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Executive summary 

 
This paper argues that the elections in November represented an opportunity for the main parties involved 

in the crisis in Honduras to change their approach.  In a context where neither Manuel Zelaya’s camp nor 

Roberto Micheletti’s seem able to consolidate their preferences, both perceived the elections as a window 

of opportunity to push for a change in the course of the political crisis. 

Furthermore, it is argued that the intervention of the international community, led by the Organization of 

the American States, has not provided a system of incentives for both parties to reach an agreement for 

settling the situation.  

On the contrary, the international community has been led into a game with two objectives where the 

strategy to resolve the institutional crisis has been conflated with a broader strategy aimed at balancing 

the influence of President Chavez and the Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas (ALBA).  

Finally, the paper cast doubts on recent developments in Honduras and suggests the need to launch a two 

tier approach, where support for the November elections could be combined with a serious commitment to 

political dialogue in the country. 

Specifically, the EPD suggests the possibility of resorting to a strategy that would combine support for the 

electoral process with political dialogue, before and after the Presidential elections (an elections ++ 

scenario). The timeline of this strategy could be sketched as follows: 

1. The institutional crisis in Honduras should be detached from the electoral process, in the 

official discourse of the international community. 

2. The international community should work on striking a political agreement between the de 

facto government and Mr Zelaya in which compromises on settling the political and 

institutional crisis after the elections could be reached. This agreement should be reached as 

soon as possible so that the elections and the electoral campaign are not unnecessarily 

disrupted.  

3. The international community should support the electoral process and send an electoral 

observation mission to ensure the transparency of the elections 

4. The international community should support the constitution of a round table for national 

dialogue after the elections where all the political forces will address the institutional and 

political underpinnings leading to the current political crisis  

5. In the event that previous conditions are met and the dialogue results in a settlement of the 

political process, the international community should develop a special assistance package to 

consolidate democratic and institutional reforms in Honduras. Similarly it should resume 

foreign assistance to the country. In particular EPD would recommend the EU to mobilize the 

Stability Instrument in support for political dialogue and institutional reform in Honduras.
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I. Introduction 

The 28 June will be remembered in Honduran history as the day when a President was kidnapped and 

ousted in order to stop an illegal referendum. Paradoxically, a crisis that allegedly started because of Manuel 

Zelaya’s attempt at calling an illegal referendum, is heading towards Presidential elections (on 29 

November): an electoral process that seems to signal yet another critical juncture for this crisis, but also a 

window of opportunity to unblock the current situation. 

However, the intervention of the international community, led by the Organization of American States, 

together with the dramatic return of Mr Zelaya to the country on 21 September, might have jeopardized a 

very good opportunity for changing the pattern of a negotiation process frozen after the failure of the 

mediation undertaken by Oscar Arias in July. 

This paper argues that the elections in November represented an opportunity for the main parties involved 

in the crisis in Honduras to change their approach.  In a context where neither Manuel Zelaya’s camp nor 

Roberto Micheletti’s seem able to consolidate their preferences, both perceived the elections as a window 

of opportunity to push for a change in the course of the political crisis. 

Furthermore, it is argued that the intervention of the international community has not provided a system of 

incentives for both parties to reach an agreement for settling the situation. On the contrary, the 

international community has been led into a game with two objectives where the strategy to resolve the 

institutional crisis has been conflated with a broader strategy aimed at balancing the influence of 

President Chavez and the Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas (ALBA).  

Finally, the paper cast doubts on recent developments in Honduras and suggests the need to launch a two 

tier approach where support for the November elections could be combined with a serious commitment to 

political dialogue in the country. 

The crisis in Honduras is first and foremost the direct result of the problems of poor democratic quality in 

the country. Honduras, as it is the case for many other countries in the world, was not a perfectly 

functioning democracy. Thus, this crisis should be considered as a clear reminder for the international 

community on the need to pay much more attention to fragile and weak democracies before they present 

a much more serious challenge.  

 

II. A multi dimensional crisis 

The political crisis in Honduras seems to be a complex multidimensional process. Despite being portrayed in 

the international media as yet another coup d’état in a poor Latin American country, the crisis in Honduras is 

the result of the combination of severe domestic institutional tensions and more general regional political 

trends.   

The crisis in Honduras is first and foremost a manifestation of the weakness of democratic institutions in the 

country. A very rigid constitutional setting (which prevents any attempt at modifying the constitution) 

combined with the lack of a widespread agreement on the basic rules of the political game have resulted on 
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the dramatic series of attempts at manipulating the institutional setting by all the actors involved in this 

crisis.  

The rigidity of the institutional mechanisms designed for constitutional reform explains the virulent reaction 

of the judiciary and the legislature to Mr Zelaya’s attempts at launching a referendum on constitutional 

reform and precluded any possibility for negotiations between the parties involved in this crisis.  

Article 374 of the Honduran Constitution clearly prohibits modifying the constitution in order to change 

the limit of Presidential terms. What is more, it considers any attempt at modifying the constitution in this 

respect, a breach of the constitutional order. The institutional system offered strong incentives for all the 

parties to pursue an institutional arm wrestling rather than sitting around a negotiation table in order to  

prevent further erosion of the institutional system and democratic guarantees in the country.   

The events leading to the fateful kidnapping of Manuel Zelaya confirm that. The succession of presidential 

decrees, Court sentences, warrants and communications that mounted to an open conflict between the 

three powers of the Honduran State, showed the incapacity of all the actors to refrain from their initial 

preferences and seek political dialogue as a means of avoiding a more generalized institutional crisis.  

Quite the opposite, precisely because the crisis is mounted upon a conflict of alleged legitimacies both 

camps found incentives to keep on pushing the escalation of political and institutional tension.  

Similarly, the crisis in Honduras is also a manifestation of deeper political trends in the region. Whereas the 

so called “ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴǎέ of the nineties yielded the extension of formal democratic rule in the region, 

many democratic regimes in Latin America have failed to enhance the quality of democratic politics.  

The lack of political compromise between contending political forces, the incapacity of Latin American 

democracies to deliver improvements but to a limited minority of the population, the tradition of 

personalization and patronage of politics in the region, combined with the weakness of institutions vis-à-vis 

political actors and vested interests have paved the way for the emergence of a strong tide of populism, 

which combines the rhetoric of social revolution and equity with a complete disregard for the most 

elementary checks and balances in a democratic regime.  

This tendency is not exclusive to the so-called Left in Latin America. On the contrary, champions of the 

“Right”, such as Colombia’s President Alvaro Uribe have also succumbed to the temptation of modifying the 

constitution in order to extend its political mandate beyond the limit of two consecutive terms.  

Whereas countries such as Brazil, Uruguay, Chile or Peru, have managed to avoid this path through a sound 

combination of political and institutional reform, it is clear that the rise of the Bolivarian Project in the region 

poses, beyond the histrionics of its political leadership, relevant questions to the way democracy works in 

Latin America, particularly when it comes to issues such as inequality.  

The wave of institutional reform is transforming politics in many Latin American countries into an arm 

wrestle between the extension of personalized political leadership and the reinforcement of the delicate 

political and institutional equilibriums between different powers. 

The Honduras Crisis is a perfect example of this conflict and it was perceived as such by the legislature and 

the judiciary in Honduras. The knock-on effect that recent events in Ecuador, Bolivia, Venezuela and 
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Nicaragua could have had in the hearts and minds of the political elite in Honduras should not be 

discounted.  

President Zelaya’s policies and the increasing links between Honduras and the ALBA countries (especially 

Venezuela) clearly had created a state of increasing concern among the political, institutional and social elite 

in the country.  

In this state of affairs, Zelaya’s attempt at modifying the limit of constitutional mandates by way of a 

referendum triggered a strong political reaction by the country’s elite, which considered that Mr Zelya was 

surrendering Honduras to the regional interests of Mr Hugo Chavez and the ALBA project.  

The identification of Mr Zelaya with the political and institutional programme of Mr Hugo Chavez further 

fuelled the reaction of the legislature and the judiciary vis-à-Ǿƛǎ ½ŜƭŀȅŀΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ŀǘ ǊŜŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

constitution, but most importantly prevented any political dialogue, causing the crisis to spiral as we have 

presented above.   

However, it should be noted that, although the escalation in the crisis set the stage for a breach of the 

constitutional order, it did not amount automatically to a coup d’état, at least not until the fateful military 

intervention of 28 June.  

It is difficult to understand how a warrant for the detention of Mr Zelaya on charges of abuse of power could 

derive into the kidnapping and ousting of the President by the military.  

The inclusion of the Military as an active part of the crisis was the result of the institutional role granted to 

them by the Honduran constitution. Similarly, Zelaya’s attempt at dismissing the General Romeo Vazquez, 

Commander in Chief of the Army, because of his refusal to comply with a presidential order that clearly 

violated a mandate of the Administrative Court, must have deeply upset the military state.  

Yet, why did the military decide to take this course of action? Why, did they decide to stage a ŎƻǳǇ ŘΩŞǘŀǘ 

when they could have easily brought the President to the Supreme Court, leading to a Judicial solution of the 

crisis? 

Whereas the reasons explaining the unfortunate decision to oust Zelaya remain unclear, the consequences 

of that fateful decision are evident: instead of heading towards a judicial resolution of the crisis, more or less 

within the limits set by the constitution and the institutions of the country, the crisis turned into a coup 

d’état.  

Since then, the actions of all the parties involved have only served to add force to the dynamics that led to 

the crisis. Roberto Micheletti and his associates staged a constitutional substitution that amounted, at least 

in the views of the international community, to an institutionalization of the ŎƻǳǇ ŘΩŞǘŀǘ led by the military. 

Meanwhile, Zelaya ran into the arms of Hugo Chavez and Daniel Ortega, further reinforcing the already 

widespread belief that his true intentions were to become yet another Chavez-like leader.  
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III. The International Community and the crisis 

After 28 June, the crisis in Honduras became an important milestone for the political equilibrium of the 

region.  

Mr Zelaya’s early attempts at modifying the Constitution, particularly the way in which these attempts 

aimed at turning popular opinion against the country’s institutional check and balances, echoed the 

combination of institutional engineering and rampant populism that have characterized institutional reform 

in other countries, namely Venezuela, Ecuador, Bolivia or Nicaragua, notwithstanding similar attempts in 

Colombia by President Alvaro Uribe. 

Yet, it is only after the events on 28 June that the Honduran political crisis evolved from a domestic crisis into 

an international issue and began to be perceived by different regional actors as a window of opportunity to 

push their regional agendas further.  

From the outset Mr Zelaya represented an opportunity for the ALBA countries to rally extra political 

support for its leftist political project. The leaders from Nicaragua, Venezuela, Ecuador and Bolivia soon 

denounced the events of 28 June as yet another example of both US interventionism in the region and the 

capacity of traditional economic interest groups to fight back for their political and institutional privileges 

vis-à-vis the social and democratic revolution led by Mr Zelaya. 

However, beyond their symbolic commitment to “popular democracy”, the crisis in Honduras, established 

also a dangerous precedent in the region for the ALBA leaders. In a context of increasing contention and 

institutional conflict, the consolidation of the de facto Honduran government could represent an 

alternative course of action for opposition forces in countries like Ecuador or Bolivia, where the leadership 

of their Presidents and their political programme is still strongly contested by the opposition forces.  

Building upon this demonstrative effect, the rest of the International Community, led by the Organization of 

American States, sought in the Honduras crisis an opportunity to weaken ALBA and its overall influence over 

regional politics.  

By immediately denouncing the events of the 28th of June and lining up with Mr Zelaya’s demands to be 

reinstated in power, the international community effectively dismantled the political campaign built by Mr 

Hugo Chavez and his associates and reinforced their legitimacy; putting together under a single front the act 

of the international community. The Organization of American States rapidly took the lead by establishing a 

mediation process between the parties involved and has been acting, ever since, as the key regional actor in 

this crisis.  

Yet, the failure of the negotiations process led by Nobel Peace Laureate, Mr Oscar Arias, and the proximity of 

the November Presidential Elections has forced the OAS into a radicalization of its strategy. This 

radicalization has been staged in two major steps: the declaration of 7 September and the actions leading to 

the return of Mr Zelaya to Honduras on 21 September. 

Faced with the de facto Honduran government’s extraordinary resilience to the international pressure, the 

mediation strategy followed by the OAS seemed to be on the verge of jeopardising itself.  
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The international community has proven unable to convince the representatives of the de facto government 

to comply with the provisions of the settlement plan elaborated by Oscar Arias. As a result, a strategy that 

has allowed the OAS to bring ALBA countries in line with the rest of the international community, begun to 

be contested because of its inability to deliver concrete results.    

The announcement by the de facto government that they will continue with the Presidential elections of 

November 2009 as scheduled, breathed new air into the crisis. The OAS decided to up the stakes by issuing a 

statement in which they denied the legitimacy of November elections and its outcomes and they urged the 

de facto government to comply with the provisions of the settlement plan elaborated by Mr Oscar Arias.  

The statement, firmly rooted in the Principles of the Democratic Charter of the Americas, was signed by all 

the OAS members, including the ALBA countries. As a result the OAS managed to turn the failure of the 

negotiation process to its own advantage: not only did the OAS manage to avoid further contestation on the 

negotiation process carried out by Mr Arias, but they also forced the ALBA countries into an implicit 

alignment with the Democratic Charter of the Americas. 

Whereas at this point the Organization of American States can be praised for its ability to reconcile disparate 

political motivations and regional divisions into a single international strategy, it was yet to be seen to what 

extent OAS’s position vis-à-vis the celebration of elections could have yielded any positive result. 

Firstly, in a game that seemed to be played according to the capacity of both parties to win the hearts and 

minds of the Honduran population, the resort to further sanctions could trigger a rally-around-the-flag 

effect, rather than undermining the legitimacy of the de facto government. Actually, as the international 

sanctions began to have an impact on the Honduran population’s quality of living, it became easier for the 

de facto government to further erode the legitimacy of the Constitutional President, Mr Zelaya, making it 

even more difficult for him to be reinstated in power. 

Secondly, whereas the OAS Declaration was coherent with the principles expressed in the Democratic 

Charter of the Americas, the question remained, to what extent the existing instruments for international 

and regional governance sufficed to put these principles into practice in the context of the Honduran crisis.  

In other words, an impeccable strategy both from the point of view of the regional political equilibrium and 

its commitment to democratic principles, might result, due to the lack of capacity to bring about concrete 

outcomes, in a further weakening of regional governance instruments (such as the Democratic Charter of the 

Americas) as well as in a further polarization of the political landscape in the region, which is most probable.  

Meanwhile, the EU in a Council Declaration, adopted on 15 September, introduced a somewhat different 

approach. Actually, the declaration calls on the de facto government to comply with the San Jose Accord and 

to restore constitutional order before the elections of November 2009, yet it does not make any statement 

about the legitimacy of the electoral process. Similarly, the sanctions foreseen seemed to be targeted clearly 

at government officials and the different government departments, but clear indications of the continuation 

of the programmes aimed at civil society and humanitarian assistance were given.  

This more prudent position probably reflected a different appraisal of the situation in Honduras. However, 

the question remained, to what extent would the apparent prudency of the European Union be overridden 

by the approach adopted by the OAS? The fact that the EU recognizes that the OAS has a role in political and 
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institutional leadership for the international community in this crisis (a decision that should be applauded 

under all circumstances) could back to haunt the EU, if it is conflated with uncritical support. However, is it 

possible to strike a balance between supporting the Organization of American States and a peaceful and 

negotiated solution to the crisis? 

A new dramatic turn in the course of events makes these questions more pressing than ever. Supported by 

Hugo Chavez and the ALBA countries and, most probably, with the acquiescence of the Organization of 

American States and Brazil, Mr Zelaya managed to enter Honduras on the 21st of September and start calling 

for dialogue and negotiation while he was trying to rally his supporters around the Brazilian Embassy in 

Tegucigalpa2. 

This movement showed the determination of the regional actors involved to further push for the 

reinstatement of Mr Zelaya as a conditio sine qua non3. At the same time, this action might also show the 

inner weaknesses of the position of the international community, and particularly of the major regional 

actors involved.  

Trapped between a regional geopolitical game of power and influence and the resilience of the de facto 

government, the odds have been doubled once more. Yet this strategy is dependent on the Micheletti 

government’s willingness to negotiate issues such as the reinstatement of Mr Zelaya in power, and the 

question remains, why should they? 

It is true that the presence of Zelaya in the country and the images of his supporters on the streets might be 

uncomfortable, but is this really enough to breach the resistance of a political leader that is supported by the 

legislature, the judiciary and the military?   

Zelaya seems to be playing the card of pitting his popular support against institutional support for Micheletti 

in order to force the de facto government strategy of persevering with the elections down a dead end. 

However, it should be asked to what extent this strategy represents a move towards a solution of the deeper 

institutional problems underpinning the crisis or, on the contrary, it will further galvanize the very same 

dynamics that brought the crisis about?  

 

IV. The Presidential elections: a missed opportunity? 

Elections are not meant to fix institutional crises, as history has repeatedly proven it. However, in the 

Honduran case, elections could have changed the status quo by means of establishing new incentives for a 

                                                 
2
 The arrival of Mr Zelaya to the Brazilian embassy has triggered an intense debate on the role of Brazil in this crisis and 

the reasons for the involvement of the Brazilian embassy. The Brazilian Government refuses any involvement in the 
organization of Zelaya’s return and has explained its decision of letting Zelaya in as a matter of International 
Humanitarian Law. However, the fact that Zelaya has been allowed to stay in the embassy surrounded by nearly 100 
supporters cast doubts on the involvement of Brazil in this action.  
See: http://www.infolatam.com/entrada/brasil_el_gobierno_explica_presencia_de_-16203.html 
3
 While Chavez presented his involvement in the plot to sneak Zelaya in the country as a major success, the 

Organization of American States celebrated Zelaya’s arrival to Honduras as an act of bravery. See: 
http://www.elpais.com/articulo/internacional/OEA/aplaude/vuelta/Zelaya/Honduras/accion/valentia/elpepuint/ 
20090922elpepuint_4/Tes 

http://www.infolatam.com/entrada/brasil_el_gobierno_explica_presencia_de_-16203.html
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negotiated solution as well as creating a sphere for certainty and institutional stability in a political crisis that 

has dramatically bent the institutional equilibrium in the country. 

Conversely, in the new scenario after 21 September, the capacity of the political leadership to reach a 

consensus has become the crucial factor for bringing an end to the political crisis. Given the track record of 

all the characters involved in this drama, one has to be cautious when assessing the real chances for a 

negotiated solution to the crisis and, in the current state of play, that is not good news. 

The elections in November represented a window of opportunity to change the preferences of the main 

parties involved in the crisis.  In a context where all the parties involved seem unable to consolidate their 

political projects, electoral competition opened a window of opportunity to push for a change in the course 

of the crisis.  

Back in early July, faced with strong international pressure, Roberto Micheletti stated that he would 

peacefully step out of power and establish an interim government that will lead the country towards the 

elections in November. The only condition was that Mr Zelaya had to refrain from his aim of being reinstated 

in office. It was not a diversion. In the scenario originally envisioned by Mr Micheletti and his associates after 

28 June, the elections would serve to legitimate ex post their “efforts” to restore democracy in Honduras. 

Similarly, Mr Zelaya probably could have been led to see the elections as a powerful tool to dismantle the 

remains of the golpe. In an unprecedented political parable, a man accused of organizing an illegal 

referendum to remain in office beyond the end of his constitutional term, could have achieved his ends by 

means of the November Presidential Elections.  

Actually, even though the Zelayistas, grouped under the Front for Democratic Unity, were opposing an 

“elections-based solution to the crisis” while they waited for the outcomes of international pressure on the 

de facto government, it is not difficult to imagine how the combined action of the international community 

could have lead to a reassessment of the electoral process as a means of sending a message to the 

government on the need to resolve the situation concerning Mr Zelaya after the events of 28 June.  

The electoral process also offered the international community an interesting scenario through which to 

support the necessary process of political dialogue and reconciliation that would have tackled the 

institutional and political underpinnings of the crisis in Honduras beyond the histrionics of its two leading 

characters.  

It should be noted that the electoral process in Honduras has been running on a parallel track to that of the 

institutional crisis leading to the ŎƻǳǇ ŘΩŞǘŀǘ. With the electoral calendar approved before the institutional 

crisis started, and the candidates of all the political parties chosen in the party primaries celebrated before 

June, the electoral process was fairly isolated from the institutional crisis. As it has been stated by the 

electoral candidates, in a recent joint statement: “we are the future of Honduras, we represent the future of 

democratic institutions in this country”4. 

                                                 
4
 See: http://www.infolatam.com/entrada/honduras_recupera_la_normalidad_y_comien-16262.html 
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Similarly, all the candidates taking part in the electoral process have recognized the necessity of advancing 

towards a negotiated solution to the crisis, along the lines established on the peace settlement elaborated 

by Oscar Arias5. 

In this context, with the de facto government willing to ensure a peaceful transmission of power into an 

elected government; with a perfectly constitutional electoral process already in motion that has evolved 

independently from the institutional crisis; with all the candidates willing to engage into a process of 

dialogue that could have led to an eventual resolution of the current crisis, the international community had 

an opportunity to push back the crisis into the Honduran institutional/constitutional framework, overcoming 

the incapacity of the leading characters of the crisis to reach a negotiated solution, thus settling the basis for 

a peaceful solution.  

The events of 21 September have radically altered this scenario. With Zelaya in the country, the electoral 

scenario that seemed to be taking shape has been substituted by one of civil confrontation and an unlikely 

process of negotiation led again by Mr Micheletti and Mr Zelaya.  

 

V. A potential way forward 

The dramatic turn of the events, on 21 September, has jeopardized the chance of galvanizing a peaceful 

solution to the political crisis in Honduras through the Presidential elections.  

One of the reasons why the stakes are so high in the Honduran crisis is due to the fact that regional players 

have turned a domestic political crisis into a geopolitical battlefield.  The clear connection of the Honduran 

crisis with broader regional political and institutional trends and the rapid internationalization of the conflict 

after 28 June can explain part of the picture we are currently witnessing. 

Notwithstanding the potential long term benefits of playing regional games in the context of a domestic 

crisis, it is clear that the strategy adopted by the international community entails clear risks both for 

democracy in Honduras and more generally for the regional political and institutional equilibrium. 

As mentioned above, the crisis in Honduras is first and foremost the direct result of the problems of poor 

democratic quality in the country. Honduras, as it is the case for many other countries in the world, was not 

a perfectly functioning democracy. Thus, this crisis should be considered as a clear reminder for the 

international community on the need to pay much more attention to fragile and weak democracies before 

they present a much more serious challenge6.  

The situation in the country after the return of Zelaya makes ever more pressing a radical change of strategy 

so that the Honduran crisis does not end up in extended civil conflict and the potential establishment of a 

dictatorship in the country. 

                                                 
5
 See: http://www.infolatam.com/entrada/honduras_candidatos_apoyan_el_acuerdo_de-16096.html 

6
 A defy that requires from imagination and political determination to rethink the current mechanisms of international 

governance as well as our strategies for worldwide democracy support. 

http://www.infolatam.com/entrada/honduras_candidatos_apoyan_el_acuerdo_de-16096.html
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The EPD suggests the possibility of resorting to a strategy that would combine support for the electoral 

process with political dialogue, before and after the Presidential elections (an elections ++ scenario). The 

timeline of this strategy could be sketched as follows: 

1. The institutional crisis in Honduras should be detached from the electoral process, in the 

official discourse of the international community. 

2. The international community should work on striking a political agreement between the de 

facto government and Mr Zelaya in which compromises on settling the political and 

institutional crisis after the elections could be reached. This agreement should be reached as 

soon as possible so that the elections and the electoral campaign are not unnecessarily 

disrupted. In order to reach this agreement the international community should proceed as 

follows: 

i. A new mediator should be identified and proposed  

ii. The international community should work with all the candidates of the political 

parties and strike a political compromise to establish a national unity government 

and a national dialogue process regardless the results of the elections 

iii. The international community should put pressure on Mr Zelaya to recognize the 

electoral process 

iv. The international community should put pressure on Mr Micheletti to comply with 

the Arias Plan 

3. The international community should support the electoral process and send an electoral 

observation mission to ensure the transparency of the elections 

4. The international community should support the constitution of a round table for national 

dialogue after the elections where all the political forces will address the institutional and 

political underpinnings leading to the current political crisis  

i. An international verification committee should be appointed in order to support the 

development of the national political dialogue 

ii. A special committee should be appointed to verify the implementation of the Arias 

Plan and a general amnesty for all the actors involved in the crisis  

5. In the event that previous conditions are met and the dialogue results in a settlement of the 

political process, the international community should develop a special assistance package to 

consolidate democratic and institutional reforms in Honduras. Similarly it should resume 

foreign assistance to the country. In particular EPD would recommend the EU to mobilize the 

Stability Instrument in support for political dialogue and institutional reform in Honduras. 
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ANNEX: The timeline of the Crisis from March to June 2009 

 

Whereas the course of events after 28 June is well known, the steps leading to the outburst of the coup ŘΩŞǘŀǘ 

have been somehow obscured by the very development of the political crisis in Honduras. Herewith we 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ǎȅƴƻǇǘƛŎ ǘƛƳŜƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƛƴ ƻŦ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƳƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǇ ŘΩŞǘŀǘ ƻŦ ну WǳƴŜΦ 

 

23 March 2009, the Council of Ministers approves the Decree PCM-05-2009 to organize a ‘non-binding’ 

referendum for 28 June 2009, with the following question: “Do you agree that in the general elections of 

2009, a fourth voting ballot should be installed to decide about summoning a Constituent Assembly to 

rewritŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΚέ  

Roberto Micheletti, Speaker of the Parliament, reacts stating that Mr Zelaya “commits a crime by promoting 

a Constituent Assembly by way of a Referendum” and clearly warns the President of the possibility of being 

prosecuted by the General Attorney.7  

Similarly, the Attorney Office issues a statement by which they consider the process as illegitimate since the 

Electoral Tribunal is the only institution qualified to organize a consultation of this sort.  

26 March 2009, The Special Government’s Attorney, Henry Salgado declares: “On behalf of society, the 

respect of the Constitution and laws of Honduras, we are obliged to respect the rule of law […] thus any act 

against a legal norm will have to act immediately through the administrative, civil and penal Courts.”8 

Zelaya affirms that the Special Government Attorney against Corruption is not a political entity and therefore 

he does not have the right to express political opinions.9  

April 2009, a group of legal advisors from the Government presents Mr Zelaya a study confirming that the 

Special Government’s Attorney Office would be entitled to prosecute the President under charges of abuse 

of power.10 

26 May 2009, a new executive decree (PCM-19-2009) is issued, cancelling the previous decree (PCM-05-

2009) and reforming the referendum question. Any reference to the reform of the constitution is eliminated 

and the referendum is transformed into a consultation on the need for a referendum on constitutional 

reform. 

27 May 2009, the Administrative Court, through an interlocutory judgment, declares the suspension of all 

consultation proceedings.  

                                                 
7
 http://www.eltiempo.com/mundo/latinoamerica/presidente-de-honduras-manuel-zelaya-convoca-una-consulta-

popular-para-convocar-constituyente_4897796-1 
8
 http://www.elheraldo.hn/layout/set/print/content/view/print/124339 

9
 http://www.heraldohn.com/Ediciones/2009/03/26/Noticias/Ilegal-consulta-para-reformar-Constitucion/(offset)/5 

10
 http://www.elcomercionewspaper.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2550:como-fue-lo-de-la-

encuesta-y-cuarta-urna&catid=94:centroamerica&Itemid=286 

http://www.eltiempo.com/mundo/latinoamerica/presidente-de-honduras-manuel-zelaya-convoca-una-consulta-popular-para-convocar-constituyente_4897796-1
http://www.eltiempo.com/mundo/latinoamerica/presidente-de-honduras-manuel-zelaya-convoca-una-consulta-popular-para-convocar-constituyente_4897796-1
http://www.elheraldo.hn/layout/set/print/content/view/print/124339
http://www.elcomercionewspaper.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2550:como-fue-lo-de-la-encuesta-y-cuarta-urna&catid=94:centroamerica&Itemid=286
http://www.elcomercionewspaper.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2550:como-fue-lo-de-la-encuesta-y-cuarta-urna&catid=94:centroamerica&Itemid=286
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29th of May 2009, upon request of the Special Government Attorney, the Administrative Court issues a 

clarification on the previous decision to include the suspension of any other general or particular 

administrative acts that would yield similar results to that of the consultation (referendum). 

29 May 2009, Mr Zelaya addresses the nation on television and issues a new executive decree (PCM-27-

2009), in which he orders the realization of an “opinion poll” under the responsibility of the Statistical 

Institute and with the support of the Army. 

3 June 2009, the Administrative Court through judicial communication addressed to the President, orders Mr 

Zelaya to take the necessary measures to comply with the Sentence of 27th of May and the later clarification 

of the 29th of May.  

16 June 2009, the Court of Appeals declares by unanimity the inadmissibility of an judicial remedy presented 

by Rene Velasquez Diaz, lawyer of Mr Zelaya, against the Judgments of 27 and 29 May.  

18 June 2009, the Administrative Court issues a new judicial communication addressed to the President, 

ordering him to comply with the Judgment of 27 May and the later clarification of 29 May.  

18 June 2009, a third communication, summoning Zelaya to inform the competent judicial authority about 

the measures he has adopted to comply with the Sentence of 27 May is issued by the administrative Court. 

23 June 2009, Zelaya orders the army to distribute the ballots. General Romeo Vazquez, Commander in Chief 

of the Army, reacts by refusing to comply with Zelaya’s orders arguing that they go against the ruling of the 

Administrative Court. Zelaya dismiss the General (Resolution 24 June 2009).  

25 June 2009, the Supreme Court issues an statement forcing Zelaya to reinstate the General.11 

25 June 2009, Zelaya summons the people in Honduras to go to the Air Base “Hernan Acosta Mejia”, the 

place where 814 boxes containing the ballots for 28 June Poll are kept.  

26 of June 2009, at the Request of the Prosecutor, Zelaya is charged with the following crimes: form of 

government (Article 328.3 Criminal Code), treason (Articles 3 and 4 Constitution), abuse of authority (Article 

349.1 Criminal Code), and usurpation of functions (Article 354). The Supreme Court issues an arrest warrant 

against Zelaya.  

The Administrative Court issues a statement summoning the Army to suspend any activity related with the 

poll and to confiscate the ballots. 

The President of the Central America Judicial Counsel and the Honduran Supreme Court of Justice submit a 

communication PCSJ-451-2009 to the Presidents of the Court of Justice of Guatemala, El Salvador, 

Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Panama, Dominican Republic. This communication addresses the procedure against 

Zelaya.12  

                                                 
11

 O’ Grady, Anastasia, Honduras defends its Democracy, Wall Street Journal, 29 June 2009 
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124623220955866301.html 
12

 http://www.suprema.gov.do/noticias/2009/carta_presid_scj_honduras.pdf 
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28 June 2009, there is a public communication made by the judiciary to the Honduran People and the 

international community about the situation in Honduras. Furthermore, the Honduran army acting on a 

warrant issued by the Honduran Supreme Court ‘arrests’ Zelaya, but instead of taking him to court, he is 

ousted from the Country.  

Zelaya denounces the military intervention as a “coup d’état” and a brutal kidnapping.13 

Honduran Congress meets in emergency session14 and designates Micheletti as interim President following 

Article 242 of the Honduran Constitution. 

Micheletti states that what was done in Honduras was a constitutional succession.15 

29 June 2009, there is a new warrant order of the Prosecutor against Zelaya. The Supreme Court 

unanimously decides to submit the process to the Criminal Court. 

 

 

                                                 
13

 http://www.latinbusinesschronicle.com/app/article.aspx?id=3520 
14

 http://www.infolatam.com/entrada/honduras_congreso_convoca_sesion_extraor-14688.html 
15 http://www.laprensagrafica.com/internacionales/centroamerica/42896--micheletti-la-eleccion-ha-sido-

constitucional.html 

http://www.laprensagrafica.com/internacionales/centroamerica/42896--micheletti-la-eleccion-ha-sido-constitucional.html
http://www.laprensagrafica.com/internacionales/centroamerica/42896--micheletti-la-eleccion-ha-sido-constitucional.html
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This paper argues that the elections in November represented an opportunity for the main parties 
involved in the crisis in Honduras to change their approach.  In a context where neither Manuel 
Zelayaõs camp nor Roberto Michelettiõs seem able to consolidate their preferences, both could 
have perceived the elections as a window of opportunity to push for a change in the current 
structure of the political crisis. 

Furthermore, it is argued that the intervention of the international community, led by the 
Organization of the American States, has not provided a system of incentives for both parties to 
reach an agreement for settling the situation. On the contrary, the international community has 
been led into a game with two objectives where the strategy to resolve the institutional crisis has 
been conflated with a broader strategy aimed at balancing the influence of President Chavez and 
the Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas (ALBA).  

Finally, the paper cast doubts on recent developments in Honduras and suggests the need to 
launch a two tier approach where support for the November elections could be combined with a 
serious commitment to political dialogue in the country. 
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