of the total 
households surveyed.  (See table 45). 

 The distribution of aspirations was slightly different depending on the sex of the person interviewed. While the 
relative frequency of “economic improvement” was slightly higher among men than among women (52% versus 
44%), the relative frequency of “education” was slightly higher among women than among men (23% versus 16%). 
(See table 46). 

 Meanwhile, more urban than rural households mentioned education as a personal aspiration (23% versus 13%). 
(See table 47). 

 The relative frequency of “economic improvement” (including “having work”) as the main aspiration varied from 
44% in Managua to 52% in the Segovias. The highest frequency of education as the main personal aspiration was 
found in Managua and the Caribbean Coast and the highest frequency of housing as the main aspiration was found in 
the North (21%). (See table 48). 
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Chapter VI 
Natural disasters and the capacity to respond 

 
t is recognized that poverty also influences the vulnerability of poor  
households when faced with natural disasters and their capacity to respond  
to them. A “natural disasters” component has therefore been included in the monitoring and follow-up indicators of 

the social audit on poverty promoted by the CCER. 

The first follow-up indicator in this category is the perception of material damages caused by natural disasters that have 
still “not been repaired.” 

In each household surveyed the perception of whether the community had been affected by a natural disaster “in recent 
years” was determined. Of the total people surveyed, two in every three (64%) identified some disaster, a figure that was 
74% in rural areas and 55% in urban neighborhoods (See table 49).  Around 85% identified Hurricane Mitch.  

Among rural communities the greatest perception of having previously been affected by a natural disaster was found in 
the Segovias (95%), followed by the North, the West and the Southern Pacific. The greatest perception among urban 
neighborhoods was also detected in the Segovias (81%), followed by the Southern Pacific, the North and the West. (See 
table 49). 

Of the 83 leaders interviewed, 66 identified a total of 83 disaster risk factors in their communities, while 17 failed to 
identify any. One risk factor was ident ified in 50 communities, two were identified in 15 communities and three were 
identified in one community. 

The factors most frequently mentioned were rivers and mountain streams (surface waters) (25), hills near to the 
community (22), land conditions that made flooding likely (17), housing materials (8) and the “poor” state of 
infrastructure (mainly bridges) (7). The three risk factors mentioned in the community of La Fundadora were a river, a 
bridge in bad conditions and an “eroded” hill. 

The perception that the community had been affected by a natural disaster was greater among communities in which the 
leaders identified a risk factor (67%, 3326/4974) than in those where no risk factors were identified (55%, 694/1265) (X2 
63.5 2gl). 

6.1  Perception of unre paired damages  

 Among those people who identified some kind of disaster, half (53%) said that there were still material damages in 
their communities that had not been repaired, representing one out of every three households surveyed (34%). The 
regions with the greatest perception of unrepaired damages were the Segovias (63%) (57% of the households) and the 
West (60%) (42% of the households). (See table 49). 

6.2  Emotional effects in the households 

 Those who identified a disaster were also asked, 
“Who is still emotionally affected by that disaster in 
your house?” 

 In reply, 12% of those who mentioned a disaster 
identified people in their house who were still 
emotionally affected (#601), representing 8% of the 
total households surveyed (impact rate). The gr eatest 
impact rates were detected in the Segovias (17%) and 
the West (12%) (see table 50). The 601 households 
concerned identified 775 emotionally affected people, 
71% of them women. 

 20% of those affected were children under 12 years of 
age, with similar percentages for boys and for girls. A 
further 9% were young people between 13 and 18, with the percentage corresponding to females double that 
corresponding to males. (See table 51). 

 Meanwhile, 46% of those affected were 19 to 50 year olds, among whom the percentage was over three times higher 
for women (36%) than for men (10%). The remaining 25% were in the over-50 age group, with the frequency again 
three times higher among women (19%) than among men (6%). 

I 
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(See table 51). 

 Comparing the “emotional impact” in 2001 with that in 1999 when the second phase of the Social Audit was carried 
out, it can be seen that there has been a reduction in the percentage of households affected from 24% in September 
1999 to 8% in June 2001. The greatest reduction was detected in the West (from 39% in 1999 to 12% in 2001). The 
highest rate of emotional impact was found in the Segovias (17%), which was also where the rate showed the least 
reduction (from 21% in 1999 to 17% in 2001). (See table 50.1). 

6.3  Perception that the 
community is prepared for a 
possible natural disaster 

 The people interviewed in each household 
were asked if they felt that their community 
was prepared for another natural disaster 
and 17% responded affirmatively. 

 The highest percentages of people who felt 
that their community was prepared for 
another disaster were  
detected in the West (20%) and the 
Segovias (23%), while the lowest 
percentage was found in the Caribbean 
Coast (7%). (See table 52). 

 Comparing the perception that the 
community was prepared for a possible natural disaster with that detected in the second phase of the Social Audit, the 
percentage has not in fact changed (17%). However, it did rise by 12% in the North (5% in September 1999 and 17% 
in 2001) and fall by 11% in the Caribbean Coast (18% in September 1999 and 7% in 2001). (See table 52.1). 

6.4  Perception of community preparation and local actions 

 Of the 83 leaders interviewed, 25 considered that their communities had emergency plans for responding to disasters 
and that preparatory activities had also been carried out in recent months. Most of the activities mentioned referred to 
joint “training” with organizations and institutions and the creation of emergency, rescue and clearing-up brigades. A 
total of 46 leaders considered that t here were no plans and that no kind of preparatory activities had been carried out. 

 Without taking into account other 
factors that could explain the relationship, 
the effect of the training and 
organizational activities on the 
inhabitant’s perception that their 
community was prepared to respond to 
another disaster could be observed in 
Managua (OR 2.2, p0.0002), the Segovias 
(OR 1.8, p0.0002), the West (OR 1.7, 
p0.03) and the Southern Pacific (OR 1.5, 
p0.03). No such effect was detected in the 
other regions. (See table 52.2). 

 According to the leaders interviewed, 
the following organizations supported the 
training and organizational activities in 
those regions where a positive effect was 
detected on the citizens’ perception that 
their community was prepared: 

o  In Managua: Civil Defense 

o  In the Segovias: Civil Defense, IPADE and the UNDP 

o  In the West: Civil Defense, IPADE and the Spanish Red Cross 
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o      In the Southern Pacific: MINSA, Visión Mundial, the Granada Red Cross, Civil Defense, the Fire Brigade and 
the educational community. 
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Annex 1 
Sentinel Sites 

Managua (15 sites):  

Bo. El Rodeo, Bo. Sierra Maestra, Bo. Acahualinca-la Chureca, Bo. Pedro Aráuz Palacios, Bo. Milagro de Dios, Bo. 
Francisco Salazar, Bo. Waspán Norte, Esquipulas, Los Laureles (Tipitapa), Zona 6 (Ciudad Sandino), Los Cedros, 
Sector del Lago (Mateare), El Mairo (San Francisco Libre), Los Fierros (El Crucero), Comarca San José (San Rafael 
del Sur). 

The Segovias (Estelí, Madriz, Nueva Segovia) (17 sites):  

Bo.Oscar Gámez (2) (municipal capital of Estelí), San Pedro (municipality of Estelí), La Comandancia (San Juan de 
Limay), Los Llanos (Pueblo Nuevo), San José de Pire (municipality of Condega). Sector 18 (municipal capital of 
Somoto), Santo Domingo (Telpaneca), San Antonio (Yalaguina), Río Arriba (San Lucas), El Angel (Cusmapa), 
Coyantœ (Totogalpa), Bo. José Santos Duarte (municipal capital of Ocotal), Apamiguel-El Yaraje (Mozonte), San 
Nicolás (San Fernando), Solidaridad-Dipilto Viejo (Dipilto), El Aguacate (Santa María), Panalí (Quilalí). 

The North (Matagalpa, Jinotega) (17 sites):  

Bo. Lucidia Mantilla (municipal capital of Matagalpa), Bo. El Tambor (municipal capital of Matagalpa), Samulalí 
(municipality of Matagalpa), Bo. Rubén Darío (municipal capital of San Isidro), La Estrella (Tuma la Dalia), Cumaica 
(Esquipulas), Colonia Agrícola (Rancho Grande), Ojo de Agua (Terrabona), las Pozas (Sébaco), Bo. Germán Pomares 
(municipal capital of Jinotega), La Fundadora (muncipality of Jinotega), El Naranjo (municipality of Jinotega), 
Abisinia, Santa Rosa del Cua (Cua Bocay), Repto Bello Horizonte (Wiwilí), La Bujona (Wiwilí), Sábana Grande (San 
Rafael del Norte). 

The Southern Pacific (Masaya, Granada, Carazo, Rivas) (16 sites):  

Bo. San José (municipal capital of Masaya), Las Crucitas (Niquinohomo), Vista Alegre (Nandasmo), El Palenque 
(Tisma), Bo. Pantanal (San Ignacio - municipal capital of Granada), Ricardo Rivera (Diriomo), La Jabalina-Ochomogo 
(Nandaime), Malacatoya (municipality of Granada), Bo. Roberto Clemente (Diriamba), San Gregorio (municipality of 
Diriamba), La Conquista (municipal capital), Los Potreríos (Santa Teresa), Bo. la Villa (municipal capital of Rivas), 
San Juan Viejo (Belén), El Astillero (Tola), El Menco (Buenos Aires).      

The West (León, Chinandega) (17 sites):  

ADIAC (municipal capital of León), Monte Oscuro (León), Santa Rosa del Peñón (municipal capital), Mina la India 
(Santa Rosa del Peñón), Rivera del Rio (muncipal capital of El Jicaral), Las Mojarras (El Jicaral), Valle las Zapatas 
(Malpaisillo), Papalonal (La Paz Centro), Bo. la Florida (municipal capital of Chinandega), Bo. Wells (municipal 
capital of Chinandega), Cuitanca (Chichigalpa), Bo. Amigos de Holanda y Cosiguina (el Viejo), Israel (Villa Nueva), 
Bo. Carlos Fonseca (4 Esquinas de Mayo - Puerto Morazán), Ojo de Agua (Santo Tomás del Nance), Palo Grande 
(Somotillo). 

The Central South (Chontales, Boaco, Río San Juan) (11 sites): 

Santa Inés (San Lorenzo), Boaquito (Santa Lucía), San Jerónimo (Teustepe), Bo. El Chorizo-San Nicolás (municipal 
capital of Boaco), El Santuario-La Morenita (municipal capital of Juigalpa), Puerto Díaz (municipality of Juigalpa), 
Zona “DÓ  (Acoyapa), La Gateada (Villa Sandino), El Pochote (Comalapa), San Miguelito (municipal capital), Bo. 
Germán Pomares (the city of Rama). 

The Caribbean Coast (9 sites):  

Bo. 4 de Mayo (municipal capital of Waspán); Philpilia and Andres Abajo (municipality of Waspán); Bo. San Judas, 
Sinsin and Lamlaya (municipality of Puerto Cabezas); Bo. San Mateo, Bo. El Canal and a poor neighborhood of 
Kukra Hill (municipality of Bluefields). 
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Annex 2 
Participants in the design of the 3rd Social Audit 

 

                NAME  ORGANIZATION 
 
Mayra Rocha Vivas Centro Acción Ya, Estelí  
Rosa Ivanova Valenzuela Mena Instituto Mujer y Comunidad, Estelí  
Josefa E. Ruiz L. INSFOP, Estelí  
Lilia Lluntianu de Oporta Fundación José Niebrowsky, Boaco  
Armando Incer Grupo U., Boaco  
Fernando Romero A. Fundación BOA Nuevo Siglo 
 Fundación Yarinze, Boaco  
Iván Caldera A. Asociación de Ganaderos de Boaco  
Julián Sánchez G. Fundación Ayuda en Acción, Boaco  
Patricia Alonso López Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense,  
 Boaco  
Alan Barquero Boaqueños Organizados en Acción,  
 Boaco  
Moisés Sotelo Castillo CONAPRO, Boaco  
Alba Luz Robles R. ASPRODIC, Boaco  
Francisco Gutiérrez E. Cooperativa Santiago R.L., Boaco  
Jaime Hernández G. ASFORESTAL  
 (Asociación Forestal de Boaco).  
Aleyda Jarquín Radio Kristal, Boaco  
José Andrés González C. Fundación Boaco Nuevo Siglo, Boaco  
Silvio Aguirre Acuña NOCHARI, Nandaime  
Valentín López Movimiento Comunal,  
 San Juan de Oriente  
Lucía Zavaleta Comunidades Cristianas  
 de Base de Masaya  
Auxiliadora Delgado C. Asociación de Consumidores 
 ACODEMA, Masaya  
Juan José González B.P.B.V., Masaya  
Estela Chavarría Coordinadora de Asentamientos,   
Yamila Rivero Osorio  FETSALUD, Carazo  
Ligia Hemur FETSALUD, Nandaime  
Marvin Ruiz Centro Comunitario  
 Oscar A. Romero, Nandaime  
Domingo Traña FETSALUD, Diriamba  
Miriam Calero FETSALUD, Diriamba  
Henry Adolfo (....) Sandino Dios Te Ama, Masaya  
Paulina Rodríguez Dios Te Ama, Masaya  
Rosa A. Chavarría Dios Te Ama, Masaya  
Guillermo José Tórrez López Asociación Hacia la Eternidad, Masaya  
Josefa Dolores Martínez Acuña Asociación Hacia la Eternidad, Masaya  
Luis Amado García Asociación Hacia la Eternidad, Masaya  
María Auxiliadora Gómez Rojas Asociación Hacia la Eternidad, Masaya  
Juana Isidra Vanegas Asociación Hacia la Eternidad, Masaya  
Teodora Namendis Asociación Hacia la Eternidad, Masaya  
María Esmeralda López Mercado ATC, Masaya  
Thelma Fernández MASINFA, Masaya  
Juan Miranda FETSALUD, Carazo  
Francisca Aguirre P. FETSALUD, Carazo  
Sonia Cerón R. FETSALUD, Carazo  
Martha Cecilia Cordero FETSALUD, Jinotepe  
Fidel Munguía Jiménez Jinotepe  
Miriam Calero M. FETSALUD, Carazo  
María Asunción Alvarez Casa de la Mujer, Nandaime  
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Praxisteles Escobar C. Agencia de Desarrollo Económico  
 y Social-ADES, León   
Indiana Valle Buitrago CISAS, León  
Elfríede Maussner PROCHILEON, León  
Francisco Ortiz CEPAD, León  
Marlene Rodríguez Fundación Mujer y Desarrollo Económico  
 Comunitario -FUMDEC, Matagalpa  
Sergio Sáenz Movimiento Comunal, Matagalpa  
Blanca Herrera Asociación para el Desarrollo Integral  
 Comunitario -ADIC, Matagalpa  
Guillermo Medrano O. CESESMA, Matagalpa  
Rita Muchenhirn La Cuculmeca, Jinotega  
Harmhel De la Torre La Cuculmeca, Jinotega  
Isidro Chavarría PAGJINO, Jinotega  
Victoria García López Casa Materna-AMNLAE, Jinotega 
Jaime Zamora E. Radio Centro, Chontales  
Ana Bell Carrillo A. AMNLAE Juigalpa, Chontales  
Norge López Obando UNAG-Contales  
Conny Báez B. ATC Chontales  
Fátima Saladis D. Club Juvenil PROFAMILIA, Chontales  
Augusto Nicaragua Los Pipitos, Chontales  
Ada Francis Morales F. ASODEREV, Chontales  
Rafael Lanzas Báez ASODEREV, Chontales  
Ana María Gutiérrez A. Instituto Juan XXIII, Chinandega  
Gloria Martínez Consultor independiente, Chinandega  
María Patricia Montes ANDEN, Chinandega  
Juan Ruiz Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense, 
 Chinandega  
Cecilia Garache MCN, Chinandega  
Melba Cruz CISAS, Ocotal  
Suzana Espinoza Casa Materna, , Ocotal  
Ranfis Silva Coordinadora de Jóvenes, Ocotal  
Lourdes Figueroa Red de Mujeres contra la Violencia,  
 Ocotal  
Noemí Montenegro MCN, Ocotal  
Zoraya Traña Ch. Cámara de Comercio, Rivas  
Jerónimo Ruiz Rizo CODEPRI, Rivas  
Juan Francisco Prendiz UNAG, Rivas  
Miguel Antonio Zapata Espinoza COMSUR R.L. , Rivas  
Matty Carcache J. COMARI, Rivas  
Leonardo N. Rivera S. Sociedad Civil-ASOGAN, Rivas  
Myra Auxiliadora Ricarte Casa de la Mujer, Rivas  
José Osorno Alcaldía, Waspán- RAAN  
Elsa Thompson ALISTAR Wankilupia, RAAN  
Guillermo Espinoza Alcaldía, Puerto Cabezas  
Laura Hammer ALISTAR, Puerto Cabezas  
Sidney Francis Coordinadora Civil, Bluefields- RAAS 
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Annex 3 
Participants in the analysis of the preliminary results 

 

                NAME  ORGANIZATION 
Moisés Francisco Méndez Comité de Reos y A. del Sistema  
 Penitenciario Nacional, Chinandega  
Auxiliadora Rivas Movimiento de Mujeres de Chinandega  
 “Dra. Lucrecia Lindo”  
Carolina Tórrez Movimiento de Mujeres de Chinandega  
 “Dra. Lucrecia Lindo”  
Tania Mendoza APPRODER, Chinandega,   

Elizabeth Membreño MEC María Elena Cuadra, Chinandega  
Fermín Picado Asociación Fruta Verde, Chinandega  

Javier Espinoza Pérez Chinantlan, Chinandega  
Juan Ruiz Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense  
 de El Viejo, Chinandega  
Ana María Vargas Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense  
 de Corinto, Chinandega  
Angelino Velásquez Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense,  
 Chinandega  
Cecilia Garache Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense 
 Chinantlan, Chinandega  

Karen R. Romero CEPAD, Rivas  
Edilberto Fco. López Sandoval CEPAD, Rivas  

Matty Carcache Jiménez COMARI, Rivas  
Damaris López Leal COMARI, Rivas  
Cecilia Valdés Valdés Cruz Roja, Rivas  

Orlando Romero Castillo CEPAD, Rivas  
Jerónimo Ruiz CODEPORI, Rivas  

María Pavón Pavón CIPO-MASINFA, Masaya  
Godofredo Membreño Sevilla Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense,  
 Masaya  
Ricardo José Sánchez Vílchez Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense,  
 Masaya.  

Martín Castillo Bermœdez CECAMPO, R.L., Masaya  
Lesbia Baltodano S. Casa de la Mujer Claudia  
 Chamorro-AMNLAE, Granada  
María Lidia Mejía M. Casa de la Mujer Claudia  
 Chamorro-AMNLAE, Granada  
Juan Contreras Gutiérrez UNAG Departamental Granada  
Clemente Pavón Calero ATC Departamental, Granada  
Juan Carlos Cerrato ATC Departamental, Granada  

Silvio Aguirre Acuña Asociación NOCHARI, Granada  
Marta Lucía Romero Muñoz FETSALUD, Granada  

Ada Francis Morales F. ASODEREV, Juigalpa, Chontales  
Conny Báez B. ATC Chontales  
Fátima Salachs Duarte PROFAMILIA, Juigalpa, Chontales  

Iván Caldera A. ASOGABO, Boaco  
Alba Luz Robles Rocha ASPRODIC, Boaco  

Patricia Lorena Alonso López Movim iento Comunal, Boaco  
Francisco Gutiérrez Espinoza Cooperativa Santiago, R.L.,  Boaco  

Alan Barquero Guerrero Grupo U, Boaco  
Mario Icaza Espinoza SILAIS,  Boaco  
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Aleyda Jarquín Rivera Radio Kristal, Boaco  
Rita Muchenhim La Cuculmeca, Jinotega  

Harmhel De LaTorre La Cuculmeca, Jinotega  
Charlie González Club Infantil, Jinotega  

Fabricio Martínez P. FETSALUD, Jinotega  
Esteban Centeno CST, Jinotega  

Victorino Centeno AVODEC, Jinotega  
Angel Rizo Alaniz CST, Jinotega  

Francisco Blandón Comunidad Indígena, Jinotega  
Octavio Hernández Comunidad Indígena, Jinotega  
Andrés Souza Mercy Cops Internacional, Jinotega  
Fanny Morales Círculo de Amigas, Jinotega  

Nelson Sarria Centro Fe, Esperenza y Amor, Jinotega  
Celso Guido Z. PRDAD, Jinotega  

Juan Solano CENAP, Jinotega  
Guillermo Medrano CESESMA, Matagalpa  

Jerónima Ubeda C. Casa Materna, Matagalpa  
Yolidia Hernández ADIC, Matagalpa  
Sergio Sáenz López Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense,  
 Matagalpa  
Gloria Gómez Movimiento Comunal Nicaragüense,  
 Matagalpa  

Emilio López Maradiaga UNAG, Nueva Segovia 
Reyna Isabel Rodríguez López ANDEN, Nueva Segovia  

Leoncio Vanegas INPRHU-Ocotal, Nueva Segovia  
Melba Cruz Aguilar CISAS, Nueva Segovia  

Hellmanns Torrez C.S.O. , Nueva Segovia  
Antonio Ubeda Cruz CISAS, Nueva Segovia  
Darío Pedro Casco González UNAG-PCAC, Madriz  

Víctor Manuel Mendoza UNAG, Madriz  
Danilo Rivera Vanegas INPRHU, Somoto, , Madriz  

Teresa de Jesœs López O.R.D. , Madriz  
Maricela Gutiérrez Ruiz INSFOP, Esteli  

Participant Grupo Venancia, Matagalpa  
Participant Red de Mujeres, Matagalpa  
Participant Odesar, Matagalpa  
Participant Colectivo de Mujeres, Matagalpa  

Participant Centro Jurídico Popular, Matagalpa  
Participant AMUNIC- FNUAP, Jinotega 
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Annex 4 
The CIETinternational Research Team for the Social Audit, Phase 3 

 

Coordination Team 

Jorge Arosteguí. Main researcher 
Alvaro Cárcamo Olivas. Associate researcher 
Carlos Hernández Alvarez. Adviser 
Rosa Ma. Reyes. Administrator 

 

Field Work Supervisors 

Betty Soto Vásquez  
César Horney Lira 
Conny Sandoval Gómez 
Lucía Castillo Nicoya  
María José Mendoza Salinas 
Rodolfo González 

 

Data processors 

Christian López Raudez 
Clemente Balmaceda Padilla 
Linda Pastrán Aguilar 
Pedro Joaquín Meneses Mendoza 
Vera León Quezada 

 

Logistical support  

Carlos Francisco Suazo Valle 
Juan Carlos Suazo Laguna 
Luis Alberto Gámez García 
Oscar Ruíz 
Ramón Morales Hernández  

 

Interviewers  

Blanca Rosa Jarquín  
Esperanza Quijano Quintanilla 
Heyling Gaitán Maltez 
María Elena Espinoza 

Danilo Munguía Rivera 
Uriel Muñoz Gutiérrez  
Yesenia Rivera Brenes 

Abraham Campos Mena 
Cláudia Loásiga Narvaez 
José María Paguaga Cruz 
Lorenzo Mencía Madrigal 

Angela María Alvarado García 
Edgard Espinoza Espino 
Harold Agurto Chávez 
Harold Suazo Laguna 
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Carmen Gómez Ferrey 
Danilo Antonio Flores  
Enma Mejía López 
Guillermo Berríos Estrada 

Anthony Budier 
Delma Thomson 
Enma Thomson 
Jorge Mairena  
Karla Tórrez 
Laura Hammer 
Marvin Zelaya García  
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Tables of Statistics and Annexes 
 
 
Base table 1. Size and structure of the sample according to geographical regions 

Sample Urban Rural Region # Sites 
size # % # % 

West 17 1431 690 48% 741 52% 

Managua 15 1301 859 66% 442 34% 

Southern Pacific 16 1254 506 40% 748 60% 

Segovias 17 1129 341 30% 788 70% 

North 17 1124 400 36% 724 64% 

Central South 11 801 443 55% 358 45% 

Caribbean Coast 9 759 398 52% 361 48% 

Total 102 7799 3637 47% 4162 53% 

 
Base table 2.  Households surveyed according to the sex and age of the person interviewed 

Men Women  Age group  Sample size 
% total % total 

No data Total 

Up to 18 years old 539 19% 81% 2 100% 

19-25 years old 1381 20% 80% 1 100% 

Older than 25 5869 29% 71% 4 100% 

No data 10 1 5 4   

Total 7799 27% 73% 11 100% 
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Base table 3.  Households surveyed according to the sex of the head of family 
 

Men Women  Both Region Sample size 
% total % total % total 

Total 

Managua 1301 62% 37% 1% 100% 

Central South 801 64% 36% <1% 100% 

West 1431 64% 35% 1% 100% 

Caribbean Coast 759 68% 32% <1% 100% 

Southern Pacific 1254 68% 28% 3% 100% 

Segovias 1129 72% 26% 2% 100% 

North 1124 74% 25% <1% 100% 

Total 7799 68% 31% 1% 100% 

 



 51

Table 1. Sources of income relied on by the households to maintain the family 
 
Region Sample of 

households 
Only one Two Three Four or more 

      

West 1431 43% 42% 12% 3% 

   Urban 690 40% 46% 12% 2% 

   Rural 741 46% 39% 12% 3% 
Managua 1301 46% 40% 11% 3% 

   Urban 859 42% 43% 12% 3% 
   Rural 442 56% 33% 10% 2% 

Southern Pacific 1254 43% 41% 12% 4% 
   Urban 506 44% 46% 8% 3% 

   Rural 748 42% 38% 15% 5% 
Segovias 1129 44% 38% 16% 3% 
   Urban 341 37% 47% 13% 3% 

   Rural 788 47% 34% 17% 2% 
North 1124 47% 43% 10% 1% 

   Urban 400 46% 45% 9% 0% 
   Rural 724 47% 42% 11% 1% 

Central South 801 55% 34% 10% 2% 
   Urban 443 52% 37% 9% 2% 

   Rural 358 58% 30% 11% 1% 
Caribbean Coast 759 57% 34% 7% 1% 

   Urban 398 50% 38% 9% 2% 
   Rural 361 65% 30% 5% 1% 

Total sample 7799 47% 39% 11% 2% 
   Urban 3637 44% 43% 10% 2% 

   Rural 4162 49% 36% 12% 2% 
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Table 2. Households with only one source of income. Perception that it was "fixed" or "occasional" 
 
Regions  # Fixed   Occasional    

  # % households % total fixed # % households  % total occasional 

West 618 366 26% 59% 252 18% 41% 

   Urban 278 174 25% 63% 104 15% 37% 

   Rural 340 192 26% 56% 148 20% 44% 
Managua 604 408 31% 68% 196 15% 32% 

   Urban 358 257 30% 72% 101 12% 28% 
   Rural 246 151 34% 61% 95 21% 39% 

Southern Pacific 535 323 26% 60% 212 17% 40% 
   Urban 224 151 30% 67% 73 14% 33% 

   Rural 311 172 23% 55% 139 19% 45% 
Segovias 494 144 13% 29% 350 31% 71% 

   Urban 126 61 18% 48% 65 19% 52% 
   Rural 368 83 11% 23% 285 36% 77% 

North 524 438 39% 84% 86 8% 16% 
   Urban 184 146 37% 79% 38 10% 21% 
   Rural 340 292 40% 86% 48 7% 14% 

Central South 439 217 27% 49% 222 28% 51% 
   Urban 231 140 32% 61% 91 21% 39% 

   Rural 208 77 22% 37% 131 37% 63% 
Caribbean Coast 434 311 41% 72% 123 16% 28% 

   Urban 200 131 33% 66% 69 17% 35% 
   Rural 234 180 50% 77% 54 15% 23% 

Total sample 3648 2207 28% 60% 1441 18% 40% 
   Urban 1601 1060 29% 66% 541 15% 34% 

   Rural 2047 1147 28% 56% 900 22% 44% 
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Table 3. Is your family better or worse off than last year? 
 
Region # Households Better Worse The same 
     
     
West 1431 14% 49% 38% 

   Urban 690 15% 49% 36% 

   Rural 741 13% 48% 39% 

Managua 1301 20% 38% 42% 

   Urban 859 20% 39% 41% 

   Rural 442 21% 36% 43% 
Southern Pacific 1254 18% 41% 41% 

   Urban 506 20% 41% 39% 

   Rural 748 16% 41% 43% 

Segovias 1129 15% 43% 41% 

   Urban 341 22% 37% 41% 

   Rural 788 12% 46% 41% 

North 1124 10% 58% 32% 

   Urban 400 14% 52% 35% 

   Rural 724 8% 61% 31% 

Central South 801 14% 39% 47% 

   Urban 443 13% 40% 47% 

   Rural 358 14% 39% 47% 

Caribbean Coast 759 23% 48% 29% 

   Urban 398 26% 41% 33% 

   Rural 361 20% 57% 24% 

Total sample 7799 16% 45% 39% 

   Urban 3637 18% 43% 39% 

   Rural 4162 14% 47% 38% 
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Table 3.1  Comparison of the perception of being "wo rse off than last year" in 1999 and 2001 
 
Region 1999 2001 Difference 

Caribbean Coast 22% 48% + 26% 

North 41% 58% + 17% 

Segovias 34% 43% + 9% 

West 42% 49% + 7% 

Managua -- 38% + 6% 

Southern Pacific -- 41%  
Central South -- 39% -- 

Total 37% 45% + 8% 

 
 
Table 4. Most difficult month for the poor families in 2001 (in descending order of frequency) 
 
Region # Households All of them  Most mentioned months 

(#4127) 
  None/ 

       Didn't specify 
        
West 1431 20% MAY, JANUARY, June, February, April, March  24% 

Managua 1301 27% MAY, JANUARY, FEBRUARY, April, March, June  18% 

Southern Pacific 1254 27% MAY, JUNE, January, April, February, March  16% 

Segovias 1129 28% JUNE, MAY, April, March, February, January  15% 

North 1124 60% MAY, JUNE, April, January, February, March  6% 

Central South 801 41% JUNE, MAY, February, April, January, March  14% 

Caribbean Coast 759 14% JUNE, January, May, February, March, April  20% 

Total sample 7799 31% MAY, JUNE, January, February, April, March  16% 
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Table 5. Reasons given for the most difficult month by those who identified one 
 
Reasons Total  West  Managua  Segovias  

 # % # % # % # % 
Economic situation * 4718 73% 686 63% 608 57% 818 85% 

Health problems 619 10% 125 12% 136 13% 40 4% 

School costs 320 5% 94 9% 113 11% 14 1% 

Reduced sales 313 5% 88 8% 63 6% 36 4% 

Other reasons ** 471 7% 68 6% 131 12% 55 6% 

Didn't know/respond 59 1% 21 2% 11 1% 1 0% 

Total 6500 100% 1082 100% 1062 100% 964 100% 

 
Reasons Southern 

Pacific 
 North  Central 

South 
 Caribbean Coast 

 # % # % # % # % 
Economic situation * 723 69% 918 87% 515 75% 450 74% 

Health problems 141 14% 42 4% 83 12% 52 9% 

School costs 28 3% 4 0% 40 6% 27 4% 

Reduced sales 55 5% 40 4% 18 3% 13 2% 

Other reasons ** 87 8% 43 4% 24 3% 63 10% 

Didn't know/respond 10 1% 7 1% 7 1% 2 0% 

Total 1044 100% 1054 100% 687 100% 607 100% 

 
* Including "lack of work," "lack of food," "shortages," "not enough money," "economic problems" and "problems with the harvest" 
** Including work problems, expenditure on festivities, family problems, robberies, losses, housing conditions 
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Table 6. Ways of "getting by" during the most difficult month 
 
What did you do?  Total  West  Managua  Segovias  

  # % # % # % # % 
Sought other sources of income 2240 49% 274 42% 282 41% 485 66% 

Ran up debts   874 19% 202 31% 191 27% 86 12% 

Intensified the family work effort 692 15% 52 8% 92 13% 43 6% 

Sold objects   322 7% 60 9% 51 7% 30 4% 

Others  404 9% 67 10% 79 11% 94 13% 

Total that identified a way  4532 100% 655 100% 695 100% 738 100% 

Nothing/resignation  1187 18% 263 24% 232 22% 121 13% 

Reduced consumption  781 12% 164 15% 135 13% 105 11% 

Total that did not identify a way 1968 30% 427 39% 367 35% 226 23% 

Total that identified most difficult month 6500 100% 1082 100% 1062 100% 964 100% 

 
What did you do?  Southern Pacific North  Central 

South 
 Caribbean Coast 

  # % # % # % # % 
Sought other sources of income 407 54% 357 47% 182 24% 253 33% 

Ran up debts   169 22% 99 13% 84 23% 43 8% 
Intensified the family work effort 55 7% 164 22% 70 19% 216 39% 

Sold objects   60 8% 83 11% 15 4% 23 4% 
Others  69 9% 59 8% 11 3% 25 4% 

Total that identified a way  760 100% 762 100% 362 100% 560 100% 
Nothing/resignation  168 16% 113 11% 267 39% 23 4% 

Reduced consumption  116 11% 179 17% 58 8% 24 4% 
Total that did not identify a way 284 27% 292 28% 325 47% 47 8% 
Total that identified most difficult month 1044 100% 1054 100% 687 100% 607 100% 
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Table 7.   Who decided what to do? (out of those who identified alternatives)  
 
Region Identified Man  Woman  Both  Didn't know/ 

 strategy # % # % # % respond 

West 819 231 28% 307 37% 272 33% 9 

   Urban 407 89 22% 180 44% 134 33% 4 
   Rural 412 142 34% 127 31% 138 33% 5 

Managua 830 258 31% 245 30% 317 38% 10 
   Urban 559 162 29% 174 31% 218 39% 5 

   Rural 271 96 35% 71 26% 99 37% 5 
Southern Pacific 876 345 39% 160 18% 366 42% 5 

   Urban 358 118 33% 81 23% 156 44% 3 
   Rural 518 227 44% 79 15% 210 41% 2 

Segovias 843 430 51% 161 19% 251 30% 1 
   Urban 216 75 35% 73 34% 68 31% 0 
   Rural 627 355 57% 88 14% 183 29% 1 

North 941 297 32% 192 20% 448 48% 4 
   Urban 329 71 22% 93 28% 163 50% 2 

   Rural 612 226 37% 99 16% 285 47% 2 
Central South 420 131 31% 128 30% 158 38% 3 

   Urban 238 70 29% 86 36% 81 34% 1 
   Rural 182 61 34% 42 23% 77 42% 2 

Caribbean Coast 584 210 36% 125 21% 247 42% 2 
   Urban 286 85 30% 84 29% 117 41% 0 

   Rural 298 125 42% 41 14% 130 44% 2 
Total sample 5313 1902 36% 1318 25% 2059 39% 34 

   Urban 2393 670 28% 771 32% 937 39% 15 
   Rural 2920 1232 42% 547 19% 1122 38% 19 
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Table 7.1   Who decided what to do? (according to the sex of the head of household and the person interviewed) 
 
Who decided? Man interviewed  Woman interviewed 

 Male head Female head Male head Female head 
Man 55% 52% 36% 16% 

Woman 5% 23% 14% 62% 
Both 40% 25% 50% 22% 
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Table 8. Did you have to turn to someone to support you? (out of those who identified an alternative). To whom? 
 
Region Identified Turned to someone Relatives Friends Organizations  "Alcaldito" * Others Didn't 

know/respond  
 alternative # %  Neighbors     

West 819 261 32% 49% 36% 9% 1% 5% <1% 

   Urban 407 142 35% 50% 35% 8% 1% 6% 1% 

   Rural 412 119 29% 48% 38% 10% 1% 3% <1% 
Managua 830 324 39% 56% 30% 9% <1% 3% 2% 

   Urban 559 220 39% 60% 26% 8% <1% 4% 1% 
   Rural 271 104 38% 47% 38% 10% <1% 1% 5% 

Southern Pacific 876 353 40% 53% 30% 14% <1% 2% 1% 
   Urban 358 168 47% 58% 26% 13% <1% 2% 2% 
   Rural 518 185 36% 48% 33% 16% 1% 2% 1% 

Segovias 843 158 19% 22% 34% 30% 8% 3% 3% 
   Urban 216 41 19% 34% 39% 7% 10% 7% 2% 

   Rural 627 117 19% 17% 32% 38% 8% 1% 3% 
North 941 507 54% 59% 27% 10% 1% 3% <1% 

   Urban 329 168 51% 60% 27% 10% 2% 1% 1% 
   Rural 612 339 55% 59% 27% 10% <1% 4% <1% 

Central South 420 201 48% 33% 49% 10% 1% 6% <1% 
   Urban 238 110 46% 37% 50% 5% 1% 6% <1% 

   Rural 182 91 50% 29% 48% 16% 1% 5% <1% 
Caribbean Coast 584 120 21% 55% 35% 7% 1% 3% <1% 

   Urban 286 76 27% 43% 46% 5% 1% 4% <1% 
   Rural 298 44 15% 75% 16% 9% <1% <1% <1% 

Total sample 5313 1924 36% 50% 33% 12% 1% 3% 1% 
   Urban 2393 925 39% 53% 33% 9% 1% 4% 1% 

   Rural 2920 999 34% 47% 32% 15% 1% 3% 1% 

?? Community member who is delegated functions by the municipal government and serves as a liaison with the 
community 
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Table 9.  What do you do to eat when there is no food or money to buy it?  
 
Alternative Total  West  Managua  Segovias  

 # % # % # % # % 
Run up a debt 2607 33% 589 41% 422 32% 281 25% 

Reduce consumption 1829 23% 281 20% 262 20% 427 38% 
Seek other sources  747 10% 108 8% 69 5% 123 11% 

Family help 309 4% 58 4% 96 7% 30 3% 
Nothing/resignation 254 3% 49 3% 73 6% 13 1% 

Sell things  247 3% 58 4% 21 2% 49 4% 
Others * 249 3% 49 3% 27 2% 46 4% 

Did not specify/know 1557 20% 239 17% 331 25% 160 14% 
Total 7799 100% 1431 100% 1301 100% 1129 100% 

 
Alternative Southern 

Pacific 
 North  Central 

South 
 Caribbean Coast 

 # % # % # % # % 
Run up a debt 426 34% 332 30% 270 34% 287 38% 

Reduce consumption 295 24% 285 25% 191 24% 88 12% 
Seek other sources  53 4% 91 8% 79 10% 224 30% 

Family help 59 5% 37 3% 20 2% 9 1% 
Nothing/resignation 38 3% 22 2% 46 6% 13 2% 

Sell things 47 4% 51 5% 8 1% 13 2% 
Others * 31 2% 40 4% 27 3% 29 4% 

Did not specify/know 305 24% 266 24% 160 20% 96 13% 
Total 1254 100% 1124 100% 801 100% 759 100% 

 
*Including non- family help, intensifying the work effort, optimizing resources, migration and "illicit" activities. 
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Table 10. How does this family maintain itself? Households from 102 poor Nicaraguan communities 
 
Source of income # % activity % households * Fixed   Occasional  No data 
    # % activity % 

households 
# % activity % 

households  
 

Waged/paid daily  2688 19% 34% 1762 66% 23% 910 34% 12% 16 
Agriculture 2432 17% 31% 1130 46% 14% 1164 48% 15% 138 
Trades 1842 13% 24% 830 45% 11% 995 54% 13% 17 
Commerce 1531 11% 20% 827 54% 11% 687 45% 9% 17 
Domestic services 1058 8% 14% 571 54% 7% 480 45% 6% 7 
Remittances 1043 7% 13% 326 31% 4% 537 51% 7% 180 
Backyard production 778 6% 10%              
"Anything going" 716 5% 9% 179 25% 2% 518 72% 7% 19 
Prod. & sale of food 660 5% 8% 313 47% 4% 342 52% 4% 5 
Fishing/hunting 233 2% 3% 140 60% 2% 93 40% 1% 0 
Pension/rent 203 1% 3% 185 91% 2% 17 8% <1% 1 
Handicrafts  64 0% 1% 26 41% <1% 38 59% <1% 0 
Unclassified 670 5% 9%        
Total 13918 100% 7799              
?? The percentages of households with specific sources are not mutually exclusive. Each household can have more than one source 
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How does this family maintain itself ?   West 
 
Source of income # % activity % households  Fixed   Occasional  No data 
    # % activity % 

households 
# % activity % 

households  
 

Waged/paid daily  586 23% 41% 378 65% 26% 206 35% 14% 2 
Commerce 307 12% 21% 153 50% 11% 148 48% 10% 6 
Trades 293 11% 20% 143 49% 10% 148 51% 10% 2 
Agriculture 291 11% 20% 94 32% 7% 182 63% 13% 15 
Remittances 264 10% 18% 120 45% 8% 100 38% 7% 44 
"Anything going" 214 8% 15% 40 19% 3% 160 75% 11% 14 
Domestic services 204 8% 14% 119 58% 8% 85 42% 6% 0 
Prod. & sale of food 142 5% 10% 59 42% 4% 80 56% 6% 3 
Backyard production 111 4% 8% 16 14% 1% 43 39% 3% 52 
Pension 54 2% 4% 38    14    31 
Fishing/hunting 25 1% 2%          
Handicrafts  10 <1% 1%          
Unclassified 98 4% 7%        
Total 2599 100% 1431 1161            
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How does this family maintain itself?   Managua 
 
Source of income # % activity % households  Fixed   Occasional  No data 
    # % activity % 

households 
# % activity % 

households  
 

Waged/paid daily  584 26% 45% 493 84% 38% 88 15% 7% 3 
Trades 498 22% 38% 231 46% 18% 259 52% 20% 8 
Commerce 323 14% 25% 187 58% 14% 133 41% 10% 3 
Domestic services 205 9% 16% 101 49% 8% 103 50% 8% 1 
Remittances 182 8% 14% 54 30% 4% 79 43% 6% 49 
Prod. & sale of food 131 6% 10% 64 49% 5% 62 47% 5% 5 
Agriculture 85 4% 7% 118    126    56 
"Anything going" 77 3% 6%          
Pension/rent 62 3% 5%          
Backyard production 41 2% 3%          
Fishing/hunting 30 1% 2%          
Handicrafts  6 <1% <1%          
Unclassified 43 2% 3%        
Total 2267 100% 1301 1248             



 64

How does this family maintain itself ?   Segovias 
 
Source of income # % activity % households  Fixed   Occasional  No data 
    # % activity % 

households 
# % activity % 

households  
 

Agriculture 638 29% 57% 242 38% 21% 392 61% 35% 4 
"Anything going" 241 11% 21% 36 15% 3% 201 83% 18% 4 
Trades 209 10% 19% 87 42% 8% 121 58% 11% 1 
Backyard production 206 9% 18% 1   5   200 
Waged/paid daily  195 9% 17% 101 52% 9% 94 48% 8% 0 
Commerce 168 8% 15% 75 45% 7% 93 55% 8% 0 
Domestic services 117 5% 10% 53 45% 5% 64 55% 6% 0 
Prod. & sale of food 113 5% 10% 34 30% 3% 79 70% 7% 0 
Remittances 84 4% 7% 41     55    21 
Handicrafts  17 1% 2%          
Pension/rent 15 1% 1%          
Fishing/hunting 1 <1% <1%          
Unclassified 175 8% 16%        
Total 2179 100% 1129 673             
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How does this family maintain itself ?   North (Matagalpa, Jinotega) 
 
Source of income # % activity % households  Fixed   Occasional  No data 
    # % activity % 

households 
# % activity % 

households  
 

Agriculture 520 26% 46% 420 81% 37% 92 18% 8% 8 
Waged/paid daily  474 24% 42% 234 49% 21% 235 50% 21% 5 
Trades 185 9% 16% 91 49% 8% 93 50% 8% 1 
Commerce 168 9% 15% 95 57% 8% 73 43% 6% 0 
Domestic services 114 6% 10% 55 48% 5% 59 52% 5% 0 
Remittances 106 5% 9% 24 23% 2% 69 65% 6% 13 
Prod. & sale of food 104 5% 9% 53 51% 5% 50 48% 4% 1 
"Anything going" 93 5% 8% 55 59% 5% 36 39% 3% 2 
Backyard production 71 4% 6% 18    44    23 
Pension/rent 12 1% 1%          
Fishing/hunting 0 <1% <1%          
Handicrafts  2 <1% <1%          
Unclassified 122 6% 11%        
Total 1971 100% 1124 1045             
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How does this family maintain itself ?   Central South (Chontales, Boaco) 
 
Source of income # % activity % households  Fixed   Occasional  No data 
    # % activity % 

households 
# % activity % 

households  
 

Waged/paid daily  268 20% 33% 158 59% 20% 106 40% 13% 4 
Agriculture 214 16% 27% 64 30% 8% 129 60% 16% 21 
Commerce 170 12% 21% 98 58% 12% 70 41% 9% 2 
Trades 168 12% 21% 70 42% 9% 96 57% 12% 2 
Domestic services 134 10% 17% 78 58% 10% 54 40% 7% 2 
Remittances 97 7% 12% 25 26% 3% 71 73% 9% 1 
Prod. & sale of food 64 5% 8% 98    112    9 
"Anything going" 37 3% 5%          
Pension/rent 18 1% 2%          
Backyard production 42 3% 5%          
Fishing/hunting 51 4% 6%          
Handicrafts  7 1% 1%          
Unclassified 94 7% 12%        
Total 1364 100% 801 591             
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How does this family maintain itself ?   Southern Pacific (Masaya, Granada, Carazo and Rivas) 
 
Source of income # % activity % households  Fixed   Occasional  No data 
    # % activity % 

households 
# % activity % 

households  
 

Agriculture 393 17% 31% 114 29% 9% 246 63% 20% 33 
Waged/paid daily  391 16% 31% 240 61% 19% 150 38% 12% 1 
Commerce 292 12% 23% 166 57% 13% 125 43% 10% 1 
Trades 278 12% 22% 118 42% 9% 160 58% 13% 0 
Remittances 227 10% 18% 81 36% 6% 139 61% 11% 7 
Domestic services 201 8% 16% 117 58% 9% 84 42% 7% 0 
Backyard production 190 8% 15% 4  0% 6  0% 180 
Fishing/hunting 99 4% 8% 72 73% 6% 27 27% 2% 0 
Prod. & sale of food 78 3% 6% 50 64% 4% 28 36% 2% 0 
"Anything going" 39 2% 3% 55    35    0 
Handicrafts  21 1% 2%          
Pension/rent 30 1% 2%          
Unclassified 138 6% 11%        
Total 2377 100% 1254 1017             
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How does this family maintain itself ?   Caribbean Coast 
 
Source of income # % activity % households  Fixed   Occasional  No data 
    # % activity % 

households 
# % activity % 

households  
 

Agriculture 291 25% 38% 181 62% 24% 102 35% 13% 8 
Trades 211 18% 28% 90 43% 12% 117 55% 15% 4 
Waged/paid daily  190 16% 25% 157 83% 21% 30 16% 4% 3 
Backyard production 117 10% 15% 91 78% 12% 22 19% 3% 4 
Commerce 103 9% 14% 52 50% 7% 46 45% 6% 5 
Domestic services 83 7% 11% 48 58% 6% 31 37% 4% 4 
Remittances 83 7% 11% 9    15    59 
Prod. & sale of food 28 2% 4% 40    40    3 
"Anything going" 15 1% 2%         
Handicrafts  1 <1% <1%          
Pension/rent 12 1% 2%          
Fishing/hunting 27 2% 4%          
Total 1161 100% 759               
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Table 11. Households growing crops and destination of the harvest. Rural communities 
 

Region Produce  Just family consumption Sell  

 # % households  % % households  % % households  

Segovias 620 79% 68% 54% 32% 25% 

North 523 72% 52% 38% 48% 35% 

Caribbean Coast 241 67% 42% 28% 58% 39% 

Southern Pacific 365 49% 52% 25% 48% 24% 

Central South 169 47% 43% 20% 57% 27% 

West 270 36% 52% 19% 48% 18% 

Managua 111 25% 61% 15% 39% 10% 

Total sample 2299 55% 55% 30% 45% 25% 
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Table 12.  Backyard production and destination of the produce. Urban and rural 
 

Region Produce  Just family consumption Sell  

 # % households  % % households  % % households  
West 733 51% 86% 44% 14% 7% 

   Urban 289 42% 92% 39% 8% 3% 

   Rural 444 60% 82% 49% 18% 11% 
Managua 260 20% 89% 18% 11% 2% 

   Urban 121 14% 93% 13% 7% 1% 
   Rural 139 31% 86% 27% 14% 5% 

Southern Pacific 599 48% 69% 33% 31% 15% 
   Urban 153 30% 89% 27% 11% 3% 

   Rural 446 60% 62% 37% 38% 23% 
Segovias 581 51% 65% 34% 35% 18% 

   Urban 41 12% 90% 11% 10% 1% 
   Rural 540 69% 63% 43% 37% 25% 

North 337 30% 85% 26% 15% 4% 
   Urban 26 7% 92% 6% 8% 1% 

   Rural 311 43% 85% 36% 15% 7% 
Central South 247 31% 76% 23% 24% 7% 

   Urban 107 24% 86% 21% 14% 3% 
   Rural 140 39% 69% 27% 31% 12% 
Caribbean Coast 410 54% 98% 53% 2% 1% 

   Urban 200 50% 98% 49% 2% 1% 
   Rural 210 58% 99% 57% 1% 1% 

Total sample 3167 41% 80% 32% 20% 8% 
   Urban 937 26% 92% 24% 8% 2% 

   Rural 2230 54% 75% 40% 25% 14% 
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Table 13. Remittances as a way of "maintaining the family" and the origin of the help sent 
 

Region Received remittances National USA Costa Rica Other No data 

 # %      
West 265 19% 42% 18% 30% 10% 0% 

   Urban 137 20% 33% 21% 41% 5% 0% 
   Rural 128 17% 52% 14% 18% 16% 0% 
Managua 179 14% 49% 30% 15% 6% 0% 

   Urban 124 14% 40% 40% 15% 6% 0% 
   Rural 55 12% 71% 7% 15% 7% 0% 
Southern Pacific 228 18% 38% 14% 43% 3% 2% 
   Urban 86 17% 29% 14% 49% 3% 5% 

   Rural 142 19% 44% 13% 39% 3% 1% 
Segovias 83 7% 54% 7% 30% 8% 0% 

   Urban 27 8% 52% 15% 15% 19% 0% 
   Rural 56 7% 55% 4% 38% 4% 0% 

North 106 9% 58% 6% 20% 9% 7% 
   Urban 44 11% 64% 7% 11% 9% 9% 
   Rural 62 9% 55% 5% 26% 10% 5% 
Central South 97 12% 34% 12% 45% 7% 1% 

   Urban 62 14% 27% 11% 52% 10% 0% 
   Rural 35 10% 46% 14% 34% 3% 3% 

Caribbean Coast 84 11% 56% 24% 10% 5% 6% 
   Urban 56 14% 54% 29% 9% 4% 5% 
   Rural 28 8% 61% 14% 11% 7% 7% 
Total sample 1042 13% 45% 17% 29% 7% 2% 
   Urban 536 15% 39% 23% 30% 6% 2% 

   Rural 506 12% 53% 11% 27% 8% 1% 

 



 72

Table 14. Participation in activities to "maintain the household," aggregated by sex 
 
Region Sources Who 

participates? 
   

  # women % women # men % men 
West 2599 1020 39% 1579 61% 

   Urban 1263 610 48% 653 52% 

   Rural 1336 410 31% 926 69% 

Managua 2267 944 42% 1323 58% 

   Urban 1581 700 44% 881 56% 

   Rural 686 244 36% 442 64% 

Southern Pacific 2377 795 33% 1582 67% 

   Urban 917 389 42% 528 58% 

   Rural 1460 406 28% 1054 72% 

Segovias 2179 585 27% 1594 73% 

   Urban 665 307 46% 358 54% 

   Rural 1514 278 18% 1236 82% 

North 2138 647 30% 1491 70% 

   Urban 695 300 43% 395 57% 

   Rural 1443 347 24% 1096 76% 

Central South 1364 503 37% 861 63% 

   Urban 757 311 41% 446 59% 

   Rural 607 192 32% 415 68% 

Caribbean Coast 994 320 32% 674 68% 

   Urban 536 210 39% 326 61% 

   Rural 458 110 24% 348 76% 

Total sample 13918 4814 35% 9104 65% 

   Urban 6414 2827 44% 3587 56% 

   Rural 7504 1987 26% 5517 74% 
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Table 15. Male and female participation in activities to "maintain the household," according to source of income 
 

Source of income # people Sex of those participating   

  # men % # women % 

Domestic services 1112 21 2% 1091 98% 

Prod. & sale of food 701 70 10% 631 90% 

Commerce 1622 555 34% 1067 66% 
Backyard production 103 49 48% 54 52% 
Handicrafts  76 39 51% 37 49% 

Remittances 1056 563 53% 493 47% 

Pension/rent 209 147 70% 62 30% 

Waged/paid daily  3011 2280 76% 731 24% 

Odd jobs 864 721 83% 143 17% 

Trades 1902 1656 87% 246 13% 

Agriculture 2975 2727 92% 248 8% 

Fishing 287 276 96% 11 4% 

Total people 13918 9104 65% 4814 35% 
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Table 16. Place where the last illness was attended 
 
Region Households  Where attended  Sought attention outside the home   

 with at home outside the home # health center hospital  private other/did not 
know 

 illnesses         
West 1091 27% 73% 795 65% 22% 12% 1% 

   Urban 515 27% 73% 374 62% 23% 14% 1% 

   Rural 576 27% 73% 421 68% 20% 11% 1% 
Managua 1160 33% 67% 777 37% 42% 20% 1% 

   Urban 743 34% 66% 492 32% 48% 19% 1% 
   Rural 417 32% 68% 285 46% 32% 21% 2% 

Southern Pacific 1196 33% 67% 805 52% 36% 11% 1% 
   Urban 482 40% 60% 290 49% 34% 17% 1% 

   Rural 714 28% 72% 515 55% 37% 7% 1% 
Segovias 1006 37% 63% 635 63% 29% 7% 1% 

   Urban 305 42% 58% 177 46% 41% 12% 1% 
   Rural 701 35% 65% 458 69% 24% 5% 1% 

North 981 31% 69% 677 72% 22% 6% 0% 
   Urban 347 29% 71% 245 67% 28% 5% 0% 

   Rural 634 32% 68% 432 75% 18% 7% 0% 
Central South 695 39% 61% 422 53% 36% 10% 1% 
   Urban 389 43% 57% 222 53% 35% 11% 0% 

   Rural 306 35% 65% 200 53% 36% 9% 3% 
Caribbean Coast 622 24% 76% 470 53% 44% 1% 2% 

   Urban 325 32% 68% 221 51% 46% 0% 3% 
   Rural 297 16% 84% 249 55% 43% 2% 0% 

Total sample 6751 32% 68% 4581 56% 32% 10% 1% 
   Urban 3106 35% 65% 2021 50% 37% 13% 1% 

   Rural 3645 30% 70% 2560 62% 29% 8% 1% 
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Table 17. Place where sick children were attended 
 
Region Total children 0-12 years old  Boys   Girls   

 Fell ill At home Outside the home Fell ill At home Outside the 
home 

Fell ill  At home Outside the 
home 

          

Pacific 1314 27% 73% 708 28% 72% 606 27% 73% 

   - Urban 665 29% 71% 356 29% 71% 309 28% 72% 

   - Rural 649 26% 74% 352 27% 73% 297 26% 74% 

Central Nicaragua 1202 31% 69% 638 33% 67% 564 30% 70% 

   - Urban 467 35% 65% 261 36% 64% 206 33% 67% 

   - Rural 735 29% 71% 377 30% 70% 358 28% 72% 

Caribbean Coast 250 21% 79% 126 24% 76% 124 19% 82% 

Total sample 2766 29% 71% 1472 30% 70% 1294 27% 73% 

   - Urban 1257 31% 69% 680 33% 68% 577 29% 71% 

   - Rural 1509 26% 74% 792 27% 73% 717 26% 74% 
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Table 18. Place where sick adolescents were attended 
 
Region Total adolescents 13-18 years old Male   Female   

 Fell ill At home Outside the home Fell ill At home Outside the 
home 

Fell ill At home Outside the 
home 

          

Pacific 274 40% 60% 119 39% 61% 155 41% 59% 

Rest of the country 224 36% 64% 87 43% 57% 137 31% 69% 

Total sample 498 38% 62% 206 40% 60% 292 37% 63% 

   - Urban 249 41% 59% 107 43% 57% 142 40% 60% 

   - Rural 249 35% 65% 99 37% 63% 150 33% 67% 
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Table 19. Place where sick adults were attended 
 
Region Total adults > 18 years old  Men   Women   

 Fell ill At home Outside the home Fell ill At home Outside the 
home 

Fell ill  At home Outside the 
home 

          

West 580 28% 72% 170 35% 65% 410 25% 75% 

Managua 618 34% 66% 188 31% 69% 430 35% 65% 

Southern Pacific 661 34% 66% 225 40% 60% 436 32% 68% 

Segovias 491 38% 62% 160 39% 61% 331 37% 63% 

North 397 38% 62% 113 43% 57% 284 35% 65% 

Central South 408 41% 59% 119 45% 55% 289 39% 61% 

Caribbean Coast 332 27% 73% 97 31% 69% 235 26% 74% 

Total sample 3487 34% 66% 1072 38% 62% 2415 33% 67% 

   Urban 1600 37% 63% 448 39% 61% 1152 36% 64% 

   Rural 1887 32% 68% 624 37% 63% 1263 29% 71% 
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Table 20. Self-medication and home remedies for sick people attended at home 
 
Region Attended What did they do?   

 at Self-medication  Home remedy Nothing 
 home % sick people % attended at home   

West 296 16% 61% 24% 16% 

   Urban 141 16% 60% 21% 19% 

   Rural 155 17% 62% 26% 12% 

Managua 383 26% 79% 18% 3% 
   Urban 251 26% 77% 19% 4% 

   Rural 132 26% 82% 16% 2% 

Southern Pacific 391 26% 80% 16% 4% 

   Urban 192 32% 81% 15% 4% 

   Rural 199 22% 80% 17% 3% 

Segovias 371 30% 82% 14% 4% 

   Urban 128 34% 81% 15% 4% 

   Rural 243 29% 83% 14% 3% 

North 304 18% 59% 38% 3% 

   Urban 102 19% 65% 34% 1% 

   Rural 202 18% 56% 40% 3% 

Central South 273 32% 82% 16% 2% 

   Urban 167 37% 86% 14% 1% 

   Rural 106 26% 76% 19% 5% 

Caribbean Coast 152 18% 72% 25% 3% 

   Urban 104 25% 77% 19% 4% 

   Rural 48 10% 60% 38% 2% 

Total sample 2170 24% 74% 21% 5% 

   Urban 1085 27% 76% 19% 5% 

   Rural 1085 22% 73% 23% 5% 

 



 79

Table 20.1  Self-medication and home remedies according to age and sex 
 
Age and sex  Attended What did they do?  
 at Self-medication Home remedy Others/nothing 
 home    
0 - 12 years old 789 75% 21% 4% 

   Boys 437 75% 21% 3% 

   Girls 352 74% 22% 5% 

 13 - 18 years old 190 73% 23% 5% 

   Male 83 73% 20% 6% 

   Female 107 72% 24% 4% 

> 18 years old 1191 74% 20% 5% 

   Men 403 73% 22% 5% 

   Women 788 75% 19% 5% 

 
Table 21. Percentage of those who ran up costs due to illness and the levels of expenditure 
 
Region  Mentioned costs   Range of cost   

 # % Average < C$ 100 C$100-C$ 400 Over C$ 400 

Caribbean Coast 398 64% C$ 570 44% 25% 31% 

Central South 552 79% C$ 500 45% 24% 31% 

Southern Pacific 1049 88% C$ 450 49% 26% 25% 

Managua 1023 88% C$ 430 46% 27% 27% 

West 728 67% C$ 350 51% 25% 24% 

Segovias 788 78% C$ 320 63% 19% 18% 

North 691 70% C$ 330 58% 26% 16% 

Total 5229 77% C$ 410** 51% 25% 24% 

** The equivalent of approximately US $30, based on an exchange rate of 13.5 córdobas per dollar 
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Table 21.1   Average cost per illness, according to place of attention 
 
Region At home  Health center  Hospital  Private  
         
 # Average # Average # Average # Average 

West 175 C$ 85 338  C$ 180 134 C$ 900 76 C$ 750 

Managua 338 C$ 140 238 C$ 160 301 C$ 890 141 C$ 600 

Southern Pacific 347 C$ 115 348 C$ 180 265 C$ 990 83 C$ 1220 

Segovias 299 C$ 90 267 C$ 140 174 C$ 800 45 C$ 1100 

North 231 C$ 100 288 C$ 140 132 C$ 970 39 C$ 850 

Central South 214 C$ 240 168 C$ 280 124 C$ 1,020 40 C$ 1060 

Caribbean Coast 115 C$ 130 97 C$ 380 175 C$ 950 4 C$ 870 

Total sample  1719 C$ 128 1744 C$ 190 1305 C$ 930 428 C$ 870 

 
Table 21.2  Average cost per illness, according to age and sex of the sick person 
 

Male Female Total  Age group  
# Average # Average # Average 

0-12 years old 1084 C$ 190 960 C$ 200 2044 C$ 195 

13-18 years old 162 C$ 380 220 C$ 300 382 C$ 330 

> 18 years old 854 C$ 628 1949 C$ 560 2803 C$ 580 

Total 1423 C$ 530 3799 C$ 370 5229 C$ 410 
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Table 22.  How health costs were covered, according to regions (out of those households that ran up costs) 
 

102 sites West Managua Segovias 
Region 

# % # % # % # % 

Ran up a debt 1750 33% 257 35% 317 31% 266 34% 

Asked for help 689 13% 108 15% 159 16% 135 17% 

Sold objects 399 8% 48 7% 28 3% 95 12% 

Unspecified 89 2% 17 2% 37 4% 2 0% 

Had the means to pay 2302 44% 298 41% 482 47% 290 37% 

Ran up costs  5229 100% 728 100% 1023 100% 788 100% 
 

Southern Pacific North Central South Caribbean Coast Region 
# % # % # % # % 

Ran up a debt 299 29% 273 40% 247 45% 91 23% 

Asked for help 122 12% 59 9% 72 13% 34 9% 

Sold objects 81 8% 85 12% 38 7% 24 6% 

Unspecified 17 2% 4 1% 1 0% 11 3% 

Had the means to pay 530 51% 270 39% 194 35% 238 60% 

Ran up costs  1049 100% 691 100% 552 100% 398 100% 
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Table 22.1 How households that did not have enough economic resources covered the costs of the illness, according to regions 
 

102 sites West Managua Segovias 
Region 

# % # % # % # % 

Ran up a debt 1750 60% 257 60% 317 59% 266 53% 

Asked for help 689 24% 108 25% 159 29% 135 27% 

Sold objects 399 14% 48 11% 28 5% 95 19% 

Unspecified 89 3% 17 4% 37 7% 2 <1% 

Total households  2927 100% 430 100% 541 100% 498 100% 

 
Southern Pacific North Central South Caribbean Coast 

Region 
# % # % # % # % 

Ran up a debt 299 58% 273 65% 247 69% 91 57% 

Asked for help 122 24% 59 14% 72 20% 34 21% 

Sold objects 81 16% 85 20% 38 11% 24 15% 

Unspecified 17 <1% 4 <1% 1 <1% 11 <1% 

Total households  519 100% 421 100% 358 100% 160 100% 
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Table 23.   How households covered the costs of the illness, according to where the sick person was atended 
 

Health center/post Hospital Private 
Region 

# % # % # % 

Ran up a debt 611 24% 519 35% 140 30% 

Asked for help 127 5% 135 9% 31 7% 

Sold objects 224 9% 239 16% 66 14% 

Unspecified 28 1% 33 2% 20 4% 

Didn't have enough money 990 38% 926 63% 257 54% 

Total households  2585 100% 1478 100% 472 100% 
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Table 24. Perception of the teaching in the local public elementary school 
 

Region Good Regular Bad Didn't know/ 
respond 

West 54% 29% 8% 9% 

   Urban 53% 29% 9% 9% 

   Rural 54% 30% 8% 9% 

Managua 46% 34% 6% 14% 

   Urban 42% 35% 6% 16% 

   Rural 53% 33% 5% 10% 

Southern Pacific 56% 28% 4% 11% 

   Urban 58% 26% 4% 11% 

   Rural 54% 30% 5% 11% 

Segovias 59% 25% 2% 14% 

   Urban 57% 27% 4% 12% 

   Rural 60% 24% 2% 15% 

North 52% 25% 2% 22% 

   Urban 48% 26% 1% 25% 

   Rural 54% 24% 2% 20% 

Central South 42% 29% 4% 26% 

   Urban 36% 34% 5% 26% 

   Rural 49% 22% 3% 26% 

Caribbean Coast 38% 48% 4% 10% 

   Urban 35% 50% 4% 11% 

   Rural 40% 47% 4% 9% 
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Total sample 50% 31% 5% 15% 

   Urban 47% 32% 5% 15% 

   Rural 53% 29% 4% 14% 
 
 
Table 25   Perception of the teaching in the public elementary school among households with access 
 

Households with children 
attending  Region 

# % 

Good Regular Bad 
Didn't 
know/ 

respond  

West 989 69% 61% 29% 7% 2% 

   Urban 476 69% 60% 29% 8% 3% 

   Rural 513 69% 63% 30% 6% 1% 

Managua 852 65% 53% 40% 6% 2% 

   Urban 543 63% 50% 41% 6% 3% 

   Rural 309 70% 58% 37% 5% 1% 

Southern Pacific 830 66% 64% 32% 4% 1% 

   Urban 325 64% 67% 29% 3% 1% 

   Rural 505 68% 62% 33% 4% 1% 

Segovias 754 67% 68% 29% 2% 1% 

   Urban 219 64% 64% 32% 3% 1% 

   Rural 535 68% 70% 28% 1% 1% 

North 686 61% 64% 33% 2% 2% 

   Urban 238 60% 62% 34% 2% 2% 

   Rural 448 62% 65% 31% 2% 2% 

Central South 552 69% 54% 37% 5% 4% 

   Urban 306 69% 46% 44% 6% 4% 

   Rural 246 69% 64% 28% 3% 4% 

Caribbean Coast 578 76% 42% 53% 4% 1% 

   Urban 290 73% 40% 55% 4% 1% 
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   Rural 288 80% 44% 50% 5% 1% 

Total sample 5241 67% 59% 35% 4% 2% 

   Urban 2397 66% 55% 38% 5% 2% 

   Rural 2844 68% 62% 33% 4% 1% 

 
 
Table 26. Reasons for lack of satisfaction with the public elementary school (among "unsatisfied" households) 
 

102 sites  West Managua Segovias Reasons 
#  % # % # % # % 

Teaching deficiencies 709 26% 129 24% 145 28% 31 10% 

Teachers' deficiencies  477 17% 90 17% 101 19% 54 18% 

Attributable to the children 420 15% 36 7% 45 9% 49 16% 

Teachers' lack of work discipline 369 14% 76 14% 89 17% 55 18% 

Bad treatment from teachers 131 5% 11 2% 16 3% 25 8% 

Infrastructure problems 105 4% 36 7% 22 4% 21 7% 

School contributions 113 4% 32 6% 24 5% 14 5% 

Lack of teaching materials 99 4% 26 5% 7 1% 41 13% 

Child/teacher ratio 78 3% 18 3% 33 6% 6 2% 

Disorganization 44 2% 15 3% 10 2% 5 2% 

Unspecified/no response 188 7% 70 13% 26 5% 7 2% 

Total 2733 100% 539 100% 518 100% 308 100% 
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Reasons for lack of satisfaction with the public elementary school 
 

Southern Pacific North Central South Caribbean Coast Reasons 
#  % # % # % # % 

Teaching deficiencies 157 38% 112 37% 68 26% 67 17% 

Teachers' deficiencies  45 11% 37 12% 42 16% 108 27% 

Attributable to the children 59 14% 60 20% 68 26% 103 26% 

Teachers' lack of work discipline 74 18% 15 5% 10 4% 50 13% 

Bad treatment from teachers 20 5% 15 5% 16 6% 28 7% 

Infrastructure problems 3 1% 11 4% 6 2% 6 2% 

School contributions 3 1% 28 9% 11 4% 1 0% 

Lack of teaching materials 6 1% 8 3% 5 2% 6 2% 

Child/teacher ratio 5 1% 3 1% 9 3% 4 1% 

Disorganization 3 1% 4 1% 7 3% 0 0% 

Unspecified/no response 36 9% 6 2% 17 7% 26 7% 

Total 411 100% 299 100% 259 100% 399 100% 
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Table 27. Perception that the school authorities took the parents' opinions into account, among households with children attending 

Total  
Region 

# % 

West 759 77% 

   Urban 350 74% 

   Rural 409 80% 

Managua 667 78% 

   Urban 399 73% 

   Rural 268 87% 

Southern Pacific 764 92% 

   Urban 299 92% 

   Rural 465 92% 

Segovias 678 90% 

   Urban 193 88% 

   Rural 485 91% 

North 546 80% 

   Urban 181 76% 

   Rural 365 81% 

Central South 453 82% 

   Urban 249 81% 

   Rural 204 83% 

Caribbean Coast 471 81% 

   Urban 233 80% 

   Rural 238 83% 

Total sample 4338 83% 

   Urban 1904 79% 

   Rural 2434 86% 
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Table 28. Where are this community's problems discus sed? 
 

Identified a place Places identified 
Region # 

% # Communal Institution Private Others 

Did not identify 

West 1431 48% 689 51% 16% 30% 3% 52% 

   Urban 690 38% 265 49% 14% 36% 0% 62% 

   Rural 741 57% 424 53% 17% 26% 5% 43% 

Managua 1301 43% 558 36% 30% 26% 8% 57% 

   Urban 859 25% 211 41% 11% 29% 19% 75% 

   Rural 442 79% 347 33% 42% 24% 1% 21% 

Southern Pacific 1254 47% 590 32% 29% 32% 6% 53% 

   Urban 506 45% 226 44% 7% 39% 10% 55% 

   Rural 748 49% 364 25% 43% 28% 4% 51% 

Segovias 1129 76% 856 39% 35% 26% 0% 24% 

   Urban 341 58% 197 24% 25% 50% 0% 42% 

   Rural 788 84% 659 43% 38% 18% 0% 16% 

North 1124 53% 597 32% 32% 30% 6% 47% 

   Urban 400 44% 176 59% 11% 17% 13% 56% 

   Rural 724 58% 421 21% 40% 36% 3% 42% 

Central South 801 30% 244 27% 50% 14% 9% 70% 

   Urban 443 15% 68 25% 22% 34% 19% 85% 

   Rural 358 49% 176 27% 61% 7% 5% 51% 

Caribbean Coast 759 66% 504 34% 40% 23% 3% 34% 

   Urban 398 55% 218 39% 28% 28% 5% 45% 

   Rural 361 79% 286 31% 19% 49% 2% 21% 

Total sample 7799 52% 4038 37% 31% 27% 4% 48% 

   Urban 3637 37% 1361 42% 16% 34% 8% 63% 

   Rural 4162 64% 2677 35% 36% 27% 3% 36% 
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Table 29.    Identification of places for discussing the community's problems 

Places identified 
Region # 

Communal Institution Private Others 

West 1431 25% 8% 14% 2% 

   Urban 690 19% 5% 14% 0% 

   Rural 741 30% 10% 15% 3% 

Managua 1301 15% 13% 11% 4% 

   Urban 859 10% 3% 7% 5% 

   Rural 442 26% 33% 19% 1% 

Southern Pacific 1254 15% 14% 15% 3% 

   Urban 506 20% 3% 18% 5% 

   Rural 748 12% 21% 14% 2% 

Segovias 1129 29% 27% 19% 0% 

   Urban 341 14% 15% 29% 0% 

   Rural 788 36% 32% 15% 0% 

North 1124 17% 17% 16% 3% 

   Urban 400 26% 5% 8% 6% 

   Rural 724 12% 23% 21% 2% 

Central South 801 8% 15% 4% 3% 

   Urban 443 4% 3% 5% 3% 

   Rural 358 13% 30% 3% 3% 

Caribbean Coast 759 23% 26% 15% 2% 

   Urban 398 21% 16% 15% 3% 

   Rural 361 24% 15% 39% 2% 

Total sample 7799 19% 16% 14% 2% 

   Urban 3637 16% 6% 13% 3% 

   Rural 4162 22% 23% 17% 2% 
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Table 30. Are the decisions taken by various people, a few people or just one person? 

Number of people that decided 
Region Specified 

Various  Several Just one 

West 829 71% 27% 2% 

   Urban 345 68% 30% 3% 

   Rural 484 74% 26% 1% 

Managua 666 75% 20% 5% 

   Urban 315 66% 29% 5% 

   Rural 351 83% 12% 5% 

Southern Pacific 653 80% 15% 5% 

   Urban 255 82% 13% 5% 

   Rural 398 79% 16% 5% 

Segovias 877 84% 14% 2% 

   Urban 209 76% 22% 3% 

   Rural 668 87% 12% 1% 

North 818 75% 21% 4% 

   Urban 268 72% 26% 2% 

   Rural 550 77% 18% 5% 

Central South 356 64% 34% 2% 

   Urban 156 48% 51% 1% 

   Rural 200 77% 21% 3% 

Caribbean Coast 625 80% 10% 10% 

   Urban 324 72% 14% 14% 

   Rural 301 89% 6% 6% 

Total sample 4824 77% 19% 4% 

   Urban 1872 70% 25% 5% 

   Rural 2952 81% 16% 3% 
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Table 31. People who decided about community problems, aggregated by sex 

Sex of those that decided 
Region Identified 

Just men Just women Both 
Didn't know/ reply/ no 

data 

West 829 5% 10% 84% 1% 

   Urban 345 3% 10% 85% 1% 

   Rural 484 7% 9% 83% 1% 

Managua 666 14% 7% 76% 3% 

   Urban 315 12% 10% 72% 6% 

   Rural 351 15% 4% 80% 1% 

Southern Pacific 653 11% 6% 82% 1% 

   Urban 255 11% 8% 80% 1% 

   Rural 398 12% 4% 83% 1% 

Segovias 877 8% 9% 83% 0% 

   Urban 209 7% 18% 74% 0% 

   Rural 668 8% 6% 85% 0% 

North 818 18% 4% 75% 3% 

   Urban 268 7% 8% 81% 4% 

   Rural 550 24% 2% 72% 3% 

Central South 356 6% 10% 68% 16% 

   Urban 156 6% 8% 59% 27% 

   Rural 200 7% 12% 75% 8% 

Caribbean Coast 625 25% 5% 69% 2% 

   Urban 324 19% 6% 71% 3% 

   Rural 301 31% 3% 66% 1% 

Total sample 4824 13% 7% 78% 3% 

   Urban 1872 10% 10% 76% 5% 

   Rural 2952 14% 5% 79% 2% 
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Table 32. Identified "organization or institution that most worked for the community" (out of households that identified organizations) 
 Identified Type of organization mentioned 
 Region 

% # NGOs/foundations International Local gov. Central gov. Community Others Nat. Civil Soc. 

West 37% 535 18% 52% 12% 14% 7% 20% 46% 

Managua 31% 404 24% 55% 21% 5% 8% 12% 43% 

Southern Pacific 36% 454 34% 63% 11% 11% 8% 10% 51% 

Segovias 65% 736 64% 49% 9% 38% 12% 7% 83% 

North 50% 561 49% 49% 7% 17% 14% 4% 66% 

Central South 24% 189 31% 23% 16% 21% 11% 15% 57% 

Caribbean Coast 22% 165 49% 36% 18% 11% 1% 9% 59% 

Total sample 39% 3044 40% 50% 12% 19% 9% 10% 60% 

   Urban 27% 983 29% 31% 27% 10% 12% 16% 57% 

   Rural  50% 2061 46% 59% 5% 23% 8% 8% 62% 
 
Table 33   Overall identification of the "organization that most works for the community" 

 
% of identification (out of all households surveyed)  

 Region 

NGO/foundation International Local gov. Central gov. Community Other Nat. Civil Soc. 

West 7% 19% 4% 5% 3% 8% 14% 

Managua 7% 17% 7% 2% 2% 4% 11% 

Southern Pacific 12% 23% 4% 4% 3% 4% 16% 

Segovias 42% 32% 6% 25% 8% 5% 43% 

North 24% 24% 4% 8% 7% 2% 29% 

Central South 7% 5% 4% 5% 2% 4% 13% 

Caribbean Coast 11% 8% 4% 2% <1% 2% 10% 

Total sample 16% 19% 5% 7% 4% 4% 20% 

   Urban 8% 8% 7% 3% 3% 4% 14% 

   Rural  23% 29% 2% 11% 4% 4% 25% 
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Table 34. Perception that their "opinion was taken into account" by the organizations (among those who identified an organization) 

NGOs/foundations International Local government Central government Community 
Region 

Identified Taken into 
account * Identified Taken…** Identified Taken… Identified Taken… Identified Taken… 

West 97 84% 278 85% 64   73   39   

Managua 97 85% 223 82% 85   22   31   

Southern Pacific 154 77% 284 77% 49   51   35   

Segovias 469 79% 360 81% 68   277   86   

North 274 83% 273 79% 42   93   76   

Central South 59   43   30   39   20   

Caribbean Coast 81   59   30   18   1   

Total sample 1231 82% 1520 80% 368 73% 573 74% 288 83% 
?? Represents 13% of the total household sample (6% in the West, 7% in Managua, 9% in the Southern Pacific,  33% in the Segovias, 

20% in the North, 7% in the Central South, 10% in the Caribbean Coast) 
** Represents 16% of the total households (16% in the West, 14% in Managua, 18% in the Southern Pacific, 26% in the Segovias, 
19% in the North, 4% in the Central South, 6% in the Caribbean Coast). 
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Table 35. Have serious arguments increased, decreased or stayed the same in the houses of this community recently? 

Serious Arguments 
Region # 

Increased Decreased The same  No data/reply 

West 1431 32% 33% 9% 26% 

   Urban 690 40% 28% 9% 23% 

   Rural 741 24% 38% 8% 29% 

Managua 1301 27% 39% 16% 18% 

   Urban 859 31% 35% 14% 19% 

   Rural 442 18% 46% 19% 17% 

Southern Pacific 1254 17% 44% 14% 26% 

   Urban 506 24% 37% 16% 23% 

   Rural 748 11% 48% 13% 27% 

Segovias 1129 26% 53% 15% 7% 

   Urban 341 29% 45% 17% 8% 

   Rural 788 24% 56% 13% 6% 

North 1124 27% 16% 38% 18% 

   Urban 400 37% 14% 30% 19% 

   Rural 724 22% 17% 43% 18% 

Central South 801 21% 42% 24% 14% 

   Urban 443 22% 38% 25% 15% 

   Rural 358 19% 46% 22% 13% 

Caribbean Coast 759 36% 36% 19% 9% 

   Urban 398 37% 34% 20% 9% 

   Rural 361 34% 39% 17% 9% 

Total sample 7799 26% 37% 18% 18% 

   Urban 3637 32% 33% 17% 18% 

   Rural 4162 21% 41% 19% 18% 
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Table 35.1 Comparison of the perception of an increase in conflicts in the households in 1999 and 2001 
Region Sept. 1999 June 2001 Difference 

Caribbean Coast 19% 36% + 17% 

West 23% 32% + 9% 

North 20% 27% + 7% 

Central South 16% 21% + 5% 

Managua 25% 27% + 2% 

Segovias 25% 26% + 1% 

Southern Pacific 18% 17% - 1% 

Total 23% 26% + 3% 
 
 
Table 36. Reasons for serious arguments in the households 

Total Difficult situation 
# % 

Economic situation * 2463 52% 

Relationship problems  969 20% 

Alcohol/drugs 601 13% 

The children 352 7% 

Relatives 198 4% 

Domestic concerns 78 2% 

Illnesses 36 1% 

Basic services  29 1% 

Political 25 1% 

Religious 6 < 1% 

Total 4757 100% 
* including unemp loyment 
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Table 37. Do you feel that your right to live without violence is being respected? 
Is it being respected? Region # 

Yes No Didn't reply 

West 1431 56% 41% 4% 

   Urban 690 52% 46% 3% 

   Rural 741 59% 36% 4% 

Managua 1301 50% 46% 4% 

   Urban 859 44% 53% 3% 

   Rural 442 62% 33% 5% 

Southern Pacific 1254 65% 31% 3% 

   Urban 506 61% 35% 4% 

   Rural 748 68% 29% 3% 

Segovias 1129 74% 19% 8% 

   Urban 341 69% 26% 5% 

   Rural 788 76% 15% 9% 

North 1124 35% 55% 10% 

   Urban 400 28% 67% 6% 

   Rural 724 39% 48% 13% 

Central South 801 56% 40% 4% 

   Urban 443 51% 45% 4% 

   Rural 358 62% 34% 4% 

Caribbean Coast 759 37% 52% 11% 

   Urban 398 27% 64% 9% 

   Rural 361 48% 38% 14% 

Total sample 7799 54% 40% 6% 

   Urban 3637 47% 48% 4% 

   Rural 4162 60% 32% 7% 
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Table 38. What other right is not being respected? Urban and rural areas 
All of them None of them  Did not 

are are identify 
Identified 

Region # 

respected respected   # % 

West 1431 3% 3% 72% 326 23% 

   Urban 690 3% 3% 69% 173 25% 

   Rural 741 3% 2% 74% 153 21% 

Managua 1301 8% 5% 54% 436 34% 

   Urban 859 7% 4% 48% 352 41% 

   Rural 442 8% 6% 67% 84 19% 

Southern Pacific 1254 8% 3% 71% 226 18% 

   Urban 506 8% 3% 69% 105 21% 

   Rural 748 8% 4% 72% 121 16% 

Segovias 1129 14% 6% 59% 239 21% 

   Urban 341 17% 6% 46% 106 31% 

   Rural 788 13% 6% 64% 133 17% 

North 1124 1% 1% 74% 281 25% 

   Urban 400 1% 1% 68% 123 31% 

   Rural 724 0% 1% 77% 158 22% 

Central South 801 4% 7% 70% 154 19% 

   Urban 443 4% 9% 64% 103 23% 

   Rural 358 4% 4% 77% 51 14% 

Caribbean Coast 759 0% 1% 71% 217 29% 

   Urban 398 0% 1% 64% 141 35% 

   Rural 361 0% 0% 79% 76 21% 

Total sample 7799 6% 3% 67% 1879 24% 

   Urban 3637 5% 4% 61% 1103 30% 

   Rural 4162 6% 3% 72% 776 19% 
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Table 39.   Identification of rights according to the sex of the person interviewed 
Men Women Region 

Interviewed Identified % Interviewed Identified % 

West 322 90 28% 1106 235 21% 

   Urban 141 41 29% 547 132 24% 

   Rural 181 49 27% 559 103 18% 

Managua 315 149 47% 985 286 29% 

   Urban 222 116 52% 636 235 37% 

   Rural 93 33 35% 349 51 15% 

Southern Pacific 387 101 26% 867 125 14% 

   Urban 135 42 31% 371 63 17% 

   Rural 252 59 23% 496 62 13% 

Segovias 347 94 27% 781 145 19% 

   Urban 88 38 43% 253 68 27% 

   Rural 259 56 22% 528 77 15% 

North 278 89 32% 846 192 23% 

   Urban 91 37 41% 309 86 28% 

   Rural 187 52 28% 537 106 20% 

Central South 213 55 26% 585 99 17% 

   Urban 107 38 36% 334 65 19% 

   Rural 106 17 16% 251 34 14% 

Caribbean Coast 238 87 37% 518 128 25% 

   Urban 122 48 39% 273 91 33% 

   Rural 116 39 34% 245 37 15% 

Total sample 2100 665 32% 5688 1210 21% 

   Urban 906 360 40% 2723 740 27% 

   Rural 1194 305 26% 2965 470 16% 
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Table 40.   "Another" right not being respected, according to the urban and rural location of the 102 poor sentinel sites 
Urban Rural Total  

Type 
# % urban # % rural # % rights 

Economic * 356 32% 256 33% 612 33% 

Gender/generational 215 19% 164 21% 379 20% 

Health 122 11% 86 11% 208 11% 

Civic security 108 10% 45 6% 153 8% 

Be taken into account 77 7% 53 7% 130 7% 

Civic/political 78 7% 41 5% 119 6% 

Education 61 6% 45 6% 106 6% 

Housing 60 5% 37 5% 97 5% 

Basic services  21 2% 22 3% 43 2% 

Goods/financing 5 <1% 27 3% 32 2% 

Total 1103 100% 776 100% 1879 100% 

?? Including the rights "to work", "economic improvement" and "improved wages" 
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Table 41.    "Another" right not being respected, according to the sex of those interviewed in the 102 poor sentinel sites 
Men Women Total  

Type 
# % rights # % rights # ** % rights  

Economic* 250 38% 361 30% 611 33% 

Gender/generational ** 83 12% 296 24% 379 20% 

Health 65 10% 142 12% 207 11% 

Civic security 61 9% 92 8% 153 8% 

Be taken into account 48 7% 82 7% 130 7% 

Civic/political 52 8% 66 5% 118 6% 

Education 45 7% 60 5% 105 6% 

Housing 22 3% 75 6% 97 5% 

Basic services  18 3% 25 2% 43 2% 

Goods/financing 21 3% 11 1% 32 2% 

Total 665 100% 1210 100% 1875 100% 

?? Including the rights "to work", "economic improvement" and "improved wages" 
** Data missing in 4 cases 
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Table 42.   What do you personally aspire to in the future? Urban and rural areas 

Identified * 
Region # Nothing Did not identify 

# % 

West 1431 14% 6% 1144 80% 

   Urban 690 15% 4% 558 81% 

   Rural 741 13% 7% 586 79% 

Managua 1301 12% 3% 1110 85% 

   Urban 859 8% 2% 770 90% 

   Rural 442 18% 5% 340 77% 

Southern Pacific 1254 19% 6% 948 76% 

   Urban 506 19% 4% 394 78% 

   Rural 748 19% 7% 554 74% 

Segovias 1129 9% 2% 1005 89% 

   Urban 341 9% 1% 306 90% 

   Rural 788 9% 2% 699 89% 

North 1124 6% 3% 1013 90% 

   Urban 400 6% 3% 365 91% 

   Rural 724 7% 4% 648 90% 

Central South 801 11% 6% 660 82% 

   Urban 443 7% 7% 381 86% 

   Rural 358 17% 5% 279 78% 

Caribbean Coast 759 16% 7% 585 77% 

   Urban 398 8% 6% 346 87% 

   Rural 361 25% 8% 239 66% 

Total sample 7799 13% 5% 6465 83% 

   Urban 3637 10% 4% 3120 86% 

   Rural 4162 14% 5% 3345 80% 

* 15-18 years old, 85%; 19-24 years old, 85%; 25-40 years old, 82%; 41-60 years old, 82%; over 60 years old, 65% 
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Table 43.   Men that identified aspirations 

Identified 
Region # Nothing Did not identify 

# % 

West 322 11% 3% 276 86% 

   Urban 141 10% 3% 123 87% 

   Rural 181 12% 4% 153 85% 

Managua 315 12% 1% 274 87% 

   Urban 222 9% 0% 202 91% 

   Rural 93 19% 3% 72 77% 

Southern Pacific 387 16% 3% 313 81% 

   Urban 135 16% 1% 113 84% 

   Rural 252 16% 4% 200 79% 

Segovias 347 8% 0% 319 92% 

   Urban 88 10% 1% 78 89% 

   Rural 259 7% 0% 241 93% 

North 278 7% 2% 252 91% 

   Urban 91 9% 1% 82 90% 

   Rural 187 6% 3% 170 91% 

Central South 213 10% 4% 184 86% 

   Urban 107 6% 4% 97 91% 

   Rural 106 14% 4% 87 82% 

Caribbean Coast 238 14% 4% 196 82% 

   Urban 122 4% 4% 112 92% 

   Rural 116 24% 3% 84 72% 

Total sample 2100 11% 2% 1814 86% 

   Urban 906 9% 2% 807 89% 

   Rural 1194 13% 3% 1007 84% 
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Table 44.   Women that identified aspirations 

Identified 
Region # Nothing Did not identify 

# % 

West 1106 15% 7% 866 78% 

   Urban 547 16% 5% 434 79% 

   Rural 559 14% 9% 432 77% 

Managua 985 12% 4% 835 85% 

   Urban 636 8% 3% 567 89% 

   Rural 349 18% 5% 268 77% 

Southern Pacific 867 20% 7% 635 73% 

   Urban 371 20% 5% 281 76% 

   Rural 496 20% 9% 354 71% 

Segovias 781 10% 2% 686 88% 

   Urban 253 9% 1% 228 90% 

   Rural 528 10% 3% 458 87% 

North 846 6% 4% 761 90% 

   Urban 309 5% 3% 283 92% 

   Rural 537 7% 4% 478 89% 

Central South 585 12% 7% 474 81% 

   Urban 334 7% 8% 283 85% 

   Rural 251 18% 6% 191 76% 

Caribbean Coast 518 17% 8% 387 75% 

   Urban 273 9% 6% 232 85% 

   Rural 245 26% 11% 155 63% 

Total sample 5688 13% 5% 4644 82% 

   Urban 2723 11% 4% 2308 85% 

   Rural 2965 15% 6% 2336 79% 

 



 105

Table 45.  Main personal aspiration 
Aspiration  # % aspiration % households 
Econ. improvement 
* 2970 46% 38% 

Education 1359 21% 17% 

Housing 1114 17% 14% 

Goods 457 7% 6% 

Health 166 3% 2% 

Political 84 1% 1% 

Religious 65 1% 1% 

Help 65 1% 1% 

Basic services  63 1% 1% 

Emigrate 48 1% 1% 

Family relations 44 1% 1% 

Be better 30 0% 0% 

Total 6465 100% 83% 
?? Including "work" 
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Table 46.   Main personal aspiration aggregated according to sex 
Men Women Aspiration  

# % aspiration % men # % aspiration % women 

Econ. improvement * 935 52% 45% 2033 44% 36% 

Education 295 16% 14% 1060 23% 19% 

Housing 239 13% 11% 874 19% 15% 

Goods 179 10% 9% 278 6% 5% 

Health 38 2% 2% 128 3% 2% 

Help 12 1% 1% 53 1% 1% 

Basic services  13 1% 1% 50 1% 1% 

Family relations 3 <1% <1% 41 1% 1% 

Religious 24 1% 1% 41 1% 1% 

Political 46 3% 2% 38 1% 1% 

Emigrate 15 1% 1% 33 1% 1% 

Be better 15 1% 1% 15 <1% <1% 

Total 1814 100% 86% 4644 100% 82% 

?? Including "work" 
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Table 47.    Main personal aspiration according to urban or rural location 
Urban Rural Aspiration  

# % aspiration % urban # % aspiration % rural 

Econ. improvement * 1291 41% 35% 1679 50% 40% 

Education 821 26% 23% 538 16% 13% 

Housing 591 19% 16% 523 16% 13% 

Goods 169 5% 5% 288 9% 7% 

Health 75 2% 2% 91 3% 2% 

Help 19 1% 1% 46 1% 1% 

Basic serv ices  20 1% 1% 43 1% 1% 

Political 43 1% 1% 41 1% 1% 

Religious 31 1% 1% 34 1% 1% 

Family relations 18 1% 0% 26 1% 1% 

Be better 9 0% 0% 21 1% 1% 

Emigrate 33 1% 1% 15 0% 0% 

Total 3120 100% 86% 3345 100% 80% 

?? Including "work" 
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Table 48.  Main personal asp iration, according to region 
West Managua Segovias  Aspiration  

# % % # % % # % % 

Econ. improvement * 510 45% 36% 485 44% 37% 526 52% 47% 

Education 228 20% 16% 299 27% 23% 147 15% 13% 

Housing 216 19% 15% 181 16% 14% 182 18% 16% 

Goods 64 6% 4% 62 6% 5% 69 7% 6% 

Health 43 4% 3% 20 2% 2% 13 1% 1% 

Help 26 2% 2% 1 0% 0% 16 2% 1% 

Political 21 2% 1% 17 2% 1% 9 1% 1% 

Emigrate 10 1% 1% 11 1% 1% 7 1% 1% 

Family relations 8 1% 1% 7 1% 1% 11 1% 1% 

Religious 8 1% 1% 15 1% 1% 7 1% 1% 

Basic services  7 1% 0% 7 1% 1% 6 1% 1% 

Be better 3 0% 0% 5 0% 0% 12 1% 1% 

Total 1144 100% 80% 1110 100% 85% 1005 100% 89% 
 
 

Southern Pacific North Central South Caribbean 
# % % # % % # % % # % % 

429 45% 34% 425 42% 38% 334 51% 42% 261 45% 34% 

196 21% 16% 168 17% 15% 147 22% 18% 174 30% 23% 

172 18% 14% 209 21% 19% 85 13% 11% 69 12% 9% 

75 8% 6% 110 11% 10% 42 6% 5% 35 6% 5% 

24 3% 2% 38 4% 3% 13 2% 2% 15 3% 2% 

6 1% 0% 6 1% 1% 5 1% 1% 5 1% 1% 
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11 1% 1% 13 1% 1% 6 1% 1% 7 1% 1% 

3 0% 0% 2 0% 0% 7 1% 1% 8 1% 1% 

10 1% 1% 4 0% 0% 3 0% 0% 1 0% 0% 

14 1% 1% 2 0% 0% 11 2% 1% 8 1% 1% 

4 0% 0% 32 3% 3% 6 1% 1% 1 0% 0% 

4 0% 0% 4 0% 0% 1 0% 0% 1 0% 0% 

948 100% 76% 1013 100% 90% 660 100% 82% 585 100% 77% 
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Table 49. Perception that the community had been affected by some natural disaster and that there were unrepaired material damages 
Identified disaster Unrepaired damages Region 

# % # % % households 

West 1007 70% 607 60% 42% 

   Urban 433 63% 238 55% 34% 

   Rural 574 77% 369 64% 50% 

Managua 554 43% 263 47% 20% 

   Urban 307 36% 164 53% 19% 

   Rural 247 56% 99 40% 22% 

Southern Pacific 852 68% 459 54% 37% 

   Urban 373 74% 151 40% 30% 

   Rural 579 77% 308 53% 41% 

Segovias 1028 91% 643 63% 57% 

   Urban 276 81% 151 55% 44% 

   Rural 752 95% 492 65% 62% 

North 849 76% 366 43% 33% 

   Urban 282 71% 99 35% 25% 

   Rural 567 78% 267 47% 37% 

Central South 349 44% 131 38% 16% 

   Urban 183 41% 69 38% 16% 

   Rural 166 46% 62 37% 17% 

Caribbean Coast 329 43% 171 52% 23% 

   Urban 142 36% 57 40% 14% 

   Rural 187 52% 114 61% 32% 

Total sample 4968 64% 2640 53% 34% 

   Urban 1996 55% 929 47% 26% 

   Rural 3072 74% 1711 56% 41% 

 



 111

Table 50.  Households still emotionally affected by the natural disaster 
Identified Emotionally affected Region 
disaster # % identified % households 

West 1007 173 17% 12% 

   Urban 433 76 18% 11% 

   Rural 574 97 17% 13% 

Managua 554 42 8% 3% 

   Urban 307 28 9% 3% 

   Rural 247 14 6% 3% 

Southern Pacific 852 69 8% 6% 

   Urban 373 29 8% 6% 

   Rural 579 40 7% 5% 

Segovias 1028 190 18% 17% 

   Urban 276 58 21% 17% 

   Rural 752 132 18% 17% 

North 849 81 10% 7% 

   Urban 282 34 12% 9% 

   Rural 567 47 8% 6% 

Central South 349 18 5% 2% 

   Urban 183 6 3% 1% 

   Rural 166 12 7% 3% 

Caribbean Coast 329 28 9% 4% 

   Urban 142 8 6% 2% 

   Rural 187 20 11% 6% 

Total samp le 4968 601 12% 8% 

   Urban 1996 239 12% 7% 

   Rural 3072 362 12% 9% 
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Table 50.1  Comparison of the emotional impact of natural disasters in 1999 and 2001 
Region Feb. 1999 Sept. 1999 June 2001 Difference 

West 37% 39% 12% - 27% 

Managua 25% 18% 3% - 15% 

North 15% 19% 7% - 12% 

Caribbean Coast 13% 11% 4% - 7% 

Segovias 18% 21% 17% - 4% 

Southern Pacific -- -- 6% -- 

Central South -- -- 2% -- 

Total 23% 24% 8% - 16% 
 
Table 51.  Distribution of emotionally affected people according to age and sex 

0-12  years old 13-18 years old 19-50 years old > 50 years old Total 
Region People 

boys girls male female male female male female male female 

Total sample 775 10% 10% 3% 6% 10% 36% 6% 19% 29% 71% 

   Urban 319 13% 11% 4% 7% 8% 37% 3% 18% 28% 72% 

   Rural 455 7% 9% 3% 6% 11% 36% 8% 20% 29% 71% 
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Table 52.  Perception that the community is prepared for a possible natural disaster 
Prepared? 

Region Households 
yes no more or less didn't know/reply 

West 1431 20% 74% 1% 5% 

   Urban 690 19% 78% 0% 3% 

   Rural 741 22% 70% 1% 7% 

Managua 1301 18% 75% 4% 4% 

   Urban 859 15% 79% 3% 2% 

   Rural 442 22% 67% 5% 6% 

Southern Pacific 1254 14% 77% 4% 5% 

   Urban 506 12% 81% 3% 4% 

   Rural 748 16% 74% 6% 5% 

Segovias 1129 23% 73% 2% 2% 

   Urban 341 19% 77% 3% 1% 

   Rural 788 24% 72% 2% 2% 

North 1124 17% 77% 1% 5% 

   Urban 400 14% 81% 1% 4% 

   Rural 724 19% 75% 1% 5% 

Central South 801 15% 79% 1% 6% 

   Urban 443 14% 80% 1% 5% 

   Rural 358 16% 77% 1% 6% 

Caribbean Coast 759 7% 88% 3% 2% 

   Urban 398 9% 87% 3% 2% 

   Rural 361 5% 89% 4% 2% 

Total sample 7799 17% 77% 2% 4% 

   Urban 3637 15% 80% 2% 3% 

   Rural 4162 19% 74% 3% 5% 
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Table 52.1   Comparison of the perception that the community was prepared in 1999 and 2001 

Region Sept. 1999 June 2001 Difference 

Caribbean Coast 18% 7% - 11% 

West 26% 20% - 6% 

Segovias 20% 23% + 3% 

Managua 14% 18% + 4% 

North 5% 17% + 12% 

Southern Pacific -- 14% -- 

Central South -- 17% -- 

Total 17% 17% -- 

 
Table 52.2   Perception that the community was prepared for natural disasters, according to local plans 

Local plans  Significance Region 
Yes No   

Managua 26%   52/200 14%   60/432 OR 2.2 p0.0002 

Segovias 32%   79/246 20%   156/763 OR 1.8 p0.0002 

West 19%   47/251 12%   39/320 OR 1.7 p0.03 

Southern Pacific 16%   16/151 12%   46/272 OR 1.5 p0.03 

Caribbean Coast 7%   19/273 8%   33/420 --- 

Central South 11%   16/151 15%   40/272 --- 

North 19%   50/261 18%   128/703 --- 
 

 


