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Nancy Mock:
And I want to welcome you all. I know you’ve had some tough choices here. Especially the one in front of us, which is highly related to this topic as well, and I think very interesting. 


The way I’m going to run the panel today is I’m going to do a bit of framing first and then we’re going to have two presentations on social capital. They are empirically-based presentations. They have to do with either primary analysis of survey data or reanalysis of survey data from a number of resilience-related program exercises that shed light on the relationship between social capital and resilience. 

And then finally we’ll have a presentation by Thibaut Williams, USAID Health, on the importance of human capital and the perspective of USAID on the investments in human capital in the context of resilience programming. 

My panelists are Olga Petryniak, who is a regional resilience coordinator for Mercy Corps, Mark Langworthy, an economist – we have to have one of those on here – and vice president for Tango International, and then Thibaut, who is a USAID health officer. And I am Nancy Mock. I am based at Tulane University and I also do consulting for Tango.

So I wanted to do a little bit longer of a framing than some of the sessions. And I want to pick up an orphan issue at the end of my framing, which is anthropometric measurement very briefly. And then what I would like you to do is use the framing to think about questions as the panelists go through their presentations that might come to mind. And also after the panelists present I’m going to actually open the floor to comments and questions because it’s been such a rich interaction and these panels have been too short. So we need your input. This is after all a learning event. The panelists need to learn too. 
So resilience, social and human capital. I would like to just show you a few quotes for motivation and ground us a little bit in perspective about resilience at the household level and therefore the importance of human capital.

So the first of course is Margaret Mead’s famous quote that I think everybody here has heard, “Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful and committed citizens can change the world.” Indeed that is the only way it has happened. 

Grootaert from World Bank; social capital is the missing link in sustainable development. They are linking in the capitals gap by describing how economic actors interact and organize themselves to promote growth and development. 

So here really the realization is that social capital and human capital are the vehicles by which all the other capitals are utilized and therefore it also helps bridge the gap between capacities and actual action. It’s human-centric. It is theoretically coming out of a domain of complex adaptive social systems.

And then I would like to think if we center ourselves a little bit on the household and low-income and high-risk environments and we think about the caretakers in those households who are producing human capital for the future. Think about their situation. I mean, I have four kids. And I had an environment that was totally supportive for taking care of those four kids. And I cannot imagine raising four children in the context that many people are faced with in terms of dealing with the daily stresses and risks that households face; the various_____ of all sorts, et cetera. And I think we have to keep that in mind because it has implications for what we do, how we invest. You know, invest in dropping messages out there and blueprint behavioral change programs? It’s not where the action is. It’s household decision support; empowering decisionmakers within the household to be able to make decisions that actually produce better outcomes for their households. And that implies some long-term investments that it Thibaut will be talking about shortly.

And we could spend all day on definitions. And that would not be very productive. There are a lot of arguments about what these things are. The two capitals, human and social capital, are two of the five sustainable livelihood capitals. They are the human-centric ones, therefore they are the ones with the strongest behavioral component to them. Human capital being traits of individuals such as health and nutrition and knowledge, skills, and experience, the psychological traits that enable them to absorb, adapt, and transform in the face of shocks and stresses. And then social, the quantity and quality of social resources; networks, memberships, and groups, social relations and access to wider institutions on which people draw in the pursuit of livelihoods. Perhaps more briefly said, relationships. It’s about relationships among people, communities, and institutions that enable them to absorb, adapt, and transform in the face of shocks and stresses. So one is traits of individuals, endowments of individuals. The other is relationships among people, institutions, and communities. 

And Pretty I think did a good job of describing the four features of social capital: relations of trust; reciprocity and exchange; common rules, norms, and sanctions; and connectedness in networks and groups. 

We commonly talk about and we’ll hear today the three types of social capital being bonding, bridging, and linking. And these are in many ways probably slightly outdated concepts, but they apply pretty well for many of the communities where we are working now. Bonding being the internal group relationships, the bridging being between group or community relationships, and then the linking being vertical linkages with power structures and authority structures.

And the relevance of these two. Well, the relevance is enormous, right? Human capital contributes to productive livelihoods. there’s plenty of literature on that and vibrant social capital. And aggregate measures of human capital reflect wellbeing outcomes of interest to us, like health and nutrition, some of the topline indicators for resilience programs.

And social capital is a key feature of collective action. It drives these other capitals and it is a resource for entrepreneurship and innovation. So it has implications both for groups and for individual behavior. 

So how does it work? Mechanisms, collective action. And we’ll talk about it’s not always positive collective action. My great example of that is Rwanda, where it has done great things and it has done really awful things with collective action. So we have to be concerned about social capital and the way it’s influenced as to whether or not it contributes to resilience or not.

Coordination and collaboration, civic engagement. These are all interrelated concepts, but important to empowerment and entrepreneurship and innovation. And like I said, it’s not always positive. So social capital can lead to clientelism, exclusion and inequality, and collective action for bad outcomes. 
And the interventions that build. You know, actually most of our interventions have some element to build social capital. And maybe we need to be a bit more deliberate with that. But there are numerous examples where social capital building is the primary mechanism and that would be things like self-help groups, conflict mitigation projects. And then there are other interventions where the objectives of the intervention might not be explicitly social capital building, but they build social capital in space. And we see that with the VSLA. I think that’s a really prominent example _____ schools and markets, governance, and many others. 

Now, I just thought this was also a Jules Pretty from a science article. It gives you a sense of how much social capital is out there that has been built by development and intervention over the years. And it’s over a half-million groups that are doing various things related to natural resource management and resource management. So we have a lot of groups out there, a lot of substrate as it were for social capital building. 

We talked and we’ll talk a little bit today about measurement, a plurality of approaches out there. Less on levels outside the household, as we just heard. Limited evidence of fidelity of measurement. And I think we as a community need to be more disciplined about how we measure, reporting. I think we need more exploratory data analysis, better reporting of the validity and reliability statistics around many of our  metrics. And then still the limited incorporation of novel methods such as social network analysis.

And the measurement of human capital. I just put a few plugs in here but Thibaut will say more about human capital. We as a community look at some topline indicators of whether or not our resilience investments are working beside monetary ones. We look at things like humanitarian caseload. And what’s that based on? In part it’s based on anthropometric measures, global acute _____ and mortality. Those are some of the big ones. 

We are not paying enough attention to anthropometric change as we look at these resilience interventions. Because it is the topline indicator and it is an indicator that’s driven by multiple causes. So you cannot assume that if you just improve food security, nutritional status is going to improve. That’s not a good assumption. In the areas where we do use proxy outcome or output indicators, we know those links are very clear and very – you know, like vaccinations. But when it comes to nutritional status, that’s not true. So you do have to measure those things and we do need a strategy for measuring them and doing that consistently across initiatives. 
There is very little panel data that includes, like we talked about, all these monitoring approaches. They are not including anthropometry. We need temporal ordering to sort out what’s causing nutritional change. And again, there’s very little analysis. 

So I put a plug in for that because we are a little lighter on representation for human capital. And I’ll turn it over to Olga.

Olga Petryniak:
So I think this morning set us up really well in terms of the need to understand the big picture, what really matters for resilience across the board. But also the need to kind of have increased clarity of the nuance _____ capacity to operate and what then mean in different contexts and how they are applied different in different contexts, how they are built differently in different contexts. And I think social capital is definitely one of those areas that could use some clarity and nuance. 

We have now incorporated as Mercy Corps measures of social capital in four different studies across different contexts. Looking at it in Somalia shortly after the _____ Africa drought in 2012 to understand to what extent actually social capital and relationships with different communities helped communities cope with that drought. We looked at it in response to low-level intensity conflict in Uganda, and we looked at how it performed after very acute disasters such as after Typhoon Haiyan in the Philippines, and again in Nepal after the earthquake.


And the big answer, kind of just to _____ from the beginning, comes out across those four studies. When you look at social capital, where and how it matters really depends. And so we can start to shed some light and some nuance and learn how this matters in different contexts.


So I’ll share some of the findings from each of these four studies and some – sorry, I didn’t know this was animated. That’s what you get when you pull a slide from somebody else’s PowerPoint. 


I’ll present what happened in these different – what we found across these four different cases and then share some takeaways. And then we would love to hear from all of you on your reactions. But just to say we looked at social capital from this framework, bonding, what it matters within communities. Bridging, to what extent to cross-community relationships matter. And then linking; do relationships with government and higher-level actors make a difference in helping communities deal with these shocks and stresses. 


And I’ll start kind of working backwards with Nepal and going backwards to our studies. Again, in part because this is the one I’m most familiar with.


But this was our measurement framework that basically looked at – and we just want to focus in on social capital that was looked at in two ways. One as sort of a pre-shock capacity; did communities feel that they have bonding, bridging, and capital prior to the shock, and did they report on actually actively drawing on that social capital following the shock to help them cope with the earthquake. And we looked at various levels of wellbeing which looked at both CSI scores, how did households do _____ post-shock food consumption. We looked at their ability to maintain their _____ livelihoods, shelter conditions, ability to kind of recover assets and PPI scores. So likelihood of poverty.


And Nancy, you asked me this yesterday; how would you measure it? So I put in a slide on very basic measures. So for bonding and bridging and linking, we all looked at perceived ability to rely on members, importantly within one’s own cast, to help. So we defined bonding social capital by looking at intra-caste dynamics. Bridging was are you able to reach out across caste boundaries. And linking, to what extent do you feel your government helps you solve problems, to what extent are you able to influence your local government bodies. And then after shock the measure was did you feel those bodies were reacting and sort of helping you following the earthquake.

So we took data twice. We took the data once ten weeks after the earthquake looking at these measures, and again one year after. And I think the findings here are really revealing. In most cases intra-caste bonding had a strong positive affect on peoples’ dietary diversity scores. And one year after that social capital had not reverted. I thought that was one of the most interesting findings, is that bonding social capital, ability to rely on members of your own caste for help still reduce the likelihood that people would be under the poverty line one year after the earthquake.


Bridging social capital had really mixed results. It seemed to not matter or actually had worse effects ten weeks after. But then it seemed that something about that shock kind of reconnected communities. And one year after you saw that bridging social capital had positive scores in terms of peoples’ ability to have better diets and recover livelihoods.


And really interestingly, linking social capital ten weeks after the earthquake had negative effects on people. Negative effects in terms of their ability to have a more diverse diet and their coping strategies index. The only place where it was positive was in terms of their ability to have better shelter. 

And here our hypothesis really was why is this like this; why is linking social capital kind of having a negative affect? And our hypothesis was that a lot of this measured perceptions of to what extent people felt like government was present and doing a good job, to what extent they could influence them. But in a context where potentially institutions are really weak, governance is really weak, you perceive something as there, but you’re not really holding on to much, it can actually cause a dependency that potentially actually has a negative effect on your ability to cope and recover with a particular shock. So definitely some mixed results there and showed that kind of social capital’s effects aren’t uniform across the board. 

Another interesting I think finding from the study was that the levels of access to social capital really mattered. We stratified data based on caste. And not all castes had the same level of access to social capital. Interestingly, kind of the most privileged castes, the _____ and _____, and the least-privileged castes, the _____, found that their linking social capital was highest. And again, probably because a lot of government aid, international aid was particularly channeled to _____ groups so they feel like they have a real strong connection there. But to what extent is that aid serving them in the right way kind of comes out to mind, since linking social capital did not have that effect that we anticipated it would have.

Another finding not represented in this graph was that we found generally female head of households had lower levels of social capital when we disaggregated that data across the board. 

I think another interesting thing that came out from this particular piece of research was about kind of how social capital is tied to these informal savings groups. So just really quickly, you’ll see that informal savings, which was primarily – and when we looked at the data it was primarily peoples’ access to the SLA, had a number of positive effects in peoples’ ability to cope after the earthquake ten weeks after. And you can see those there. But you’ll see that very few people actually even tried to access their savings. So even though they had that savings, they didn’t even try to access it, but it still had a positive effect. So what is that missing link there? And again, the hypothesis that potentially the social capital that’s being generated from these savings groups and the relationships are kind of acting as a support measure. That even though people can’t take out that money physically or don’t want to for whatever reason, they are able to draw on those relationships for support. 
So really quickly let’s switch to the Philippines where we did this research after Typhoon Haiyan. Kind of devastated parts of the Philippines in 2014. Here we looked at social capital a little bit differently. And it was essentially social capital as ability to receive assistance. And I think the measures here were slightly different in that it wasn’t so much perceptions of help, but did you receive actual help, particularly from the government and foreign aid. And so kind of to focus you, they are on those two bottom areas, reliant on community support and _____ government. In this case linking social capital had the positive effects that you would have spent. And the reliance on community support had sort of a mixed effect. It seemed that some of the reciprocity that was embedded in those relationships early on and the expectations lower CSI scores in the beginning. But overall when the survey was done, people felt that as a result of those bonding networks, they perceived that they had the ability to cope with a major disaster.
So just really quickly, how does this compare to our research earlier on this is kind of social capital following acute disasters, how does it compare to research around slow onset shocks and conflict? The bonding one is easy. Our work from Uganda showed that bonding basically helped people to become more food-secure following low-intensity shocks. And bonding seems to have pretty consistently positive results. 

But bridging is really mixed. In Somalia linking to other ethnic groups seemed to make people more food insecure. In Uganda it made people less food insecure. We kept kind of scratching our heads about this. And probably the answer is we didn’t measure it the right way or didn’t measure it in enough detail to really understand what was happening there. And then just measuring levels of interaction doesn’t always pick up the quality of those interactions. So maybe people are interacting negatively and maybe there’s actually a lot of conflict and so that’s what’s really happening. And so just the need to actually nuance that a little bit more seems really critical. 

And again, from linking, the measures seem to be mixed. I think in Uganda, Somalia, and the Philippines we found that linking is consistently positive. But again, I think that Nepal case is really powerful in saying just because people feel like there’s something there they can hold onto doesn’t mean those institutions are actually strong enough or able to support them in the way that they need to be supported and what kind of dependencies sometimes _____. 

Okay, so what are big takeaways? Bonding is good. [Laughter] A lot more bonding. But probably the need to kind of look at what group dynamics and which groups are we talking about is really critical. And I think this finding that we think, well, maybe bonding social capital will be eroded. Again, our Nepal study didn’t show that. And I thought that was kind of compelling. 

And bridging and linking social capital seemed to have really mixed results. And this really points to the need for potentially more nuanced qualitative assessments to understand what are the norms behind these relationships, what are the kind of expectations of reciprocity, what are the connections, and look at understanding how these relationships are performing over time is critical. 

Nancy Mock:

Great, thank you. 

Mark Langworthy:
I am Mark Langworthy. I am with TANGO International. And what I want to do in my presentation is two things. One is to give you a very sort of general overview of some of our findings from the research that we’ve been doing over the last few years about social capital. And then the other thing is to go into a little bit more detail on this second hypothesis _____ looking at the relationship between social capital and economic capital. 

And so I’m going to be looking at these two hypotheses about just generally the relationship between social capital and the outcomes that we’re looking at in _____ related particularly to food security. 

And so these findings are findings from a number of studies that we have been engaged in in the last couple of years, in the horn of Africa and in West Africa. 

They seem to be not in the right order. All right, well, let me sort of follow the slides here then, jumping right away to the second hypothesis. [Laughter]. _____ on the first hypothesis. So I’ll be jumping back. 

So this is looking at the relationship between social capital and economic or financial capital. So two of the kinds of capital that Nancy mentioned. And so one of the things that we looked at is what is the relationship between a household’s wealth and social capital. 

And basically what we found across these studies was that – so we had a series of questions and these are based on households or the respondents’ perceptions of or their feelings about in times of need who are they able to rely on for assistance. And so we asked the question so that we are able to identify these as being bonding social capital. So did they rely on people within their small communities, are they able to rely on people in other communities, and then also are they able to rely on authorities that have some power and control _____?

So we asked the respondents both about the kinds of – do they feel like they are able to – they can expect to get assistance in times of need. But then we also had questions about do they expect that they would provide assistance to others. So sort of looking at both directions of the relationship.

And so what we found was quite a very strong pattern, that the wealthier households were more likely to expect that they would receive assistance than those that are less wealthy. But then it’s a little bit more mixed when we look at the extent to which they expect that they would provide assistance, which is a little bit surprising since they are wealthier and they have the means to be able to provide. 

So this slide shows the results from looking at relationship between the receiving side of social capital and the giving side of social capital broken down by wealth category. So these are actually _____ of wealth measured from the other information that we collected in the survey. 
And so you can see here that – so the different colored bars are going from poor to wealthier households. And generally you can see on the left-hand slide is _____ in Ethiopia that generally the wealthier is – the higher wealth category is the green – report higher levels of all kinds of social capital. So sort of the pattern – it’s a very clear pattern. And then we also see in the case of Borena that we see a similar pattern on the giving, that wealthier households also report that they are more likely to give assistance. 

Then in Jijiga, on the chart on the right-hand side, when we look at the receiving, the expectation that they would be receiving assistance in times of need, again, we sort of generally see that wealthier households report a higher expectation that they’ll receive. But then when you look at bonding and _____ particularly bridging and linking social capital, the relations are certainly not as clear. And in the case of bridging social capital, kind of going in the opposite direction.
So this is looking at findings from – this was from the baseline study for the prime impact evaluation study. 

Here we have the results from, gain, a baseline survey that we did for a Mercy Corps _____ project in Karamoja region in Uganda and Wajir county in Kenya. And so we looked first at Karamoja the receiving side. Again, we sort of see the same general pattern that wealthier households report that they are more likely to receive assistance. But when we look at giving, we see sort of a different trend generally, that wealthier households report their expectation to give through different levels of social capital is lower

And then Wajir, for the bonding and bridging social capital we see the same pattern of a positive relationship with wealth. Linking social capital, kind of an interesting pattern that actually looks quite similar to what we saw in Olga’s presentation earlier where it’s the poorest and the wealthiest that seemed to have the strongest ties with authority, which as Olga suggested, there is a reasonable explanation for that. 

And then again on the giving we see that the relationships are not so strong. 

Sorry, this first point refers to the slides that for some reason aren’t in here. But basically what we found was that there is a positive relationship between these different types of social capital and the food security outcomes. But again, similar to the findings that Olga presented, we see that different kinds of social capital are important in different contexts. So it’s not always all three are going to show up as significant, but some combinations are – the different combinations show up in important different contexts. 

And then what we just saw was that wealthier households generally have an expectation of receiving assistance. But I guess interestingly, we don’t see such a clear pattern that wealthier households are likely to provide assistance. 

So let me just quickly talk about – as we have been engaged in this research on social capital, we have come up with some surprising results that have led us to think about ways that we need to sort of reorient the questions that we ask about social capital. And particularly one of the things that we have found – so we’ve done studies in Somalia itself, but also in Somali areas in Kenya and in Ethiopia. And surprisingly we found that according to our quantitative measures of social capital that the levels of social capital were quite low in the Somali areas where we sort of expect that social capital is quite a strong factor.

So one of the things we’ve done, we’re now doing a series of follow up surveys in Somalia. We have revised the way that we ask these questions about social capital. One of the things that – we’d already done the baselines, so we wanted to make changes in ways that gave us information that was still comparable. But basically what we did, the change that we made was to frame the questions. First of all ask specifically about how the households would expect to get or did get assistance or provide assistance in reference to the drought that the _____ were experiencing at the time of the survey. And then also frame it in the context of _____, which is an important element of social networks in the Somali context. 

So actually we sort of had introductory questions that sort of framed these issues. And what we are seeing now as we are doing these later rounds of the survey is that in fact these measures of social capital are now higher than they were in the baseline. So I’ll finish here.

Nancy Mock:

Thank you, Mark. Thanks.

[Applause]

Thibaut Williams:
Okay, good morning, everybody. My name is Thibaut Williams. Until July I was the health officer for USAID’s Sahel regional office based in Dakar, Senegal. 


So today I’m going to be sharing a bit with you perspectives on how human capital relates to resilience. Okay? And when I’m talking about human capital, I’m talking about two main issues here. Talking about reproductive health. And by that I mean the rights and ability of a woman to manage her own fertility, and we’re talking about girls’ education. And I’m going to make the argument how this is very important for long-term resilience, particularly towards transformational capacities.


Okay, so in the Sahel, USAID were implementing a program called RISE, Resilience in Sahel Enhanced. I think we are in the fourth year now. And in this program, you know, we put a lot of effort in design. And we’re really throwing the whole kitchen sink at resilience. So we’ve got things with lots of diversification, agriculture production, access to finance, natural resource management, governance, disaster risk reduction, water, nutrition, health programs, all into one.

And we have the advantages that really focus on continuous learning, things like impact evaluation, special studies, assessments that we’re doing, different types of learning exchanges within the region to see, okay, what’s really sticking here. As we implement and as we’re all thinking about what’s beyond RISE, what are the sort of logical causal pathway to what we’re doing and how that links to long-term resilience both independently but also as part of a whole. 

So in this presentation today, again, I’ll talk to you about reproductive health and girls’ education, briefly touching on the theory of change; why that’s important for resilience. Challenges of addressing those issues within a resilience context, and then some opportunities we have as well.


So if we just look at the context, I’ll give an example of Sahel. I’m sure this is very common for other areas we’re working in, particularly for reproductive health, we have very high rates of fertility. Niger has the single-highest fertility rate in the world. Total fertility rate there is 7.6 children per woman on average. And what’s astounding is that desired fertility is even higher than actual fertility. Yeah, so this is an eye-opener. And this is obviously a culture that value large family size and having a lot of children. And there’s also cultural issues around gender imbalances. A lot of factors that promote high fertility. 


So why is this important for resilience? High fertility means girls are getting married very young, median age of marriage is very low, and childbearing very early. And we all know this has deleterious effects on both the girls and also the children that they’re having. And these are impacts that will go on for generations and affect the child well into life in terms of nutritional status. And I’m sure Nancy will tell you more about that.


We are also talking about very short birth intervals. Mary Clarence and I visited a nutritional rehabilitation center in _____ Niger a couple of months ago where the staff told us right off the bat that the number-one cause for these kids coming in were short birth intervals; the mother having a baby, having another baby maybe less than a year from now and just over a year, and not being able to care for that preceding child be she is already having to care for the other one.


And then the obvious issue is just the whole denominator problem. There’s just more people and the stress that puts on natural resources, on social services, and even impacting things like conflict. So an argument we often make is okay, great, we’re increasing agricultural production by 30 percent. But in Niger our population is going to double in 18 years. So where does that leave us?


Education, particularly girls’ education, another issue. If you look at any DHS across the world, you see that the woman’s level of educational achievement is directly related to things like stunting, skilled birth attendance, fertility, use of modern contraceptives, and _____ relationship. So a woman with no education will have the highest fertility. She has some primary education, lower. Secondary or higher, lower still. So there was a very strong link there. And again, this is all inked to early marriage, again. And these are all very rational decisions. 

A family is faced with a situation. They have a young girl. If she’s not in school, the economic prospects are not very good. You don’t want her hanging around and risk of a child out of wedlock, which is obviously a hugs shame for the family. But there’s economic incentives too. You know? Marry the child off when she’s younger. The bride price, things like that. These are all rational decisions that people are making. 
Education is also important for resilience obviously because it helps the woman make use of information and services both provided by our programs and by the government and elsewhere. And it also helps in terms of livelihood diversification as the woman has some education and do other things other than just subsistence farming and caring for the kids at the home. Also in terms of the human resources at the community level, the teachers and the nurses we need out there. Often hard to recruit locally because people don’t have the basic education. 

So that’s sort of our theory of change, okay, how that links to resilience. But there are some very deep-rooted issues that make this very hard to address when we’re working. Primarily there are cultural issues, particularly around fertility. People often conflate this with religious notions like in Sahel with Islam. I don’t think that’s the case. Because you go to cases like in Bangladesh where right now fertility rates _____ was over 7 like in Niger. Right now fertility is 2.2. So in Iran the same thing, Islamic countries with low fertility. But there is still pervasive cultural preference for large families. And a lot of this, again, these are rational decisions. 

There we did political economy analysis of fertility in Niger and found that having lots of kids is in fact a risk mitigation strategy for a lot of households. You’ve got a lot of kids – and we heard this straight from _____. Okay, I’ll send some kids to work in the field, some kids will do herding, some kids will go to the city to work. So if something happens, at least we’ll be covered. So there are sort of underlying reasons why people prefer large family sizes.

Also there are the whole issues around gender. So a woman’s decision-making ability, the way that she uses her time, there can be very strong gender factors to that as well. 

Other big challenges are just weak social structures. A lot of the areas where we are, governments are unable to provide services to the people who are working. So low coverage of services, health education services, and just very fragile services as it is in terms of the quantities of human resources, et cetera. 

Other sort of challenges we have on our side as a donor is also funding the _____. So for example, family planning is a very politically-sensitive topic. I left Dakar in July, but I have no idea what the future will be for family planning funding  in the years to come. Education too for some reason is the one big thing that has yet to get _____. We don’t have a lot of money for education. The thing that’s limiting us from doing more in education in the Sahel is we just don’t really have the resources for it. And even for the resources we have for education – for example USAID focuses – the strategy focused primarily on early age reading, which is very important. But we’re talking about keeping girls in school longer so they’re not getting married off and having kids when they’re 16 and 17 years old. 
So it’s a dire picture, but we have some opportunities through the resilience program to respond. For one thing, a lot of our programs have a presence and trust in the communities where we’re serving, which is a huge thing right there.

Last thing. We had an opportunity to take a multi-sector approach to these issues. So resilience in a lot of ways can be an entry point for potentially sensitive issues like fertility. And we have the opportunity to mainstream a lot of our discussion on population within the rest of our programs.

For example, you’re setting up a water point in the village somewhere. It's easy to incorporate messages; okay, this water will provide for 200 households or so. But given the rates, this village is going to have 700 households within another 10 or 20 years. So within our agriculture programs, our conflict mitigation programs, natural resource management programs, water programs, we have an opportunity to mainstream a lot of these issues into our program.

There’s also a lot of good work being done and a lot of opportunities we have to engage men and other opinion leaders on this. Because obviously we’re talking about girls’ education and we’re talking about fertility. Unfortunately girls and women are the last people to make decisions on these things. But we can engage with men. We can engage with religious leaders or older women, the mother-in-laws and others, people that traditional I would say family planning and communication programs do not have the opportunity to engage. So in Sahel they have the husband schools is a good example of ways to reach the men.

And then also ways to reach youth. I think we talked about the safe spaces and the future husband schools. So to summarize, I’ll finish. The three main takeaways is that reproductive health and girls’ education is key for long-term transformational capacity for resilience in they’re not technical issues that we solve in the health sector or in the education sector alone. And through a multi-sector platform we really do have an opportunity to target underlying causes of these issues. 

Thank you very much.

Nancy Mock:

Great. Thank you. 

[Applause]

I think we’ve had a really interesting array of presentations here. Some very empirical and some more interpretional, and that’s good. 

One thing that does strike me is this notion that we do have to be clearer on how we are measuring social capital and have more comparable approaches. Not necessarily same metrics, but comparable approaches at least as far as the constructs are concerned. And I do think that the finding that how social capital operates in different environments is definitely context-specific. And I think that’s a lesson that’s coming out clearly here.
I would like to open up the floor because I know a lot of you have a great deal of experience in developing human and social capital. So please ask questions or make comments.

Participant:
Thank you all for your thought-provoking comments. I’m very heartened and enthusiastic about the improvements that Olga and Mark mentioned to how we are measuring social capital, and even more enthused that Nancy wants to take it further. I think looking at linking the changes to how we look at bonding capital to look at how we are helping within our caste, within our clan, within our religious or ethnic faction is so important. And for years now not all of us, but many common metrics have not looked at that carefully enough. It has been a very archaic and somewhat inaccurate even from original interpretations of social capital, that bonding is in the community and bridging is to another. And so I’m so excited to hear both of you speak about those improvements.

And Mark, it was very interesting to hear about the changes to the  ________ current monitoring and  have you received help. Because to me that’s so different. I might perceive that I could get help from _____ in a shock or in a time of need. But when it really came down to it, I don’t know if my perception is accurate. So that was very interesting to hear.


And I loved hearing from Thibaut as well. 


I spoke yesterday about gender. And I think one point I didn’t mention but it touches on this human capital is that I think not just in the wellbeing outcomes do we need to look at the _____ I firmly agree with Nancy. But when we break apart the resilience framework and we look at these capacities, one absorbed to capacity, it directly relates to some things like the interhousehold food distribution. So if we can – I mean, that affects our ability to absorb a health or a food security shock. 


So anyway, I’m just inspired by all of you and how you are taking it forward. And I hope we do continue to improve how we are measuring social capital, because I think there’s  a lot of room there. Thanks.

Participant:
Nancy, you mentioned up front that bonding, bridging, linking is perhaps an outdated framework for understanding and measuring social capital, but it might apply in the studies where we work. But I’m just curious then, what are some new ways we can start thinking about a social capital matrix that would apply.

Nancy Mock:
I think leaning harder on social network analysis. I think we’re really looking at, in terminology, agent-based modeling and approaches of understanding social interactions. And I so think that the bonding, bridging, linking is being helpful here. Because we’re really actually seeing our assumptions about how we are generating relationships are sometimes wrong and, most importantly, may do no harm. So I’m not advocating throwing it out actually, but I do think we are at a – in terms of the basic research on understanding social capital, there is a lot that’s going on and that we should be tapped into.

Mark Langworthy:
I just want to follow up a little bit on that too. I think one of the reasons why the bonding and bridging sort of distinction I think has – you know, there’s many limitations with it. But I think one of the reasons why the _____ traditionally made that distinction is important for the resilience analyses because it’s how it’s related to different concentric circles of risk if you will. So the idea is that bonding social capital, if we define it as having a geographic boundaries _____ that then that is an area that probably has more exposure to _____ risks. And then bridging social capital sort of geographically broadening your network as a way to sort of leap over where people are all sharing the same risks. So I think even though there are serious limitations with it, I think that that sort of geographic distinction between the bonding and bridging is something we need to think about at least in dealing with resilience analysis.

Nancy Mock:
Well, and this idea of ethic group bridging or exclusionary versus more inclusionary. Even within a geography the clan might be, as Olga had pointed out, the unit of analysis for the bonding and the bridging might be cross-plan. So that sort of thing. 

Olga Petryniak:
I just wanted to add that I don’t think we can think about bonding sort of as, you know communities no longer in sort of a physical location. There is so much migration. There are communities who are basically spanning different towns, different villages, different countries who see themselves as a very tightknit community. So definitely that puts kind of an added layer of complexity on the bonding and bridging framework. So probably looking at a social network and mapping analysis might be the way to go and start to unpack some of these relationships. I don’t know, it’s on my _____. 

Participant:
Hi, my name is Lara Evans. I am in the office of Food for Peace at USAID. And I’m curious to hear – you guys talked about social capital and human capital sort of individually, but not the linkage between them. And I think one of the struggles as we try to design interventions, to build on what Thibaut just said, is we throw everything but the kitchen sink at them. But I think our evaluation data and our impact data is saying we’re not achieving what we are trying to because we’re doing too many things. And so how do we balance the need to build human capital and social capital, the need to look at households and look at communities and sort of target those interventions so that they are in that _____. Not an easy question, but one that I think is challenging for us _____ relationship between the capital.

Nancy Mock:
Yeah, and you’re right; there was a slide on that. I just for some reason must have deleted it inadvertently. But there is a relationship in terms of social capital influencing the production of human capital and human capital producing better social capital. And there’s definitely a virtuous relationship there. 


But the issue that you bring up I think is really critical. The kitchen sink approach to resilience, I don’t know how widespread that is. But at least in what I’ve seen it’s too widespread. And I think that if you go back to some of the original thinking about resilience programming, it was about sequencing, layering, integrating. Sequencing; where do you start and how do you catalyze communities to begin to become much more active and so forth. You could actually say – I mean, the collective action and the social capital stuff, that it might be a place where you could start to really build awareness of the need for human capital. At least some of my experience with VSLA is that as you build that kind of bonding social capital, there’s a lot of awareness among women of the need for education, of the need for various things, even family planning and so forth. 

So I think it’s these strategic entry points. You can’t do everything. But what you might be able to do is stimulate collective action if you are smart in the way you do it. I don’t know. It’s a hard question. 

Participant:
I’m just very interested in the idea of social capital and how – and I’m curious if there’s any sort of _____ or evidence _____ about how it evolves or changes when populations become displaced or as we start to see movement of populations through I guess either self-chosen organization or I guess forced organization _____.

Nancy Mock:
It’s a good – oh, I’m dominating so I don’t know if…

Olga Petryniak:
No, please. I don’t have a good answer. I’m thinking about it.

Nancy Mock:
Go ahead, please. 

Mark Langworthy:
I just have – and actually this is not related to our resilience research. But something I found in the field many years ago. This was actually looking at a – well, I was doing a design study for setting up a small-scale fisheries project in post-war Mozambique. So that’s how long ago it was. But one of the things that we found, we were talking with merchants that sold fishing gear. And they said that back in the days before the war, they would sell all of the gear on credit and that was their normal way of operating. But then during the wartime, all of these populations moved in, and the merchants didn’t know these people. So in that situation immediately everything went to cash. So clearly those networks of trust can be quite fragile and those contexts can disappear quickly. 

Nancy Mock:
We are being [Crosstalk].

Participant:
But I think we focus on social capital as a safety net and I think we also need to understand that it’s also the way people access opportunities. And a lot of our market facilitation work is essentially building social capital. And I remember _____ research in Somalia talking with _____ service providers _____ you guys always ask about how much money is coming in during times of need; you never ask how much is going _____ investment. So I think we need to be attentive there.


I also think – you know, I used to work with Dan Maxwell in Somalia, coping strategies index. And it was very clear when people order their coping strategies in terms of which they engage first, that they do first engage those that rely on social capital. But there is a breakpoint, a breakpoint at which households are essentially on their own and social capital is fully extended. And so I think one of the areas that I would like to see in our measurement is sort of recovery time on social capital, understanding these breakpoints more clearly. And I think that could help sort out some of our understanding about why we see measures in social capital contradicting our own sort of understanding in places like Somalia. 

Nancy Mock:
Great, thank you, Greg. Thanks everyone.
[End of Audio] 
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