The TANZANIA PARTICIPATORY POVERTY ASSESSMENT PROCESS

NOTES ON THE STAKEHOLDERS’ FEEDBACK MEETING

13TH MAY, 2002.

1.0
Opening 

The meeting was officially opened by Prof. Haidari K.R. Amani, the Executive Director, Economic and Social Research Foundation (ESRF) at 9.00 a.m.  

Prof. Amani expressed the need to share the preliminary results of the PPA research from the first 15 sites. He briefed the participants that the first quota of the PPA involved the following:

-Preparation of Research teams through training to equip them professionally and to enable them to be part of the process,

-Field work - where teams engaged with communities in 15 sites, experienced the challenges on how to break through silences, soliciting on sensitive issues such as corruption, HIV/AIDS, etc. The use of the introductory video proved useful in breaking through to people.

Prof Amani also mentioned that irrespective of the short time framework the teams have managed to complete the work on time, and had collaborated and cooperated with the community members for a fruitful research output.

The meeting objectives were: 

· To listen to the Preliminary findings from the teams,
· To identify the emerging pattern on vulnerability from different sites,

· To assess the degree to which specific questions could be answered,

· To assess whether the research agenda was thoroughly covered,

· Brainstorming on the methods used 

1.1 PPA Progress

The Coordinator of the Tz-PPA process, Deo Mutalemwa briefed on the PPA progress:

Logistically, the PPA Research teams were facilitated by the ESRF. At District level, a high-ranking District official – called the District based research partner (DBRP) joined the teams to work with in the communities. The objective of having the DBRP was to facilitate ownership of the research process and findings by the District. 

In line with local ownership facilitation, the PPA research Teams have conducted feedback sessions at two levels:

· At community (village) level (involving Ward and village leaders and the people) followed by shamrashamra as traditions allowed,

· At District level involving District CMCs and District Councilors

The feedback sessions provided an opportunity to present findings, discuss and provide clarifications, amendments and recommendations relevant to policy.

Among the most important issues addressed at community level included:-

· access to or affordability of quality services

· access to improved implements and inputs

· governance and local administration

· social exclusion,

· appeals for a pro-poor institutional environment to promote local production activities (-taxation, policy)

At the District feedback sessions, more clarifications on community issues were obtained, including facilitation of District level actions to be taken on issues within their capacities. 

The teams are now being prepared for the 2nd round of field work which will involve 15 sites and is expected tobe completed by mid-July, 2002.

2.0
DISCUSSIONS

Dr. Magnus Ngoile, the Director General, National Environment Management Council (NEMC) facilitated the discussions. VIP cards were used to point out issues needing verification, clarification and further exploration. These are presented below as issues worth needing further examination.

2.1
The Concept of Vulnerability and Categories of Vulnerable People

The first issue that researchers addressed was trying to translate the word “vulnerability.”  It was observed that in some sites, translations did not have locally specific (sometimes misleading) connotations.  Hence, in addition to explanations, researchers have been communicating the PPA’s subject by way of visuals and discussion.  

-The use of a number of techniques, including individual interviews, mixed Discussion Groups and the participatory production of “Vulnerability Matrices” has proven more successful in exploring community perceptions on vulnerability.

-It has subsequently become clear that the concept of “vulnerability” IS something people are very much aware of… and very much concerned about.  

-There is an agreement between women and men about the differential vulnerability of particular social groups.  Some noteworthy exceptions include: 

· Men ranking themselves as one of the most vulnerable social groups due to their culturally assigned responsibility to “fill the family pot.”  In their opinion, this frequently led to their involvement in precarious work far from the safety of home, family and community (Kongo village, Bagamoyo Rural),
· In many sites, women scored their vulnerability to ill health much higher than that of men.  Meanwhile, men tended to see their health risks as basically equal to that of women.
· “Youth” in the Hadzabe community of Mongo Wa Mono were scored by adult women and men as food secure, healthy and at little risk of physical harm.  In contrast, community members in Dar es Salaam saw youths as highly vulnerable to hunger, ill health and physical harm. 
Hence, not all community members will understand or agree with the logic directing “targeted” assistance from Government as a result of the above differences.  This can lead to “re-direction” of aid at the local level.  

The preliminary findings also suggest that:

· Due to their diverse cultural and economic contexts, people in certain social groups - such as widows and female-headed households - are not equally vulnerable to poverty. 

· Community members recognise different social groups with regard to the vulnerability of each. For example, they invariably see “women” and “men” as having different rights and responsibilities, as well as facing different obstacles and opportunities.  Likewise, people typically think in terms of age-associated (but not defined) social groups such as children, youth, adults, elders/wazee and the elderly/vikongwe.  However, the characteristics associated with these social groups are highly variable. For example:  A teenage mother might be regarded as an adult woman while (even within the same community) a thirty-year-old man might be defined as a “youth.”
· Some social groups are structurally unique to particular cultural contexts.  For example, the social group of dependents/wategemezi (or: kurumaishu or: olasinani) in pastoralist communities has no analogue outside this setting.  (Note:  The PPA process allowed us to identify this numerically significant social group and learn more about it.  Research to date suggests that this group of highly vulnerable – and frequently “invisible” – people is growing rapidly.)

In terms of the PPA process:

· While acknowledging local social group definitions, researchers now know that they must also use careful, age-defined definitions and disaggregate between some groups that people typically lump together (e.g. children under versus over 5).

· The PPA seems to be capturing economic classes, as well as “social groups” in our research.  Nonetheless, doing so needs to become more systematic.

· There is still some difficulty to speak about the vulnerability of social groups that community members do not want to acknowledge, such as: people living with HIV/AIDS and out of school children.
· We are also finding it difficult to assess the vulnerability of different social groups to phenomena – such as rape – that some community members do not want to acknowledge.

· Nonetheless, in this and other cases, the fact that our researchers are being helped to uncover and explore highly sensitive subjects is evidence of the trust they are establishing with community members.
· We are learning that one of the first things we need to do is break our own silence.
· Research Teams seem to have avoided – through the use of their Introductory Video and other forms of communication – building false expectations amongst participants for immediate change/Community Action Plans.
· The PPA is covering sites where people are largely dependent on income form the sale of cash crops (both traditional and “new”)   

Issues needing further examination/worth noting: 

· In writing the National Report, the PPA should draw on secondary sources of information. I.e. Link macro/micro, including macro policies
· More information in explaining who is vulnerable and why? What causes people to move in and out of vulnerability, what are the key coping mechanisms of the vulnerable?

· Researchers should try alternative strategies in exploring sensitive issues.

· How issues of policy gap and awareness of existing policy (even if dysfunctional) were brought out

2.2
ENVIRONMENT AND VULNERABILITY

Key findings indicate that - major environmental factors that people perceive as affecting their vulnerability to become poorer include:

· Declining quality of natural resources - soil infertility, soil erosion, depletion of forests, declining marine reserves, declining/shrinking of wetlands, depletion of pastures.

· Vermin and wild animals – (monkey, wild pig, warthog, hyena) destroying crops or attacking livestock, sometimes human beings.

· Natural disasters and Climatic changes – Droughts, Floods, Earthquakes, Excessive rains, Tropical Cyclones etc

· Environmental pollution

· Bush fires – affecting biodiversity

Reasons why these processes occur include:

· Extensive use of inorganic fertilizers in cultivation.

· Poor treatment of solid waste (urban areas) – poor urban planning systems.

· Inappropriate land use management practices – (poor farming practices) clearing land by fire, shifting cultivation and hence consistent clearing of land. Uncontrolled charcoal making and lumbering.

· Land use conflicts – Game reserves v/s pastoralists; hunter-gatherers v/s pastoralists, pastoralists v/s cultivators.

· Industrial development – e.g. Dust emissions by the Tanga cement factory related to prevalence of TB in nearby communities.

· Unequal policy influence – Wildlife management and protection policies v/s local community livelihoods.

· Land pressure - overpopulation

Findings illustrate that entire communities and households are put at risk when major environmental disasters occur, and that their impact range from threats to secure livelihoods, loss of incomes and food insecurity, but Natural disasters are not frequent in certain communities. In addition, depletion/degradation of water bodies affect whole communities. However, specific kinds of risks face specific population categories due to the negative effects arising specific kinds of environmental processes. These population categories and the types of hardships they face include;

-Livelihood groups. Each livelihood group is affected by the depletion of the major natural resource it depends on.

· Farming – depletion or degradation of land, trees.

· Fishing – depletion of marine reserves.

· Pastoralists – reduction of pastures, water and salt licks.

· Hunter-gatherers – reduction of natural vegetation, fruits, wildlife.

· Urban people – poor sanitation and environmental pollution affects their health standards..

-Social groups:

· Women – heavier workload due to depletion of forests and water sources.

· Children – malnutrition due to food insecurity.

· Youth – migration to look for other sources of livelihood.

Issues needing further examination/worth noting:

· More exploration on the linkages or connections between the land conflicts among small holders and investors, and the priority given to Tourism. For instances cases of social relations under mining, large and undeveloped farms owned by investors in Kilosa, (Dakawa farm)

· Reasons why people cannot access fertilizer (Expensive?). 

· The issue of land accessibility in the community for instance in Njombe elders own land while youth did not, including redistribution of major resources.

· Addressing housing conditions e.g.: the nutritional and respiratory diseases as a result of smoke and dust

· The perception of the people about their own role in conservation or non-conservation.
· Quality of water, firewood, depletion of forests and their impact on women’s work and children’s availability to go to school.
2.3
LIVELIHOODS AND VULNERABILITY

Key findings suggest that - there are significant differences in patterns of livelihoods between different peoples across the country, which need specific targeted focus. But generally all livelihoods face similar issues. Major issues on livelihoods affecting people include; access to, control of or the quality of Resources, The Institutional environment and opportunities for Cash-income generating activities. Key findings suggest that people’s vulnerability arise out of changing the socio-economic environments and political contexts - people encounter new kinds of constraints and take advantage of new kinds of opportunities, the latter of which are however, limited. 

a) Resources: to achieve food security and cash income security. 

People are experiencing declining access to, and ownership of, and declining quality of, resources due to: 

· environmental degradation and depletion of resources – livestock, land.

· resource-use conflicts – inter and intra community.

· changing policy contexts – liberalization, reduction of extension/subsidy, multiple taxation.

Hence, securing access to or ownership of resources and physical assets – land, cattle, water bodies, etc remain paramount in ensuring people’s avoidance of vulnerable conditions.
Findings also suggest the need to expand conventional descriptions of resources to include what people regard as resources that could be put into productive use to incorporate assets such as: - 
· Multiple wives and early marriages as a resource for production.

· Traditional healing powers (a livelihood not as a social service)

· Children (e.g. girls in Njombe [house girls]; Boys in Newala [goat herders]; regarded as potential income generating sources for households at young ages.

b) Institutional environment: (to cushion people’s livelihoods)

The institutional setting is not sensitive to the poor, hence contributing to people’s vulnerability.

· Taxes/Licenses (not only an issue of poor governance) - multiple taxation (ushuru wa kijiji, kodi ya biashara, leseni), but also of discouraging or thwarting efforts in livelihood activities.

· Markets, crop prices (the ‘masoko holela’ and bei holela’ syndrome is a widespread phenomenon) – major cause of decline in productivity of traditional cash crops (cashew, sesame) influences food insecurity (Selling food crops for cash); affects potential alternative IGA (e.g.; salt production).

· Economic reforms – lack of extension, input subsidies

· Local government support is weak coupled with a poor legal environment (e.g. the endless war between the Dsm ‘City’ and – mama ntilie, sex-workers, kiosk); in the rural areas – weaknesses facilitating local crop marketing (Newala).

c) Diversification into Income generating activities: 

Findings suggest increasing need for diversification into cash income generating activities for cash that can be invested back to strengthen major livelihood priorities; as supplementary activities when major activities fail; as a coping strategy, as a livelihood in itself. But they are many limitations in opportunities especially due to

· inability to access capital

· low education; information

· unsustainable environment to facilitate feasible ventures 

d) Perceptions

- Elements of poor understanding and prejudice against the livelihoods of certain communities and social groups continue e.g. hunter-gatherers, pastoralists, and sex workers

- Positive community perception of certain occupations irrespective of associated vulnerabilities eg. domestic workers (Njombe), teenage fishing labourers (Kyela). They have a higher status than that of other people their age in rural livelihoods (because of the cash income they bring home).

Issues regarding vulnerability that arise

· Certain livelihoods generate different or additional kinds of vulnerability (e.g. limited options for self-employment in the urban areas –compel people to engage in hazardous activities such as drug pushing, prostitution, since most are not sustainable – more and more people [esp. youth vulnerable to health risks, income risks.

· Multiple risk factors such as resource conflict, cultures, degradation, diseases imply that rural differentiation is increasing; therefore the resource-less population is increasing eg– the ‘cattle-less’ (pastoral) – the land-less (agricultural) groups are growing, – and hence compelled to join risky livelihoods.

· Women and livelihood activities vary according to socio-cultural settings, Female-headed households (in certain communities) are less vulnerable than women in households with a husband, especially due to control over resources. Therefore [some] can challenge vulnerability and inappropriate to generalize.

· Child labour worsening – eg. Makete since grandparents cannot take care of HIV/AIDS orphans adequately, they make them work; child labour in fishing communities (Kyela). Hence increased rates of truancy and school drop outs, child abuse, susceptibility to HIV/AIDS eg in fishing camps.

· Girls differentially vulnerable to boys from changes in rural livelihood patterns eg: ‘patron-client relationships’ (vibarua mashambani). Hence vulnerable to abuse, low pay, HIV/AIDS.

· Livelihood insecurity among the elderly, people with disabilities – few options available – but not able to safeguard them – eg. Cashew farming and theft in Newala, Lindi.

Issues needing further clarification/worth noting:

· Child labour – different perceptions by children on their kinds of engagement in relation to vulnerability. Social prestige?, Social (parents) pressure or individual choice.

· Explore further youths rejection of agriculture and the options that exist for unemployed rural and urban youth in a general environment of declining livelihood status,. “Nikilima ntazeeka haraka na wala faida sitapata, si unaona Baba zetu?” (Tanga); or - “Wazee wanang’angania ardhi, sie tuende wapi (Newala)– “Vijana hawataki kutafuta maeneo mapya, sie tujikimu na nini?”(Lindi). 

· More clarification on the patterns and change that force people to use cash as a way of having income e.g. child labour, housemaids

· The impact of child labour and schooling.

· The factors behind increasing rate of rural-urban migration (the decline of socialism? etc)

· The issue of access and control over natural resources including land, water, forests deserves separate treatment, - now a major and growing site of conflict, not only among different “local” social groups, also between big investors (in mining, hunting, tourism, conservation, agriculture) and smallholder producers

· Diversification of livelihood into cash generating activities. Who is involved more women? More youth? What are the implications?
· Decline in livelihood standards and its association to certain policies affecting communities.
2.4 FOOD SECURITY.AND VULNERABILTY

Food security, ie ‘the ensured access to sufficient food for all people at all times’ was not clearly articulated in the research agenda in the sense that there is no specific research items/questions. 
Key findings however suggest that food insecurity is basically a fundamental component of poverty and food security issues were naturally coming up during discussions with communities around vulnerability to extreme poverty.

	
	Perceptions

On food insecurity
	Perceptions on Food Security
	Events/Processes that trigger food insecurity
	Coping and implications

	Farming – based livelihoods
	-less No. of meals a day

-seasonal variation in food stocks
	-having supplementary stock of grains, vegetables,


	-declining soil fertility

-unpredictable rains

-poor farm implements

-
	-Casual labour

-shifting cultivation

-illegal livelihoods (poaching, lumbering etc

-risky jobs (house girl, child labour)

	Pastoralists
	-Low supply of milk and meat due to few cattle

-inability to barter with food stuffs
	-Large size of herds for milk and meat

-ability to access grains throughout the year
	-drought
	-migration

-diversification into cultivation

	Hunters and gatherers
	-lack of access to natural products
	-unlimited availability of honey, fruits, wild animals
	-influx of pastoralists and farmers
	-migrate

	Urban based livelihoods
	-Inability to access cash for food
	-Constant supply of cash to purchase preferred food
	-limitations in human resources (education, 

-retrenchment

-poor environment for job creation
	-decrease rate of food consumption 

-risky livelihoods (prostitution

	Fishing based livelihoods
	-declining fish catches
	-unlimited fish catches to purchase staples
	-over fishing

-inappropriate fishing practices
	-seasonal migration

-expanding crop cultivation




Issues needing further exploration

· Perception of food vs. cash crop in addressing food security.

· Storage mechanisms? Diversification means?

· Linkage between food security and other social variables eg - services, gender, age e.g. Education i.e. children taking little breakfast or not at all. What implication this has on education?

· Crop diversification as a coping strategy and its implication on food security. e.g. 1984 famine and the promotion of cassava as a cash crop which brought more food insecurity.

· Food insecurity could also be caused by “modernization” as some of the indigenous crops and animals no longer practiced
· Implications of coping mechanisms.
· More investigation on what community members think are answers to food security: e.g assess PRSP under investment in agricultural etc. and the Govt’s agriculture policies, (As opposed to an optimistic reliance on “agri-business and the private sector) would strengthen food security?

· Explore its relationship to gender divisions of work and implication for feeding young children

· Food security in farming livelihoods - is it really declining due to soil fertility, or changes in work force (less labour available, or less able workers), or less productive technologies, etc.

2.5 CHILDREN, THE YOUTH AND VULNERABILITY

Findings suggest that children and youth are among the most vulnerable groups. Vulnerability to the child was linked to lacking basic needs like clothes, shelter, preferred food, good uniforms, shoes, and lack of education for self-reliance. To the youth this concept was understood in a different way. Being vulnerable was a situation where on does not have employment, not able to self-employ himself or herself due to lack of resources (such as capital), when one had a chronic or long illness or when one lacked skills for productive engagement.

Identification of ‘the child’ was also variable. In some of the rural communities, a child was that who goes to school while that who did not was an adult even if he or she was below 18 years of age. In other communities, children were those who were below 18 years of age irrespective of their social status. These aspects exposed children to different kinds of risks.

Community perceptions on risks associated to children’s vulnerability:

· child labour

· diseases and food shortage

· long distance to schools

· poor primary/secondary education

· favouritism in upkeep

· physical abuse

· lack of rights to be heard

· lack of basic needs

These aspects were aggravated by social related intervening variables – such as – orphans (those with both parents are seen as less vulnerable), polygamy and big families (different kinds of risks face children in big families v/s small families or in poor v/s rich families).

Community perceptions on risks associated with the vulnerability of youths:

· lack/low level of education

· lack of employment

· early marriages, early pregnancies

· sexual harassment

· lack/limited choices in Decision making

· more household chores

· cultural norms and practices

· risk of HIV/AIDS

Intervening aspects that could alter the risk factor included: 

· few opportunities for secondary school or vocational training, including changing access to education compared to the past (eg Maasai children)

· options to work in industries, domestic workers, petty traders, gardening and farms

· freedom of choice e.g. to choose partner.

Issue needing further discussion and exploration

· Exploring child birth rate over the past 10 years.

· More data on causes of child and maternal deaths.

· Information on school drop-outs
· Are urban youths more vulnerable?: Why do youths (most) prefer living in towns more than in the rural areas. Do they weigh the degree and levels of vulnerability v/s opportunities! What are the push and pull forces towards the issues of life, successes and failure?
2.6 ELDERLY PEOPLE AND PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES AND VULNERABILITY

Key Findings illustrate that :

The Elderly face the following situations

· Low Income status: Due to physical weakness and hence inability to work. Women age faster due to heavy workloads, and tend to be more dependent on children for cash remittances.

· -Poor Health status: due to poor access to health services because of distance, lack of medicines; Specific illness due to aging (muscle pains, poor sight, deafness, psychological diseases. Likelihood of men being exposed to HIV/AIDS because many remain sexually active until very feeble.

· Limited access to food: Food shortage face women more than men since women are limited to household surroundings, while men are more mobile and can easily access other distribution possibilities.

· Ownership of assets; Most women own less valuable assets than men owing to cultural and socio-economic settings (e.g. land, bride price, house, cattle).

· Physical insecurity: Both men and women are victims of abuse, theft of assets, but women are sometimes victims of sexual abuse.

People with Disabilities

Generally suffer from limited mobility, hence limited access to safety nets and livelihood activities; physical and verbal (sometimes sexual) abuse, stigmatization, diseases, prone to food insecurity esp. when alone, social exclusion from family and community, marginalisation from leadership, risk of infanticide (in certain communities e.g. the Maasai).

Social Safety Nets

Findings suggest 

· the decline (sometimes erosion) of traditional SSNs i.e. Social safety nets particularly due to falling economic standards and remittances to dependants are few.

· Ownership of assets (land, cash crops) may assure some support in later life but need care and cultural protection. Also institutional support such as well-performing markets.

In addition formal SSNs are ineffective

· Free medical care meaningless where there is no medicines

· Corruption

· Special schools for PWDs exist but are limited – most urban based and limited resources

-

Issues needing further clarification/worth noting

· The gender component must be covered thoroughly e.g. Male elder were found to be more sexually active. 

· Different processes and implications of aging between men and women should be explained further.  Older men becoming “Elders” and therefore source of wisdom and advice; while women being seen as “witches” when very old in some parts of Tanzania?
· cases of children who are economically strong but simply neglect their role of assisting their parents
· the extent to which conflict within the households leads to increased vulnerability of the elderly? E.g. when younger family members try to access key resources (especially land) before the elderly die – sometimes even through pre-mature deaths.

· The impact of HIV/AIDS on the elderly – e.g. decreasing social and financial support e.g. - less cash remittances; care of orphans; helplessness.  

2.7 WOMEN, GENDER AND VULNERABILITY

· Key findings suggest that popular perceptions on women’s status centering around issues such as -marital status (married, widowed, single); reproduction, (mother care); production, (livelihoods), life cycle- (youth, male, female, age and elderly) - have tended to be too general.
· PPA challenges: Findings indicate that the definition of a woman is fluid and not dependant on age – but more to motherhood e.g. girl/children mothers; initiation etc. e.g - Maasai initiation. Hence they are exposed to different kinds of risks.

· Other categories of women facing different kinds of risks but not openly acknowledged include:. 
· Block B Women (nyumba ndogo)

· Commercial sex workers.

Specific Forms of vulnerability facing women in different circumstances

· Work load increasing and also increasing contexts where women are breadwinners even within marriage in rural areas..

· Disabled women facing multiple risks

· Exclusion from rights to property and decision-making (not only of wives) but women (daughters) in patrilineal societies.

· Harmful practices continuing, FGM, wife inheriting.

Issues needing further exploration/worth noting

· More details on the emerging categories of women’s vulnerabilities options and implications.

· Disaggregating ‘woman’

· The issue of FGM and vulnerability

2.8
HEALTH AND VULNERABILITY

Findings suggest the following issues as central in causing risk to ill health

· Type of livelihood activity (migrant fishing, hunter-gathering, cattle keeping)

· Lack of social capital or psychological stress

· Hostile weather and foreign foods

· Hazardous livelihoods which generate other risks (commercial sex – HIV/AIDS)

· Poor social services – lack of clean water, unreliable medication, household chores

· Poor nutrition (serious among young children) thus low immunity

· Child labour, physical abuse for older children including early pregnancies and hence maternal complications.

· Schooling related aspect for children – e.g. distance to schools, corporal punishment, sexual abuse from teachers, overcrowded classrooms, poor infrastructure

· Option to traditional care – but risky though cheap

· Interlinkage between age (among the youth), unemployment and sexual behaviour – hence more prone to STIs and HIV/AIDS, drug-use related conditions.

Access to formal health care is still frustrated by, 

· shortage of staff, corruption, lack of medicines and inefficiency at local (rural-based) health units.

· inability to afford appropriate medical care (low income status). 

· Community Health Fund schemes not yet implemented in many sites.

Issues needing further exploration/worth noting:

· The extent to which the Community Health Fund has been introduced in the sites and people’s expectations

· What are different health needs for different social groups? e.g. women and STD, fertility? Who are vulnerable health wise and why

· How the most vulnerable were addressed in terms of health? Kind of support to them and if any assistance from the family.

· How do the most vulnerable address their health needs + ill health? What are their own perceived most urgent needs?, What family/community support are the vulnerable getting and how?

· More information on causes of ill-health

· Verification and triangulation on the relationship between child delivery services and corruption by the health staff.

· More clarification on how poor people in communities use National Health Service (especially dispensaries) and how this is linked to perceptions/reality of poor quality/relevance of health care

· Causes of ill- health poor nutrition and malaria. Determinants of health- seeking? Evidence of poor outcomes – infant mortality rates, - births in health facilities. Why?

2.8 HIV/AIDS AND VULNERABILITY

Findings suggest that risks to HIV/AIDS evolve around the following:

· Sexuality – engaging in unprotected sex (e.g. experimenting or peer pressure) prostitution, multiple partners that some traditions encourage.

· Ignorance – myths, misconceptions (the condom use issue) and social stigma (related to morality, one’s own fault)

· Silence – It is always the other person who has HIV/AIDS, NOT ME.

· Abuse – rape, drug abuse, force/coercion,

· Economic and other social pressures – looking after siblings, orphan.

Issues needing further exploration/worth noting

· Sexuality: what conditions surround sex?

· Focus on the multiple causal factors – not only the individual sex-behavioural part but its inter linkages with - income factors and relationship to prevalence of STIs and HIV/AIDS. 

· Rape and the extent to which it contributes to HIV/AIDS

· Incorporate issues associated with FGM and HIV/AIDS

· Go beyond stereotypes. Relationship between AIDS and the very well off and educated individuals.

· More exploration on the impact of HIV/AIDS to the older people in relation to vulnerability – e.g. – care, using savings, declining productive forces

· Evaluate intervention issues

· Breaking the silence – not so much about AIDS but also about sexuality.

· More gender desegregations on causality and impact.

2.10 ACCESS TO SOCIAL SERVICES AND VULNERABILITY

Findings suggest that barriers to Health, Water and Education services are the primary concerns of people.

Clean and safe water
· Distance from clean water sources e.g. Mbulu and Kilosa people walk 18km and 30 km respectively.

· Cost sharing practice regarding that people in the community have meager incomes or they do not get the water they contribute for e.g. the urban community pay water bills but the water pipes are dry and they only serve the elites settlements and industrial areas. In rural setting they do not have income to help them support construct water infrastructure where in most research sites there was no or few water points close to the community.

· Poor management e.g. DAWASA this was mainly an urban issue where so many water pipes broke without response from the water authority body. 

· Terrain, which results in difficulties to access water e.g. Makete

· Water quality regarding cleanliness and safety i.e. the community may be getting poor quality water. 

· Availability of too many natural water sources may also be a hindrance in a way that the community does not see the reason to get the sustainable source for example Lutukira village in Songea the community did not even talk of water as a problem.

· A problem in setting priorities that is there are too many obstacles to be offset, water being on of them.

Access to health services
· Lack of health facilities such as a dispensary or having a dispensary without medicines and with few personnel. E.g. Lutukira they have never had a dispensary since the village establishment in 1974.

· Lack of medicines, and sometimes cannot be obtained without cash (user fees) for those who have never paid for their CHF (Community Health Fund)

· Use of traditional healers as coping mechanisms or alternatives has influenced perceptions to better and improved health services because traditional healers are cheaper.

· Long distance to the dispensary for example 15km (Simanjiro), 16km (Mbulu) and 27km (Songea).

· Poor information on changing health policies therefore most are reluctance.

· Shortage of medical staff (lack of motivation resulting to change of behaviour i.e. harsh treatment).

Access to education

· Lack of school learning materials such as books and teaching aids.

· Long distance from school e.g. 7-10km Loborsoit (Simanjiro) , no school at all in Mongo wa Mono (Mbulu) pupils are going to another district, 9-12km in Twatwa (Kilosa).

· Poor or lack of school buildings – classrooms and Teachers’ houses.

· Lack of staff (qualified teachers)

· Barriers associated to bad weather conditions

· Child labour

· Corporal punishment

· Teenage pregnancies which involve neglect from their partners

· No role models in the village, no selection to Form I; the few elites in the village are unemployed 

· Children attending elderly and sick persons

· Forced early marriages

· Lack of food and other necessities

Issues needing further exploration/worth noting

· Disaggregate by gender access to health and education (i) Children going to school - boys and girls (ii) Dropouts boys and girls. (Finishing Std VII: boys and girls. (iii) Social problems facing boys and girls.

· More information on why communities prioritize other issues than water as their basic needs.

· Prioritize linkages with livelihoods e.g. Urban water vendors.  With health etc. Significance of water, what are real barriers processing water/what services? For whom?

· Linkages between water and poverty and income generation

· Impact of poverty on education?

· Education for what and whom?

· What knowledge will the next generation have

· Impact of PEDP spending on education.  Who is still not going to school, why? Issue of contributions.  Relation of Schooling is changing livelihoods strategies. 

· Early Childhood Education: - What is happening not just pre-school, but informal day care etc

2..11
SOCIAL POWER & VULNERABILITY

Key findings suggest that the relationship between social power and vulnerability is one of inequities and inequalities between those who have power and those who don’t. 

Basis and context for marginalization and exclusion:

· Wealth 

· Status

· Age

· Gender

The above interact closely

Deprivation of the excluded to full participation in decision-making has various consequences.

Social exclusion: Is about institutions and actors in those institutions

· Individuals,  Household,  - Community;  Larger society

Social exclusion is an implication of a range of situations. It is linked to individuals/social groups or communities experiencing problems such as:

· Unemployment

· Poor skills

· Low incomes

· Lack of income

· Poor housing

· Lack of land, cattle etc

· High crime environment

· Bad health

· Lack of parents

· Family breakdown

It is thus a multi-dimensional process that weakens the links between individuals, community and larger society

i) Political dimensions of exclusion how individuals/groups are able or not able to exercise their legal freedoms and participate in decision-making

Household level – children are excluded

Community – haves, rich, influential, men (have say) local elites, male elderly and can access the following:-.

· Can influence governance e.g. development plans at local level e.g. water wells etc.

· Have access to information e.g. attend or dominate in village assemblies, interact with outer world

ii) Economics dimension

· Access to land, credit, basic services (health, education)

· Children youth don’t own land or assets; are dependent

· Girl children- marginalized in education opportunities

· Dependant families – (pastoralist), voiceless

· Widows/ divorced – in farming communities are landless and voiceless – dependants

iii) Social cultural dimension

Isolation of specific groups e.g urban sites – new types of exclusion uncovered that are related to drug addiction, prostitution, sexual orientation and illegal migration. These categories  are  voiceless, not given attention, are seen as deviants and thus shut out from the rest of the society

Issues needing further exploration/worth noting

· Identification of different social classifications that different groups (or local cultures) have, which differ from general perceptions – For example if communities would have “rites of passage” between early childhood (<7 years) childhood and adulthood (investigation for girls – boys).

· Specifying the kinds of vulnerabilities associated to different kinds of women and different kinds of social power e.g.– intra household power relations in polygamous Households - do all wives have equal powers? In what aspects older/ young wives have more powers? Why? – Have the interventions in forms of support (programmes/ projects) directed to women e.g. women credit support given women more power? At what level - HH and community level? Those who had access to credit? Are they better of? Less vulnerable now?
· The relationship between education and social power
2.12 GOVERNANCE AND VULNERABILITY:

· Key findings suggest that people’s vulnerability is in large part due to the poor governance environment persisting in many communities in Tanzania. The risks associated to poor governance and the implications they have had to the people include the following:

	Livelihood
	Type of Governance
	Effect/type of Vulnerability

	All livelihoods 
	Decentralization is not pro-poor because the government has over-decentralized its functions to the village government whereas revenue (80% of the revenue accrued from taxation and levies goes to the district) is not decentralized. Thus decentralization needs to be backed with resources in order to reduce vulnerability
	Many communities have failed to finance their priority activities and implement their priority projects such as construction of health facility. As a result failing to access health care services

	All livelihoods
	There are multiple taxes and levies imposed by the government on people, goods/assets, livestock and petty trades. Village government officials use local militia to threaten /force people pay levies and taxes even during farming seasons when most people have no incomes. Also there are unofficial payment of levies on cattle, crops and businesses and no receipts 
	· People are physically and sexually abused during tax collection whereas others bribe the officials. As a result reducing incomes and assets, being more vulnerable.

· Many taxpayers have no information about types of taxes to be paid and do not benefit from it. 

	All livelihoods
	Corruption is still rampart in some areas. Some officials request money in the form of bribe from some poor people during dispute settlement across communities before getting services. Furthermore some officials misuse public resources for their own benefits. However it is difficult to justify corruption at community level because legal systems are not effective at present. 
	Corruption reduces individuals income which could be used elsewhere to enable people access services and thus increasing vulnerability

	All livelihoods
	Lack of accountability and transparency: Many village governments have no offices and committees have no clear roles and responsibilities and no proper information records. Also the district officials such as agricultural extension officers working in the villages have no clear terms of reference of their jobs and not responsible to the village governments. The committees are not accountable to the people and people are not informed about revenue collected and expenditure.
	People lack information on revenue and how it is spent and hence loose credibility to the local government

	All livelihoods
	Lack of capacity Village government leaders lack leadership capacity in most areas, decision-making, upholding the law, fiscal and project management, etc.
	Thus, village government leaders fail to deliver services effectively

	All livelihoods
	Public ethics are not implemented as required. There is nepotism being practiced by some officials in public offices
	Hiring incompetent relative staff and hence unable to deliver effective services to the people


Issues needing further exploration/worth noting:
· How communities contain or cope with corruption and how it increases their vulnerability. How people verify corruption at community level.

· How other ingredients of governance are being practiced at community levels as mechanisms to mitigate individual's vulnerabilities. Are they effective?

· Clarification of the concept 'governance'

· Structures that prevent people from their livelihood i.e. look at dynamics at the family level.

· How communities perceive ‘the government’

· What institutions do people think could be a means for participation?

· what action against vulnerability do people see as a family/ community responsibility and what a local/ village / district government responsibility?
· Peoples views on the potential of a transformed “mkutano mkuu wa kijiji” peoples parliament basis for participatory democracy? Key: sense: non participation.

· Kinds of information vulnerable groups/ people have access to (or rather do not have access to) that would help communities demanding better services from local government? Role of media? Reliability of information that helps challenge issues of governance.
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