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Lauren Whitehead:
Okay, welcome, everyone. Thank you for joining us. Okay, thank you, everyone, for joining us today. This session is entitled "Resilience, Graduation, and Social Protection, Including Shock-Responsive Social Protection," just so everyone knows they're in the right place, more or less.

Today we're going to endeavor to unpack some of the ways in which social protection and graduation can contribute to the resilience of vulnerable populations, particularly when that is layered, sequenced, and integrated.

My name is Lauren Whitehead, and I am the moderator of today's session. I work on the Ultra-Poor Graduation Initiative at BRAC USA, which is a global BRAC initiative that provides technical assistance, advisory services, and global advocacy around the Graduation Approach.

Currently we're working with a number of different clients, but some of our government clients include the government of Kenya, the government of Lesotho, and the government of the Philippines.

Today I'm joined by my three esteemed panelists here. We have on the far end John Meyer of CARE Ethiopia, Erwin Knippenberg of IFPRI and Cornell University, and Thomas Bossuroy – we're gonna go with the French pronunciation – of the World Bank. So just a very brief bit of background on each of the three panelists here, and then we'll dive right in and I'll talk a little bit more about graduation.

So John is the chief of party of the Graduation with Resilience to Achieve Sustainable Development, aka GRAD, project in Ethiopia, which is a Feed the Future program supporting 65,000 food-insecure households in 16 districts of Ethiopia. GRAD is one of the original global graduation pilots that was launched with the support of the Ford Foundation and the World Bank's Consultative Group to Assist the Poor.

Prior to leading GRAD, John also served as the COP for Nobo Jibon in Bangladesh, which was a USAID-funded, five-year program implemented by Save the Children that utilizes an integrated approach to reduce food insecurity and vulnerability.

Erwin is a Ph.D. candidate in the Charles H. Dyson School of Applied Economics and Management at Cornell University. He recently coauthored the study "Shocks, Social Protection, and Resilience: Evidence from Ethiopia" in January of last year assessing the impact of Ethiopia's PSNP, Productive Safety Net Program, on the long-term impacts of drought on household food security in terms of increased resilience.

And then finally we have Thomas, who is an economist at the bank focusing on social protection and employment programs in Africa. Thomas is developing the bank's six-country program or working on developing the bank's six-country program, combining shock response and social protection and approaches like graduation, integrated into government social protection in the Sahel.

Before joining the bank, he was a research and policy fellow at SALDRU, which is a unit based at the University of Cape Town that carries out research and capacity-building in applied empirical microeconomics.

So I am very cowed to be on a panel with the three of them today, but hopefully we'll have a lot to learn. For today's session, the way we're going to break it down is I'll start off with a little bit of a brief overview of the evidence behind graduation from a resilience lens as well as integrating a bit of the social protection perspective and some of what's been done to date.

John's going to walk us through CARE's experience, elevating lessons learned from GRAD and PSNP's development with shock-responsive social protection in Ethiopia. Then Erwin is going to talk a bit more on the challenges and opportunities of developing tools for measuring resilience in shock-responsive social protection systems. And Thomas is going to close with some key considerations for how to integrate both shock-responsive social protection and graduation-like approaches from the design stage.

So 15 years ago BRAC developed the Graduation Approach. Just by a quick show of hands, how many people are familiar with graduation already? Okay, good, the majority of people in the room. So graduation is designed to be a time-bound, tailored, and sequenced set of interventions that's intended to respond to the most pressing barriers facing the poorest in a community.

Broadly put, some of graduation's core tenets can be distilled into what we think of as being four foundational pillars. That's what you see up here on the left-hand side in the graph there. Each of those is designed to enhance a household's capacity, to strengthen the economic – excuse me, strengthen economic security, improve social welfare, and then bolster their ability to withstand recurrent shocks.

Some of the most salient features of a graduation program, and some of what distinguishes it from perhaps some other integrated development approaches, is a guaranteed transfer of a significant upfront capital investment to the household; a comprehensive receipt of the entire package of all the interdependent interventions; deliberate social integration techniques that are designed to build social capital; consistent mentorship to impart skills, guidance, and monitoring; and specifically to unlock the critical psychosocial transformation which we have observed drive some of the greatest change we're seeing in households.

And then measuring all of this against a specific set of criteria, which is largely where we'll talk about where some of the resilient _____ can come in. That's called the graduation criteria, and that's the norms by which a household is considered to have graduated from the program.

So all of these different interventions, as you see up here, those are general categories, but they're designed to be contextually specific and adapted to whatever the local barriers are that a population might face now or in the future. So for that reason, the most effective graduation programs really are those which are striving to build resilience and aiding a household's ability to be both absorb – to have absorptive capacity, adaptive capacity, and transformative capacity, which I'm gonna show just very briefly here.

For example, if we think about coaching lessons on disaster reduction or health crises, financial literacy training and savings accumulation, access to preventative health care, predictable consumption support, and transferable lively skills, all of these actually contribute to a household's absorptive capacity to buffer the impacts of a potential shock.

If we think about graduation as confidence-building training, access to formal financial services, linkages to health care, social integration, and the diversified asset base that we strive for for households, that all enables a household to adapt and cope with shocks as they're occurring.

And then finally, if we think about health system strengthening, increasing social inclusion and empowerment, and market linkages, these lead to systems-level transformation that we find to be essential to a household sustaining that success long term.

So what does some of this look like in practice? I'm going to move past what we have listed there in terms of challenges and impacts because those are some of the things you would typically find in a fragile context. But when GRAD actually implemented the graduation program in South Sudan from 2013 to 2015, some of the things I think that are most relevant for a resilience audience are thinking about some of those critical inputs and how that was actually responding to a need to build resilience in those areas for households.

So we're thinking about how the program specifically built savings and asset accumulation in the face of hyperinflation, which was going on during the crisis, still is going on, but was going on during the crisis. Health and nutrition education, which actually led to children in participating households being 53.3 percent less likely to be malnourished compared to some of the peer households in the communities.

It included community integration and community agriculture inputs, which actually led to sustained food security even when the program actually was withdrawn. So communities were actually given communal assets in the form of avocado trees and jackfruit trees and so forth.

We found that some of that community integration piece we work on with social integration in communities is part of the reason why they developed a community rotating health fund. That community health fund was something that ultra-poor populations were allowed to access for free while others paid in and so forth.

So we were looking at just a couple of the different inputs there that we were designing so that the households will be able to build resilience, but then also that the community would be able to benefit from some of the inputs of the program.

So given the evidence behind the approach, today there's roughly 60 programs in 40 countries. But that estimate is actually seen to be a bit higher by estimates from the World Bank's CDAP, which is transitioning to a platform for economic inclusion focusing on the Graduation Approach.

We're finding that there are a number of different actors who are getting involved. So there are governments that are now involved in addition to NGOs and MFIs who were working on the approach before. There are increasing numbers of UN agencies, UNHCR, UNICEF, and so forth who are all involved.

So the community around graduation is expanding, and a lot of this is because of the evidence. We are here today to talk about evidence largely, and when you think about graduation and the fact that there were RCTs that were conducted by the Ford – excuse me, that were commissioned by the Ford Foundation and CDAP on ten pilots across different contexts – so in Africa, Asia, Latin America, the Middle East, and so forth – they found very similar results to what we found in Bangladesh and elsewhere where BRAC is implemented.

So far BRAC actually has the longest-running study RCT on the graduation program. It shows the same impacts after seven years. But we in our monitoring data actually have those same impacts after 15 years. So there's a large evidence base around it.

I'm going to close now with just a few brief thoughts on some of the design considerations in which we incorporate the resilience lens within graduation and where there's some room for growth and improvement. So if you see on the left-hand side there, those are some of the key features of what would make an enabling environment for graduation.

They're not required, but we find that in the context where BRAC especially works, where we provide technical assistance and advisory services to governments, those are very helpful considerations, whether or not a government has existing social protection programs like a cash transfer that can be harnessed, for example, if their local implementation partners from the CSO is in a particular country, et cetera and so forth, _____ coordination given the integrated nature of the program.

On the right-hand side, there are design considerations there from two contexts where we're actually working with governments implementing. In the first phase, with the government of Lesotho we're working with the Ministry of Social Development and UNICEF to design a national graduation program responding to climate change adaptation needs, as well as the demographic transition caused by HIV/AIDS given that Lesotho has the second-highest prevalence of HIV in the world.

Part of what we're finding there is that we're having to adapt things around the livelihoods – so introducing drought-resistant crops, introducing climate-adaptive and conservation techniques like drip irrigation and so forth, keyhole gardens – anticipating the future demographic transitions that's taking place in the country by focusing on youth livelihoods specifically, and then concentrating on efforts to rebuild social capital in the communities. So we're really thinking about the crisis that the country recently faced and future crises that might impact this population.

In Kenya, we're working with CARE as well as the BOMA Project, and we're working with the government there to think specifically about the resilience dimensions of graduation in arid and semiarid lands.

Some of the responses that we have integrated into the program include asset packages that are responsive to seasonal migration, developing local markets for remote communities that aren't able to access some of the larger mainstream markets, access to women's savings groups, and specifically integrating livelihood pathways that balance women's productive and reproductive roles within their household and community. Some of that comes into organizing group businesses for women, which is a model that BOMA actually created.

So I'm presenting these two examples just to give some background on how government-supported graduation programs have already started to incorporate resilience lenses, that we recognize that there is more that can be done and should be done, depending on the specific context in which we're working. So hopefully we'll get to some of that in the Q&A now.

I'm gonna pass it over to John so he can talk a little bit about the GRAD model in Ethiopia.
John Meyer:
Thank you all. Greg was talking this morning about the years that resilience was kind of bumping around as an idea for discussion, theory, strategy. So I'm very happy to speak from a practitioner's point of view, very much on the ground, how does it work.

One of the things that that means is a group of people, those who designed the project, implementation team and counterparts, who had maybe a perception and understanding of resilience far lower than this group. So that's how it works on the ground.

GRAD ended in December. We're in a follow-up and scale. So I'll be speaking about a project that has ended. You all know the PSNP. It's Ethiopia's safety net. It's a stable and predictable transfer of cash for work and food for work. I think some years into the PSNP, the government and donors realized that while it sustains households, it doesn't help them up the ladder, and started thinking about complementary livelihoods programming that would do that.

GRAD was designed as USAID's contribution or investment in that, a very similar design or model to what was described. GRAD had worked with PSNP households and communities, investments around economic development, value chains, financial inclusion, work around certain crosscutting issues such as women's empowerment, nutrition, nutritional behaviors mostly, climate change adaptation, et cetera.

Early in the project – it ran from 2011 to 2016 – the weather was good. I think people weren't thinking about resilience so much and rather about the advancement in terms of household income, et cetera. As a project, we were pushing that agenda.

So the drought of 2015-16 hit, and everyone turned to us and said, "So you said you were making households more resilient. Did you succeed?" And, "Gulp." So we looked at our data, looked at our M&E framework, our baseline, and realized we weren't in a very good position to answer that question.

So late in the project, what we chose to do was to engage a team of consultants for a very rigorous qualitative exercise, which had three goals. One was to try to validate the fairly vast anecdotal information that we were getting that our households were doing much better than their neighbors or those not served by our project.

So we wanted to understand a little bit better what our project was actually contributing to that, so what elements in the project were most relevant, and try to identify any gaps, et cetera.

Quickly, what did this study reveal? A pretty unanimous chorus from beneficiaries that, "Yeah, because of participation in the project, we are much, much better off either compared to our neighbors or our memories of what happened in the last drought."

And so the follow-up question is how does that manifest itself? What are the real consequences of being "better off"? These were probably the most significant: being able to retain the productive assets, maintaining a certain level of consumption, and most importantly, or something that stood out for me anyway, was this issue of migration.

Previous droughts of similar significance, some or all of the family, "We go to town. We migrate," et cetera. We got feedback that, "We're able to stay put through the tough times."

So that was our way of maybe describing resilience, but why? What elements of the project or what gains at the outcome level helped households in that way? These were some of the most significant things named.

We have a group that we formed. They're called VESAs, village economic and social associations. They're the platform for a small-scale local savings and credit. They also serve as social capital and are the platform for most of the training we do. People said being members of those groups, having access to savings and small loans for income generation, was very important as well as the social capital that came from being part of that group.

Greater participation of women in economic decision-making and activities, and I think this has two elements behind it. Income in the hands of women, I think conventional wisdom tells us this is often used for better purposes: for nutrition for children, for nutrition for the women themselves, just better investments made.

But also just the fact that having two economically active members of the household is better than one. Having women involved generally became the source of off-farm income, income sources that were a little bit less sensitive to the weather conditions. So diversification came with that.

The project under the lens of climate change adaptation had been introducing access to drought-tolerant crops, cropping systems that would better cope, and income-generation activities that were less sensitive to the drought that was coming or happening. People also said the higher-level access to microfinance and involvement in commercial activities, converting animals to money, for instance, made them better able to cope with the difficult conditions.

I think from a skeptic's point of view, each thing mentioned is also at risk from drought or shock, but somehow the mix, the group, and our beneficiary households were of a very strong opinion on this.

But the thing that intrigued me about the question in the session had to do with graduation itself, and what does graduation mean for us? It really had no meaning within the project. It's to what extent can the households served in this way graduate from the government safety net, and the decisions about graduation there are entirely in the hands of government.

So I just considered how those decisions are currently made. In the best of cases, the criteria are those at the left. There's an asset proxy that in theory is measured. There's another graduation prediction model that's been described to me that combines some of the asset data with a wealth ranking.

These don't consider resilience in any way, but there is this worry of backsliding. If we graduate a household, is that for good or are they gonna need follow-up support a year from now or two years from now? That's basically resilience.

So we're thinking that a good contribution from what we have been doing and what we can do is to try to find a very concise and cheap way of measuring resilience that can maybe improve government decision-making, and at the same time maybe build this understanding that it's not simply reaching an asset level or reaching an income level and then you're out there.

There's other factors involved that would let you know or would let decision-makers know, "Yes, this is a household in a situation that the gains would be sustained. They will be resilient from all of the worst shocks." A tough, tough job, though. Even in the current simple system, I think a lot of decision-making is more against quotas, politics.

You've been in long enough. I don't think decision-making has been great, and to imagine to make it even slightly more sophisticated, with more evidence required, that's going to be a big challenge, but one that's I think required. That was pretty much my _____.

Lauren Whitehead:
Thanks very much. So for this session, what we decided to do was after each of the presenters presents, I'll just give one quick rapid-fire question to them, and then we'll move on to the next one, leading time for everyone to have a general Q&A at the end. But just so we can break up some of the rhythm of presenting and just sitting.

So the question for you, John, and I'll leave this concept of the graduation criteria and the measurement for Erwin to start to answer in his presentation. But I will add that a number of the graduation programs do actually have a set of criteria that try to build in resilience by thinking about things not just like whether or not you have an asset threshold, but how diverse are your income sources, do you have multiple forms of primary and secondary sources, and so forth.

And so my question for you, John, is with regards to scale, when we do have something that seems to be a proven approach and has worked in different contexts, as you were just talking about with GRAD, for example, how can we responsibly scale within a government, and what would be some of your advice that you have in terms of certain strengths and weaknesses that a government might need to address?

John Meyer:
Right. So our reason for being I think is to test ideas and models to share them with the PSNP. That's what we are about. During GRAD, it was more about I think intervention modalities. The VESA, the group idea, was adopted into the new design of the PSNP 4 along with the local – the village savings and loan idea as a stepping stone to the world of microfinance.

Perhaps a challenge for us in the new phase, we're past that, so on the measurement side where I think the government is struggling. I don't think they are currently investing a lot in this area. And if we can I think crystallize an idea or two that is feasible from their point of view and also will yield good results, then that's what we'll try to do.

Lauren Whitehead:
Erwin?

Erwin Knippenberg:
Hi, everyone. So my name is Erwin. I'm an economist and a Ph.D. candidate, having spent my last four years building my thesis around a buzzword. My committee has given me two challenges today. One is to try and be as jargon-free as possible, and the second one is not to actually use the word "resilience." So let's see how I do on both those criteria. You get to report back.

So today I'm gonna talk about a paper that John Hoddinott, my advisor, and I coauthored evaluating the effect of the PSNP in Ethiopia. We're gonna spend two minutes looking at some of the concepts that we developed around resilience and that we then applied to this particular case in Ethiopia.

When we think about recovering from shocks and the impacts of shocks on household well-being, there are many, many – there are several different ways to think about it. We chose to go with the idea of a recovery trajectory, so the idea that a household is at equilibrium, more or less. It's happily trundling along, something along the lines of what we saw in the previous session.

And then some shock happens, whether it's something covariate like a drought or an illness, a shock that hits only that one household like an illness. That shock then draws down on the household's capacity to cope, causes stress, and you therefore see a dip in their measure of well-being. At some point, though, you hope or you expect that the household will then start to recover and slowly return what you consider to be that level of equilibrium.

So what you want to look at as the researcher is can we actually track these trajectories over time, and can we compare trajectories between households, between say beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries? In order to do this, and this is I promise the only Greek letters you will see, we've classified what we need to measure this recovery trajectory into three types of data.

The first type is the actual intervention, in this case the payment received by the PSNP. As John explained, the PSNP is a program that transfers money and/or food to the most vulnerable people in various parts of Ethiopia, and the average payment is about 500 birr, which at the time amounted to about $25.00.

And then we're interested in an outcome, a measure of well-being. So in this case we chose months food-secure, because what we're really interested in here was food security and the incidence of hunger, which is chronic in a lot of these regions.

So what we took is we just took the reported number – every household reports how many months they were hungry in the past year, and we subtract that from 12 to give you a positive measure of well-being rather than a negative measure, 'cause people don't like it when things go up, and that's bad.

And then finally we want to look at a shock. So that's the Z term, the exogenous outside event that happens that is causing the stress, that is causing the household to actually – that is causing the household to actually lose – to actually be stressed and to lose its – to suffer an incident of food insecurity.

So we've classified our data into these three categories, and the reason I say this is that moving forward we want to keep using this paradigm in other evaluations in order to understand what sort of data we're actually gonna be needing.

Jumping straight to the evidence, what are we looking at here? We're looking at on the Y-axis you have our Y variable, months food-secure, and then we're looking at it over time. The PSNP evaluation was done over an eight-year time horizon, starting in 2006 and going all the way to 2014, evaluating every two years.

What we see is when a shock occurs, in this case drought, we're comparing what happens to households that are recipients of the PSNP and households that are non-recipients of the PSNP. Now there's a lot to unpack in this graph, and if you'll indulge me, I'll take a minute to do so.

First of all, notice that both the beneficiaries and the control group in this case were highly food-insecure and that they're both much – far below what we would consider acceptable, which is no food insecurity, that yellow line at the top. However, the targeting is working to a certain extent in the sense that the PSNP beneficiaries are more food-insecure than the PSNP non-beneficiaries.

But then look what happens when the drought occurs. We'll see that both suffer a reduction in their food security incidence, but because of the transfers that they are receiving, and we do have a lot of evidence to believe this is causal, the PSNP households can actually buffer the effect of that shock a lot better than their counterparts that are not receiving these transfers. In fact, the magnitude of that impact is about 60 percent of the additional food insecurity caused by drought, and that's at the cost again, as I'll remind you, of a $25.00 transfer.

Not only that, not only does it buffer the immediate impact, but what you'll see is the time it takes to recover back to an initial period of equilibrium to the point where you're not even food secure, you're just back to where you were before the drought, if you are not receiving the PSNP, that takes you four years.

If you are receiving the PSNP, you cut that time in half. So not only are you suffering less overall, you're suffering from a lot less – there's a lot less time, which when we think about the deleterious effects on assets, on human capital of prolonged food stress, it is a huge impact.

Finally, I just wanted to unpack this for different sorts of households, households that have more than one hectare land and houses that have less than one hectare of land. We just did this to show that indeed the effect is strongly concentrated amongst the poorest households who own little to no land.

As you see, for richer households there's pretty much no difference while for wealthier households – clearly this is benefiting the people the most vulnerable and therefore helping them recover faster.
Lauren Whitehead:
Thanks, Erwin. So the fast question for you is this is all great and wonderful news to hear in terms of measurement, but how can governments go about measuring this? What are the tools that they need, and how can they be responsive to the information that comes so they can actually adapt programs?

Erwin Knippenberg:
Well, so the easy answer is more data, right? We always want more data. But what's the right kind of data? Well, so this sort of X, Y, Z, paradigm which I presented is the way we – sorry. So this X, Y, Z paradigm is the way we want to move forward, being able to classify data into an intervention, X; a well-being outcome, Y; and then a shock, Z. You need all three of those data types in order to move forward.

Then the question is how often to collect it. This doesn't take away from the design of your intervention. Obviously an experimental design will give you a very clean identification, though in many of these humanitarian emergencies it's not necessarily possible.

We've actually piloted a project in Malawi during the latest drought emergency where we were collecting data every single month, and we did this using a very short, ten-minute survey that we implemented using smartphones. That allowed us to collect data in real-time and upload it to the cloud and then analyze it immediately.

We did that by focusing really on what we needed to know from these households, again this X, Y, Z approach looking at we needed to know something about shocks, something about their well-being, and we needed to know what are some of these ongoing interventions.

Moving forward, I think there's a lot of potential for measuring this in a very systematic way as long as we agree at what we're looking at when it comes to these recovery trajectories.
Lauren Whitehead:
Thank you. And last, Thomas.

Thomas Bossuroy:
Thank you, everyone. Thank you for having me. I will present an ongoing project which is an attempt, which I hope will be successful, to introduce a graduation strategy into existing government-led social protection systems in six countries in the Sahel. So the six countries I will be talking about today are Mauritania, Senegal, Mali, Niger, Burkina Faso, and Chad.

I was in Niger two days ago, so forgive me if I stop making sense. I had a long flight. All right, just some framing to let you understand where the World Bank is coming from when talking about graduation.

There's a lot of discussion these days about designing adaptive social protection systems, and by that I think the vision is to have social protection systems that are good for not only protecting individuals and households from shocks, but also building their resilience both at the household level and at a system level so that shocks hit less.

This can be done through different activities. One dimension is to have social protection systems that are flexible and that can respond to shocks efficiently. So designing early-warning systems, for example, having mechanisms for rapid scale-up of social protection benefits to populations that were maybe not initially part of the beneficiary group, but that happen to have been hit by a shock.

Another aspect is to invest in human capital. This was very much a part of social protection systems early on when everything was conditional on some human capital activities, but it's kind of fallen out of fashion. It's reframing this requirement as a way to build individuals that are more resilient, so focusing on early childhood development and nutrition activities.

And then third is productive inclusion, and this is what I will be focusing on here. This is how we prefer to call our graduation strategy. Productive inclusion is basically interventions that are focused on raising productivity and resilience, economic resilience, among the poor.

It's often done through an integrated package of benefits that addresses multiple constraints, so very much similar to what Lauren presented at the opening of the session. The big evidence and experience on this comes from the many programs that Lauren alluded to, starting with BRAC and the CGAP programs and some programs in different countries.

Now the reason why we tend not to like the term "graduation" is that it's often misleading or it sets false expectations from governments, at least in the programs that I know. There's no real attempt to make people exit programs in those countries.

The point is not to say that after you've reached a certain level, you're out. Those programs are there to stay. Sometimes they're time-bound, but the idea is not that people no longer need social assistance. There is a sense that long-term assistance will be needed, and that it's a matter of resource constraints if it doesn't happen.

And also you can graduate from a program or from poverty, and even exiting poverty is kind of beyond reach for these programs. "Graduation" kind of makes people hope for very nice outcomes that might not happen, so "productive inclusion" is what we try to use as a term.

So what is it about in the Sahel? All the countries that I showed you have safety net programs in place or are setting up safety net programs that are poverty-targeted and that consist in regular cash transfers for consumption support and in most cases, some human capital interventions as well.

In this little table here, you have a sense of the size of the benefits, the duration of the program, and the coverage. So even though we're very far off from the eight million beneficiaries of the PSNP, those are sizable programs for certain countries like Senegal and Niger with up to 300,000 households.

Now the question is how to boost resilience and productive inclusion in those countries, and this is where this adaptive social protection program kicks in. We conducted as a large team a set of diagnostic activities in 2017 so that we were sure to address the meaningful and the most pressing constraints that households have when it comes to productive employment.

As Lauren said, the whole idea behind the graduation program is to tackle multiple constraints at the same time in a coordinated way. But the whole point is to have those constraints right or you're just shooting in the dark. You can't just take evidence from somewhere and parachute it somewhere else.

We conducted these studies through a qualitative study across five countries and then a more quantitative approach in three countries, and had multiple consultations and workshops with governments to have really a clear sense of their prioritized list of constraints in a very contextual way. Based on this diagnostic, we all collectively with governments came up with an integrated support package to be rolled out as part of the social protection system.

So this is what the packages look like. Again, you have this pile of interventions, and I just showed you how they pan out at the community level. So you start with an activity on coaching and group formation. In each village, you form groups to leverage social capital and have good social dynamics and identify coaches, which will be community members in charge of following up with beneficiaries and organizing the delivery of the program.

You then organize savings groups, similar to what John presented, the village saving and loan model, and the saving will be something that groups do throughout.

Then in the case of the Sahel, there was a very strong emphasis on the psychosocial constraints, to initiative, and to production. And so two different activities were designed to tackle the aspirations or psychosocial constraints. One is a community-level activity based on screening a video and facilitating a discussion around gender relationships and the sense of empowerment and agency, a very precise set of questions and topics to be discussed.

And then a life skills training, which is a classroom training only for beneficiaries whereas the community-level activity was for the entire village, where we drilled down on some of these topics and talk about long-term planning and all these important factors that promote entrepreneurship.

Then, fifth, you have a micro-entrepreneurship training that passes on very crosscutting skills and then a capital injection. That's also core to the graduation model, that we need to unlock the capital constraints with a one-off strong push. In this case, it's in the form of cash.

Finally, because we're dealing with very remote communities and very poor infrastructure, there is a market-access intervention that strives to facilitate and intermediate access to markets both for buying inputs for production and also for selling outputs.

This was all designed to be implemented at scale as part of a government program. The challenge there was how do all these activities – how should we shape them such that the costs are acceptable and that the delivery mechanisms are well adapted to a scaled-up government program?

So here there are variations across countries, but essentially we always rely on some combination of government workers, community facilitators at the village level, and then intermediary actors like private sector providers for training, or NGOs for some of these activities.

The fact that we're upgrading at scale also means that some of those accompanying measures had to be designed in a way that is pretty different from what NGOs typically do. For example, the productive transfer is not in the form of seeds or goats because when you target hundreds of thousands of households, you can't just flood the market with one product or even two. You have to be versatile enough that people can choose different activities, and so cash was the most versatile way of delivering this productive transfer.

Similarly, the micro-entrepreneurship training is not about one particular productive activity, but it's much broader: about how to identify promising income-generating activities and how to build a small business model and how to keep books and very simple things like that. We can obviously go back to some of these things later.

In terms of learning, the frontier on graduation models is what is necessary, because those are pretty intense and expensive interventions. So we needed to unpack the different components of this package. Three different treatments were designed. One is a package focusing on the psychosocial or social aspect of the intervention.

So you have a set of core activities starting with the coaching and all the way to market intermediation, and then added to that is this community sensitization and – sorry, there is still some French hidden there – community sensitization and life skills training, so those things that address the psychosocial constraints.

A second version of the model was instead of the psychosocial support was to give these cash grants and see how much we gained by adding this productive transfer, which is a big cost driver, obviously. And then of course a third version is the full package where you do all of the above. All that is compared to a control group, which is the regular cash transfers as usual, so just the safety net without the productive accompanying measures.

So this is just starting. We'll have a large sample size. We are completing baseline surveys now and hope to have results two years down the line. The main resilience outcomes that we will be looking at are obviously food security, but also income diversification and risk coping strategies to see whether households are better off, and when you think of Erwin's graph, are they going to bounce back faster because they got all this package activities, or not? Hopefully we can tell in two years. Thank you.
Lauren Whitehead:
So I have a question for Thomas, but I want to open up the floor to questions from everyone else. Thomas, maybe you can wrap it in when you answer one of the questions. But just in terms of this is a lot that we've seen. It's fantastic. Where do we begin? Where can a government start down the process of designing something like that that best fits their context?

I wanted to take just a few quick questions from the audience. We'll take a few and then the panelists can choose among themselves and myself as well.

Female:
The question is for Thomas. Do you have an idea of the cost per person of the intervention?

Thomas Bossuroy:
So – sorry.

Lauren Whitehead:
Maybe we'll take a couple. Others?

Male:
Similar question. First, a great panel. We had a rather awkward lack of clapping.


[Applause]
Male:
It was great to see this conversation about graduation and social protection coming together. I think there's a lot of concern about cost, and I guess I would throw this question first to others as well. Have you done the math to see how that – taking less of a hit and bouncing back quicker, how that translates in terms of averting humanitarian assistance needs?

Male:
Thank you, very interesting. I've got a question about a term that was used, "backsliding." I'm curious from the analysis and experience, have we been able to understand how it occurs? Are there particular groups that we're hoping to promote to graduation _____ backsliding? Is it due to a lack of particular injections?

And I'm just curious. How do we I guess explain it to the broader context of we've graduated and now we've backslid? I guess that's the past tense of the term.

Lauren Whitehead:
And maybe one more. Okay.

Male:
Yes, it's a general question for everyone. It's thinking about graduation in the context particularly of social protection. Are there multiple pathways for graduation, and what are they? Is there a non-graduation alternative for – I would guess if there are conditions where social protection – are there groups that we don't ever expect to graduate and maybe social protection longer term?
Lauren Whitehead:
Thank you. Thomas, you wanted to start with the question?
Thomas Bossuroy:
Thank you. Cost of course. There were attempts to budget the package upfront. The final answer will only come when we complete procurement in all the countries, and this is going to be done in like six months or so. So we'll have a much better idea of the actual cost.

But let me say a few words. Based on previous programs and previous cost estimates that were shared with us, we estimate the total cost of this package to be around $400.00 per person. Again, we don't know. That's just an estimate.

Some of the things that are of concern and that we think are less of concern. The first thing is the main cost drivers in the core graduation model, and Lauren, you can correct me if I'm wrong, the productive transfer itself, the coaching because it's a very intense, individualized activities, and then the development of all the material and curriculum methodologies that is an upfront investment.

So in the context of the Sahel project, the way we've been addressing these constraints is first to go with a regional effort. There was a deliberate effort to say, "Okay, those are six very poor, very low-capacity countries with very small programs. So if we want to design something ambitious, we need to pool resources and to go collectively into this."

It was a regional effort to start with, and the curriculum methodologies and the design activities were joint. That minimized the upfront cost for each country.

Second is that the delivery level is very much group-based. Training, saving, even coaching is done at the group level, and so that allows a lot of economies of scale. The coaching in particular is based on village-level activities with some referral of the complex cases to program staff. But it's not face-to-face, intense, one-on-one interactions like what NGOs would normally do.

The third way we've tried to bring the costs down was to leverage the group dynamics and empower some community-level agents to deliver some of these benefits. We can't expect a ton from those communities, but for example, coaches or VSLA agents or the market agents that work to facilitate access to markets can be found among the communities from the slightly better-educated people that can receive training and be paid by the community or even on a profitmaking basis and that are not on the government's payroll.

And then as you saw, a big question that we're addressing in the impact evaluation is the value added of the productive transfer, 'cause that's a big cost driver. There is a lot of reluctance from governments to give so much money to one household, which we can come back to that, and so it seemed important to measure what we gain from that.
Female:
Sorry, what's the time period that the intervention lasts for?

Thomas Bossuroy:
It's 18 months.

Lauren Whitehead:
Erwin, are you gonna respond to a question from them?
Erwin Knippenberg:
Sure. That's a fantastic question. Well, first what we do know so far is what I presented to you was the cost of median intervention. So $25.00 is the median level of the PSNP transfer for a year, and that's what gets us that 60 percent impact.

When it comes to the counterfactual of a humanitarian emergency, we've done some back-of-the-envelope calculations. I'm afraid that if I give you a hard number, you're gonna hold me – you're gonna use it and hold me to that.

But I will say that from our back-of-the-envelope calculations, it's an order-of-magnitude difference. We're seeing literally you're saving hundreds of dollars because not only is this emergency – are these emergencies very expensive, but they're not coming in on time. They're coming in much later than these preemptive transfers are coming in.

Secondly, that's not even taking – that's just taking into account the cost of delivering the food to these people. It's not even taking into account the long-term cost in terms of human capital depletion of this longstanding food stress that you're experiencing, which has been demonstrated extensively to lead to lost wages, lost productivity ten, 20, 30 years down the line.

So we are pretty confident saying it's an order of magnitude, but that's probably a conservative, lowball estimate, not taking into account all the other long-term human capital costs.
Male:
Are you going to attempt to formalize that instead of the back of the envelope?

Male:
He wants a hard number.

Erwin Knippenberg:
Oh, we can certainly talk about that.

Lauren Whitehead:
John?

John Meyer:
This may be a point about the backsliding issue. Ethiopia's different than the Sahel I think in that they very much expect everyone to graduate and quick and are hoping to close down the whole program as soon as they can. It's a self-image, aspiration, and ambitious kind of place.

But we've found a lot of households that had graduated or been graduated and are not in good shape at all. The consideration of them and their neighbors are, "They had their chance. They got served. They're done." They're food insecure. So they were obviously graduated prematurely.

I think probably a lot more study into what happens to households affected by drought or other shocks who have already graduated, and how far back do they go, to what extent do they retain their gains, that's probably yet to learn. But, yeah, that's an issue.
Lauren Whitehead:
Just as we close out, just to add to that, too, from a design perspective, that's one of the reasons why we're increasingly saying that more of a resilience lens needs to be taken upfront in design process. For example, if you look at the case with _____ in Haiti, you actually found participants who after the earthquake bounced back significantly faster than other members of their community even though they technically backslid.

Some of that question is what John just said, how long are they backsliding for, and then how are they able to actually recover thereafter and so forth. So you actually found in that example because they designed for resilience at the outset that households were able to spring back much more quickly than the rest of the community.

So thank you, everyone, for your time today.

[Applause]
[End of Audio]
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