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Introduction

Food security remains a global challenge.
* 795 mill. people undernourished globally, 98% are from
developing countries.

* in Sub-Saharan Africa 23% of people suffer this condition (220 mill.

people)

Tanzania is an interesting example.
* GDP growth of 2.3% over the last decade,

* extreme poverty declined significantly from 72% to 44% in the
period 1992 to 2012;

* however the number of undernourishment increased from 6.4 to
17.0 million people in the period 1990-92 to 2012-14..

Objective

To analyse the impact of food securing upgrading strategies (UPS) in
selected regions of rural Tanzania
Research Question

* RQ1: Concerning UPS implementation, are there significant

differences between stakeholder’s perceptions?

* RQ2. What are the reasons behind changes in perception?

Methodology

* Impact scores have been developed through the FOPIA approach
(Schinder et al 2016).

* Quantitatively analysis trough Mann Whitney U test; three
comparisons made : 1) within village, 2) between regions, 3) across

regions.

* Qualitative context has been provided by impact arguments and

implementation status.

Background

This research is part of the international participatory R&D project
Trans-SEC (Graef et al. 2014) with the following features:
* Objective of improving food security for the most-vulnerable
rural poor population of Tanzania.
* Uses the Food Value Chain as analytical framework.
* Designed to identity, test, adjust and disseminate upgrading
strategies

The upgrading strategies implemented in the project are:

* Rainwater harvesting and
micro fertilizing (RWH/MF)
* Tree planting

* Byproducts: Biochar

* Poultry integration

* Sunflower oil pressing

* Improved storage bags

* Improved cooking stoves

* Kitchen garden and nutrition
education
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Changarawe had comparatively the lowest performance. Significant differences (P> 0.05) were found between llolo and Changarawe for
criteria production and market participation. Additionally significant differences appeared (P<0.001) for available soil water between
Changarawe and the pair comparison with Idifu, llolo and llakala.

Conclusions

Selected Publications

* Significant differences between assessment periods 2014 and 2015. Overall decline in
assessments of the impact on food security, but the impact is still high.
* Managerial and climate related shocks negatively affect farmer’s perceptions of UPS

Impact.

* Impact arguments and implementation status are essential to understand and
contextualize changes especially for midterm evaluations.
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