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Overview and User’s Guide

The purpose of this toolkit is to facilitate the measurement of social capital and social
cohesion, particularly in the context of evaluating Community-Driven Development (CDD)
programs in settings affected by fragility, conflict, migration and forced displacement. The toolkit
is designed to measure the multiple underlying dimensions of each concept while also being
easy to use by evaluators and researchers.

The toolkit contains two core data collection tools: 1) a set of 15 survey questions that
measure the conceptually relevant dimensions of social capital and social cohesion, 2) a
qualitative contextualization guide that can be used to adapt the survey module to a
particular evaluation context. This toolkit presents these two data collection instruments along
with additional materials that provide guidance for using these tools in the evaluation site.

Scope and Limitations of the Toolkit

This toolkit is designed to produce a module of survey questions for measuring social capital
and social cohesion that can be integrated into a larger survey that is being used to evaluate a
CDD project. This approach assumes that that a broader survey has been designed and
planned, including writing questions, developing a sampling strategy, making plans for
translation, and recruiting and training enumerators. As a result, this toolkit does not
address these broader survey design and implementation decisions and instead focuses on the
general steps and decisions needed to integrate these tools for measuring social capital and
social cohesion into the broader evaluation.

In addition, while this toolkit identifies the core dimensions of social capital and social cohesion
and a parsimonious list of questions for measuring these dimensions, it does not specify
several key aspects of analysis, including the construction of aggregate indices and
comparison of results across contexts. Adding additional detail to analysis and interpretation
of the survey data will require empirical testing and validation.

While a full plan for empirical validation is beyond the scope of this edition of the toolkit, Section
5 and Annex 1 provide several preliminary notes to guide future piloting, validation, and
analysis. As such, this toolkit should be treated as a living document, and should be updated on
an ongoing basis using the findings from any testing and empirical validation.

A Step-by-Step Guide to Using the Measurement Toolkit

This user’s guide outlines the six steps that you should follow as you familiarize yourself with
this toolkit and deploy these data collection tools in the evaluation site. The sections and
materials that are referenced in each step are presented in order within this document. Where
noted, select materials are also attached as separate documents for customization and use.

Step 1: Review Description of Definitions and Survey Questions

Start to prepare to use the toolkit by reviewing Section 1, the description of definitions and
survey questions. This section introduces the definitions and dimensions of social capital and
social cohesion that were used to select questions for this toolkit. A more in-depth discussion of
the process used to develop this conceptual framework and 15 survey questions is presented in
the background paper in Annex 1.
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Section 1 presents a question-by-question overview of the survey module, which includes the
core text for the question and answers for each question, along with brief notes on the purpose
of each question. This section is meant to introduce the evaluation team to the overall structure
and purpose of the survey questions as part of initial planning and training for data collection.
The survey module template that can be adapted for data collection is presented in Annex 3.

Step 2: Prepare to Use Qualitative Tools

After completing the preliminary review of the questions, the next step is to conduct the brief
qualitative exercise in order to adapt the core set of survey questions to the CDD evaluation and
to gain additional understanding about the relevant social dynamics in that setting. The
qualitative research guide in Section 2 provides an overview of two approaches to qualitative
contextualization and the overall purpose of the qualitative tools. You should review this guide to
decide on an approach for the qualitative research that is appropriate for the resources and
constraints of the evaluation that you are conducting.

Step 3: Conduct Rapid Qualitative Research

After selecting an approach for the qualitative exercise, you should train your qualitative
enumerators on the use of the qualitative interview and discussion guide in Section 3 of this
toolkit. The qualitative enumerators should then use this guide to implement the selected
qualitative approach through semi-structured individual interviews and group discussions,
recording respondents’ responses and enumerators’ general reflections in their notebooks. The
qualitative interview tool is also available as a separate document that can be used during data
collection.

Step 4: Review Qualitative Results and Adapt Survey Questions

Once the qualitative exercise has been conducted, use the Instructions for adapting survey
questions in Section 4 of the toolkit. During this step, review the information that was collected
to inform the adaptation of the survey module template in Annex 3 to the evaluation context
and to ensure that survey questions’ intended purposes are honored when translated into the
local language(s).

Step 5: Collect Survey Data

During enumerator training, integrate the description of definitions and survey questions in
Section 1 and the qualitative review notes from Section 4 to help the enumerators understand
the purpose of the questions in the module and how they have been contextualized for the local
context. Collect data once the contextualized module is integrated into the full survey
instrument based on the template in Annex 2 and 3 and once enumerators are trained.

Step 6: Consider Analysis, Validation, and Index Construction

After the survey data have been collected and cleaned, the results can be analyzed on a
question-by-question basis. It will be necessary to conduct additional validation tests before
determining the ways in which these individual 15 questions are aggregated into an index and
questions/index are compared across evaluation contexts. Section 5 provides an overview of
the empirical validation opportunities for the Measurement Toolkit.
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Section 1: Description of Definitions and Survey Questions

Overview

This section provides an overview of the definitions of the key concepts that are the focus of this
toolkit — social capital and social cohesion — and then presents an overview of the 15 survey
questions that comprise the quantitative tool, along with very brief notes about what aspects of
each question need to be adapted using qualitative research.

These definitions and survey questions were developed through a process that involved the
review and assessment of 68 sources and over 2600 survey questions. For a full description of
the process that was used to create the toolkit and a more detailed discussion of the core
conceptual framework and definitions, see Annex 1 at the end of this toolkit.

Social Capital

Social capital is defined in this toolkit as “the quantity and quality of resources, trust, and
norms inhering in individuals’ relationships.” This definition connects the most frequently
used definitions of social capital in the conceptual literature with four of the dimensions most
commonly measured in the empirical literature: Relationships, Resources, Trust, and Collective
Action Norms (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework for Social Capital

Relationships

/ Trust

/ \ Collective Action

Resources Norms

Level of
Analysis

Individual/HH
CDD Geographic Unit

CDD Geographic Unit refers to the level at which CDD meetings
are held and at which subprojects are implemented

Table 1 presents the refined working definitions of social capital and each of its measurable
dimensions in the framework, along with the key citations from the literature that informed each
definition.
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Table 1: Social Capital - Key Dimensions and Definitions

Relationships

The quantity and quality of resources, trust,
and norms inhering in individuals'
relationships.

Woolcock 1998; Bhuiyan & Evers
(ZEF) 2005

The nature and strength of an individual's
network connections with other individuals in
homogeneous groups (bonding), across
groups (bridging), or with individuals in
positions of authority or influence (linking).

Scrivens & Smith (OECD) 2017;
Mercy Corps (2017)

Material and non-material support (e.g.

Scrivens & Smith (OECD) 2017;

willingness to take actions that make herself
vulnerable to that actor.

Resources goods, materials, information) received by
and provided to individuals. REACH 2016
An individual's 1) belief that another . . .
individual, group, or institution that could do (L)es\ﬂé&mS;o;irnZZOggé.%a:lrl?b:r:ta 2000;
Trust her harm or betray her will not do so and 2) , gan,

Pasquale, & Samii 2013; Scrivens &
Smith 2013

Collective Action
Norms

Collectively shared and internalized moral
prescriptions that encourage costly actions
that primarily benefit others.

Ostrom 1998; Ostrom 2005; Ostrom
& Ahn 2009; Fehr & Fischbacher
2003; Benabou & Tirole 2005

While social capital can be measured in the aggregate, it is often useful to disaggregate it into
the resources, norms, and trust inhering in three different kinds of relationships: bonding
(network connections with individuals within a social group), bridging (network connections with
individuals across groups), and linking (network connections with individuals in positions of
authority or influence) (Mercy Corps 2017).

Social Cohesion

Social Cohesion is defined in this toolkit as “a sense of shared purpose and trust among
members of a given group or locality and the willingness of those group members to
engage and cooperate with each other to survive and prosper.” This definition connects the
most frequently used definitions of social cohesion in the conceptual literature with six of the
dimensions most commonly measured in the empirical literature: Trust, Collective Action Norms,
Belonging, Identity, Attitudes Toward Out-Groups, and Civic Engagement (Figure 2).

By focusing on a given group or locality, this definition highlights that social cohesion should be

analyzed at the local level. For CDD evaluations, the appropriate level of analysis is the level at which

subprojects are being decided and implemented (typically the village or the equivalent). The
implication is that when data are gathered using individual/household surveys, they should then be
aggregated into village-level measures.
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Figure 2: Conceptual Framework for Social Cohesion

Level of Analysis

CDD Geographic Unit

Shared Purpose
- Belonging
 ldentity

CDD Geographic Unit refers to the level at which CDD meetings
are held and at which subprojects are implemented

Table 2 presents the refined working definitions of social cohesion and each of the measurable
dimensions in the framework, along with the key citations from the literature that informed each

definition.

Table 2: Social Cohesion - Key Dimensions and Definitions

Shared
Purpose

A sense of shared purpose and trust among
members of a given group or locality and the
willingness of those group members to engage and
cooperate with each other to survive and prosper.

Stanley 2003; Chan et al. 2006;
Mvukiyehe 2011 SIPA 2018

An individual's 1) belief that another individual,
group, or institution that could do her harm or betray
her will not do so and 2) willingness to take actions
that make herself vulnerable to that actor.

Levi & Stoker 2000; Gambetta 2000;
Ostrom & Ahn 2009; Gilligan,
Pasquale, & Samii 2013; Scrivens &
Smith 2013

Collectively shared and internalized moral
prescriptions that encourage costly actions that
primarily benefit others.

Ostrom 1998; Ostrom 2005; Ostrom
& Ahn 2009; Fehr & Fischbacher
2003; Benabou & Tirole 2005

The degree to which an individual or collective group
feel like they "fit" together in a group.

Pham & Vinck (UNICEF) 2017

The characteristics that an individual or collective
group believe to define them.

Pham & Vinck (UNICEF) 2017

How individuals perceive people with other values,
lifestyles, or identities within their group or locality.

Larsen, Koch, & Dragolov 2013;
Janmaat & Keating 2019; Bogardus
1925

The attitudes and behaviors of individuals that result
in participation to improve local area conditions for
others and/or help shape the area's future.

Adler & Goggin 2005
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Overview of Survey Questions

The 15 survey questions included in the quantitative tool were selected for their ability to
accurately measure the core dimensions of social capital and social cohesion that are discussed
above. As summarized in Table 3, three of the survey questions are used to measure social
capital (Survey Questions 1-3), eight are used to measure social cohesion (Survey Questions 8-
15), and four are used to measure both concepts (Survey Questions 4-7).

Table 3: Linking Survey Questions to Social Capital and Social Cohesion

Question # Dimension Question # Dimension

1 Relationships 4 Trust

2 Resources 5 Trust

3 Resources 6 Collective Action Norms

4 Trust 7 Collective Action Norms

5 Trust 8 Belonging

6 Collective Action Norms 9 Belonging

7 Collective Action Norms 10 Identity
11 Identity
12 Attitudes Toward Out-Groups
13 Civic Engagement
14 Civic Engagement
15 Civic Engagement

Table 4 below provides an overview of each of the 15 survey questions that comprise the
quantitative tool, along with information on whether the question measures social capital, social
cohesion, or both, which specific dimension it measures, the original source of each question,
and the intended purpose of each question. Words that are included in square brackets [like
this] indicate elements of the survey that will need to be adapted using the qualitative tools in
Sections 2 through 4 of this toolkit. Table 4 provides a general overview of the questions and is
not intended for use as-is in the evaluation site.
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Table 4: Survey Questions, Responses, and Intended Purpose by Dimension

How close do you feel to each of the
following types of individual:

[Record response for each type of
individual in a relationship list
generated from the qualitative

1. Not at all close

This question seeks to
measure the nature and
strength of an individual's
connection with other
individuals, groups,
organizations and institutions.
It asks about a. bonding, b.
bridging, and c. linking

times | mean times when there is

888. Do not know

research. The contextualized 2. Not Close relationships of relevance
SRS ) 3. Close and/or interest to the CDD
relationship list should include three 4. Very close project and context
R2E:1((:5H types of individuals: 777. Do not know Social Capital
. ; anyone from this group | This list of potential bonding,
a. Individuals from my [social group] L s
L ; ! 888. Do not know bridging, and linking
b. Individuals from a different [social 4 .
999. Refused to relationships should be
group] answer tailored to the context and
c. Individuals/organizations/ . s
L N generated using the qualitative
institutions representing linking : .
) ; . tools presented in Sections 2,
relationships between social ; .
o 3, and Annex 2 of this toolkit.
networks with differing levels of Th ) )
ower or social status] _nese §ect|ons mclude_ .
P instructions for how to identify
these types of relationships,
along with examples.
Now | will ask you some questions 0. No This question seeks to
Woodson et | about whether your household will be | 1. Yes measure the material and non- , ,
al. (ILRI) | able to lean on others for support 777. Do not know material support (e.g. goods, Social Capital
2016 during difficult times. By difficult anyone from this group | materials, information)

received by

NOTE: All survey questions were based off questions from these original sources. However, some questions
were modified quite extensively to adapt them to the aim of evaluating CDD projects in fragile and conflict-

affected contexts.
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loss of a family member, loss of

999. Refused to

individuals/households in a

income, hunger, drought, flood, answer time of need, by the list of

conflict or similar events. And by bonding, bridging, and linking

support, | include all types of support relationships identified in

no matter how small or big including Survey Question 1.

but not limited to emotional support,

food, information about jobs, local

decision-making, and loans/credit.

In difficult times, will your household

be able to lean on each of the

following types of people:

[Use same relationship list used in

Survey Question 1]
This question seeks to
measure the material and non-
material support (e.g. goods,
materials, information)

Will these people that you will be 0. No individuals/households provide

able to lean on during your difficult 1. Yes to their bonding, bridging, and

[Use same relationship list used in
Survey Question 1]

anyone from this group
888. Do not know
999. Refuse to answer

CDD geographic unit who
have the capacity to do the
respondent harm will not do
SO.

Woodson et | times also be able to lean on you for | 777. Do not know linking connections (identified . )
al. (ILRI) support during their difficult times? anyone from this group | in Survey Question 1) in a time Social Capital
2016 888. Do not know of need. It follows the previous
[Use same relationship list used in 999. Refused to Resource question and
Survey Question 1] answer encompasses the same
inclusive understanding of
resources, to include both
material and non-material
forms of support.
This question seeks to
_ 1. Strongly agree measure interpgrsqnal
Please tell me the degree to which 2' Adree (bonding and bridging
you agree or disagree with the - A relationships) and institutional
following statement: 3. Neither agree nor (linking relationship) trust, and
Esenaliev et ) disagree A R
al. _ 4. Disagree inquires about an individual's Both
The following types of people are . belief that others and local
(SIPRI/IPPA) likelv to take advantage of 5. Strongly disagree instituti llead i th
2018 y g you. 777 Do not know institution(s)/leader(s) in the
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Note: The response valence
trends in the opposite direction
to maintain the same
hypothesized relationship to
social capital and/or cohesion
as other questions listed in this
sheet.

Please tell me the degree to which
you agree or disagree with the

1. Strongly disagree

The question seeks to
measure generalized trust and
inquires about an individual's
belief that other people in the

> . 2. Disagree ; .
Casey, following statement: 3. Neither disagree nor [CDD geograph_lc unit] who
Gl have the capacity to do the
ennerster, . . agree - Both
. If | was at a [CDD geographic unif] respondent harm will not do
& Miguel ; . 4. Agree
2010 meeting and accidentally left [my 5' Stronaly adree so. This general line of
wallet] behind, | believe that the 8'88 Dogn)ét I?now questioning differs from
person who found it would return it to 999' Refuse to answer Survey Question 4's
me. ’ assessment of interpersonal
trust which asks about specific
individuals/groups.
1. Strongly disagree . .
Please tell me the degree to which 2. Disagree E!:squurzsit:ct)enrr?ae;iazk: dtc;S ects
you agree or disagree with the 3. Neither disagree nor of collective action no rmFs) and
SIPA following statement: agree inquires about an individual Both
2018 4. Agree 9 -
| thi I . moral prescription about how
ink that it is important to help in 5. Strongly agree thev behave towards others in
[CDD geographic unit] activities. 888. Do not know they[ CDD geographic uni
999. Refuse to answer geograp )
Please tell me the degree to which 1. Strongly disagree This question seeks to
you agree or disagree with the 2. Disagree measqure collectively shared
following statement: 3. Neither disagree nor Sly She
Narayan & agree aspects of collective action Both
Cassidy | cDD hic unifl it i 4gA norms and inquires about the ot
2001 nmy[ geographic uni, i IS - Agree moral prescription of those in
generally expected that people will 5. Strongly agree the [CDD geographic uni]
help in [CDD geographic unit] 888. Do not know their behavior towards oth;ars
activities. 999. Refuse to answer '
. 1. Strongly agree This question seeks to
Grootaert & Pcl)iaaseréeélgr:zi?ae ?:é;rﬁﬁht?hv;hlch 2. Agree measure the degree to which
Van Y 9 9 3. Neither agree nor an individual feels like they "fit"
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part of how | see myself:

a. A resident of my [CDD geographic
unit]

b. A member of my [Social Group]

5. Strongly agree
888. Do not know
999. Refuse to answer

Repeat [Social Group] for all
groupings identified during the
qualitative research.

Bastelar following statement: disagree in the [CDD geographic unit]. Social
(World Bank 4. Disagree This question is framed in Cohesion
SOCAT) | feel left out of [CDD geographic 5. Strongly disagree dissent to more explicitly
2002 unit] 888. Do not know capture an individual's sense
999. Refuse to answer | of exclusion and/or
marginalization in the [CDD
geographic unit].
Note: Similar to Survey
Question 4, the response
valence for this question is
organized in the opposite
direction to maintain the same
hypothesized relationship to
social capital and/or cohesion
as other questions listed in this
sheet.
Please tell me the degree to which 1. SFroneg disagree
you agree or disagree with the 2. Disagree
> . 3. Neither disagree nor | This question seeks to .
Narayan & | following statement: . Social
. agree measure the degree to which i
el 4. Agree all people "fit" together in the Cohesion
2001 Everyone living in this [CDD : ; )
. ? : 5. Strongly agree [CDD geographic unit].
geographic unit] feels like they are a 888. Do not know
part of this [CDD geographic unit] 999: Refuse to answer
Please |nd|cat§ the degrfae to which 1. Strongly disagree This question seeks to
you agree or disagree with the . -
> . 2. Disagree measure the characteristics
following statements: . . A )
3. Neither disagree nor | that an individual believes to Social
Kuhnt et al. Bein is an important | 297€€ define them. ocia
2017 g p 4. Agree Cohesion

10
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Please tell me the degree to which
you agree or disagree with the

1. Strongly disagree

development activities?

c. Should people from a different
[Social Group] as you be allowed to
become leaders of the [CDD
geographic unif]?

d. Would you welcome people from a
different [Social Group] as you into
your family through marriage?

answer

individual's acceptance of
group(s) of relevance to the
context and/or CDD project.

following statement: 2. Disagree This question seeks to
9 ) 3. Neither disagree nor | measure the degree to which Social
Buckner L agree those in the [CDD geographic i
1988 If;gerze%);euu\;;]ngérr];h|IZ LﬁﬁD 4. Agree unit] believe their [CDD Cohesion
gom% thli)n I'd think ofFi)t as 9 5. Strongly agree geographic unit]-identity is
. g," " ; 888. Do not know collectively shared.
something "we" were doing rather
" " . 999. Refuse to answer

than "they" were doing.
I'm going to ask you a series of
questions about how you view
people from a different [Social
Group(s)].
a. Should people from a different . .

, This question seeks to
[Social Gro_up] as you be fully , meas?ure how an individual

Barron et al \LA/II:IE'? med in this [CDD geographic 0. No perceives others with different
. : , 1. Yes values, lifestyles, and Social
(;va c:'lrll‘)j gosc?aolmfoze‘])gf fgc;mb: gllrgazgtto 888. Do not know identities. This series of Cohesion
1al group Y ) . 999. Refused to questions inquire about an
2009 participate in [CDD geographic unit]

11




SOCIAL CAPITAL AND SOCIAL COHESION MEASUREMENT TOOLKIT FOR CDD OPERATIONS

Please tell me the degree to which

1. Strongly disagree

This question seeks to

c. [Add other statements depending
on number of social groups]

d. The individuals in the entire [CDD
geographic unit] would try to solve
the problem together.

888. Do not know
999. Refuse to answer

whole.

you agree or disagree with the g ﬁls_agree_ measure the degree to which
following statement: - Neither disagree nor an individual believes they Social
Kuhnt et al. agree - ; .
2017 4 A participate in [CDD geographic Cohesion
| feel like an active member of the -hgree unif] to improve conditions for
. . 5. Strongly agree b
[CDD geographic unit] | am currently 888. Do not know others and/or to help shape
living in. 999: Refuse to answer [CDD geographic unif]'s future.
1. Never This question seeks to
Betanzo N _ 2. Very rgrely measure the deg_re_e to which
Alcali 8: How _often d(_) you part|0|p_ate in _ 3. Sometimes an individual participates in Social
Al dar;a meetings to improve _publlc spaces in | 4. Regularly [CDD geographic unit] to Cohesion
2015 [CDD geographic unit]? 5. Always improve conditions for others
888. Do not know and/or to help shape [CDD
999. Refuse to answer | geographic unit]'s future.
If there was a problem that affected
the entire [CDD geographic unit],
which of the following statements do
you most agree with: 1. Statement a
2. Statement b This question seeks to
Gro?ltaa:rt = a. Each individual would try to solve 3. [Add other measure the extent of
Bastelar the pro_ble_m_ indepgndently; _ Statements depending | collective participation to Social
(World Bank b. The individuals in each [Social on number of social improve conditions for others Cohesion
SOCAT) Group] would try to solve the groups] in their [Social Group] and in
2002 problem together; 4. Statement d. the [CDD geographic unif] as a

12
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Section 2: Qualitative Research Guide

The performance of the 15 survey questions included in this toolkit will depend largely on
adapting them for the context where the evaluation is taking place. In order to ensure that the
survey questions are operationalized to ensure appropriateness for a local context and given
CDD intervention, some aspects of the survey questions need to be adapted. We suggest two
alternative qualitative approaches to contextualization (Table 5). Depending on the timeframe,
budget, and personnel for a given evaluation, these two approaches can be used alone, orin
combination with each other. When conditions permit, we strongly recommend Approach 1. This
approach will offer in-depth insights and greater validity. However, when Approach 1 is not
possible, we recommend that at a minimum the survey implementers conduct Approach 2 - a
brief qualitative exercise - to ensure that survey questions’ intended purposes are honored in a
culturally-appropriate manner during translation and when conducting the surveys.

Table 5: Qualitative Contextualization Approaches

This option is the recommended approach for contextualization.
Compared to Approach 2, this approach will require more resources
to undertake. However, it will provide greater insights to accordingly
adapt survey questions and its components to minimize

APPROACH 1: conceptualization and operationalization bias. Approach 1 should
Brief visit to selected include in-depth interviews and/or focus group discussions using
localities purposive sampling to capture perspectives and experiences of

different groups in area(s) where CDD sub-projects and meetings
will be implemented. Respondents should be selected to ensure
representation major types of cultural and social variation within the
area in which the CDD intervention is being implemented.

This option for contextualization will require less time, however, will
provide less in-depth insights. Key informant interviews and/or focus

APPROACH 2: group discussion respondents should be selected to represent the
One-on-one and/or insights, experiences, and perspectives of those who are from or
group discussions with | have worked in the region(s) where the CDD intervention is being
colleagues, experts, implemented. Respondents who speak who speak the language(s)
and/or translators that will be used in the survey should be consulted to ensure that

survey questions' intended purposes are honored during translation
and contextualization.

In Table 4 above, we note the intended purpose for each of the 15 survey questions. Table 6
below summarizes components of the survey questions which must be contextually adapted. As
these areas of contextualization apply across multiple survey questions, we provide a qualitative
interview and discussion guide with overarching qualitative questions to guide both Approach 1
and Approach 2 through key informant interviews, in-depth interviews, and/or focus group
discussions.
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Section 3: Qualitative Interview and Discussion Guide

This qualitative interview and discussion guide provides an overview of the questions that should
be answered for successful adaptation of the 15 survey questions to the CDD implementation
context. Six components will need to be adapted and these apply across the survey questions.
Questions in the list below marked as probing questions will not be used to adapt the survey
questions to the local context but provide additional insights about the state of social capital and
social cohesion in the setting. In turn, these insights should also be discussed by the evaluation
team as part of the debrief from the qualitative research.

These qualitative questions can be answered either using a brief visit to selected localities
(Approach 1) or one-on-one interviews or group discussions with colleagues or experts (Approach
2) (Table 5). Once this set of questions has been answered, use Section 4, Annex 2 and 3 below
to guide the adaptation of the survey questions using the answers to these questions.

Regardless of the qualitative approach used to answer the questions below, these questions
should be deployed as semi-structured interviews and/or discussions, with the enumerators being
given sufficient flexibility to adapt the wording and sequencing of the questions and ask additional
probing questions based upon responses. Qualitative enumerators should be trained on the
purpose of the contextualization exercise, survey questions, and concepts of social capital and
social cohesion to ensure that these interviews and discussions yield insightful and nuanced
findings. Qualitative enumerators should plan to take notes in a notebook or on a tablet/laptop.

1. Name of CDD geographic unit

a. What is the local word for the unit at which CDD subprojects and meetings are being
implemented in this context?

i.  Note: Some examples include village, neighborhood, commune, block, and ward.
b. Probing Questions:
i. What aspects of social and political life happen within this CDD unit?

ii. What aspects happen at larger units (such as district or municipality) or smaller
units (neighborhoods or groupings of households within the CDD unit)?

c. Does this word differ across the regions where the CDD program is being implemented? If
yes, list the word for the CDD geographic unit in each area where the program is being
implemented.

d. Do the meanings of the word used for unit match each other for each of the languages in
which the survey will be conducted?

2. List of social groups and cleavages/divisions that are relevant for the CDD
implementation context

a. Within the units at which CDD is being implemented, what types of social divisions or
cleavages between groups is the CDD intervention attempting to overcome?
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i.  Note: Some examples might include ethnicity, tribe, race, religion, migration status
(refugee/host or IDP/host), age, and gender but there may be other kinds of
division. List all that apply - this can be more than one type.

b. Across each of these divisions, what are the commonly understood names of the
group(s)?

i.  Note: For example, for religion, this might include the name of each religious group
(i.e. Hindus and Muslims). For migration status, this might be hosts and IDPs. For
age, this might be youth and elders. Be sure to include all relevant groups,
including those that may be traditionally excluded and/or marginalized.

c. Probing Questions:

i. How do these divisions/cleavages shape local social, political, and/or economic
life? (Note: Be sure to inquire of the geographic unit that are relevant for the unit of
CDD implementation)

i. Do these divisions lead to local conflict? If so, describe the most common types of
local conflicts?

- What do you think causes these conflicts??
iii. How do these local divisions interact with national-level politics?

iv. Do these divisions lead to local conflict? If so, describe the most common types of
national conflict.

- What do you think causes these conflicts?

d. Does this list of social divisions and groups differ across the regions where the CDD
program is being implemented?

e. Do the meanings of the word used to describe each type of division and group mean the
same thing when translated into each of the languages in which the survey will be
conducted? What is the local word for the unit at which CDD subprojects and meetings are
being implemented in this context?

3. List of local decision-makers and other relationships with individuals in positions of
authority or influence

a. Within the units at which CDD is being implemented, what types of decision-makers are
involved in shaping local development projects and politics?

i. Note: Some examples might include local leaders (such as chiefs, village heads,
village administrators), local committees, government officials (e.g. Mayor),
traditional authorities, socioeconomic and political elites, NGO staff members.

2 In all of these qualitative questions and probes “you” refers to the survey, interview, and focus
group respondent(s), not the enumerator.
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b. Probing Questions:

i.  What are the most common ways that ordinary individuals interact with these
decision-makers?

ii. Are these decision-makers responsive to ordinary individuals? Are they more
responsive to some social groups rather than others?

ii.  Are there conflicts between ordinary individuals and these decision-makers? If so,
describe the most common types of conflict?

- What do you think causes these conflicts?
c. What are other types of relationships across hierarchies?

i.  Note: Some examples might include relationships between social classes and
between community members and international NGOs or private sector
companies.

d. Does this list of decision-makers and relationships differ across the regions where the
CDD program is being implemented?

e. Does the list of individuals for questions 3a, 3b, and 3c have the same meaning when
translated into the languages in which the survey will be conducted?

4. Identifiable personal item that could be lost/returned

a. Within the units where CDD is being implemented, what is an example of an article of
identifiable personal property that can be lost and returned?

i. Note: Some examples might include a passport or government ID, beneficiary
distribution cards, a credit card or debit card, a wallet, a branded cow or goat, a cell
phone with a unique case/wallpaper.

b. Is the type of item identified in 4a used throughout all of the regions where the CDD
program is being implemented? Is it broadly used across different social groups within
those areas? If not, what are identifiable pieces of personal property that are more
commonly used in those areas/social groups?

c. Does the list of items identified in 4a and 4b mean the same thing when translated into
each of the languages in which the survey will be conducted?

5. Translation of "a part of"

a. Inthe languages spoken where CDD is being implemented, does it make sense to
describe "belonging" as feeling like "a part of" and "not belonging" as being "left out"?

i.  Note: Another synonym in English for this meaning of belonging is to "fit in". For
not belonging, other synonyms are feeling like a "misfit" or "set apart" from others.
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ii. Make sure that this translation is different from the wording used to describe being
an “active member” in Survey Question 13, which focuses on participation in
activities that benefit the whole locality.

b. If it does not make sense to describe belonging in these ways, what wording or types of
phrases convey this idea better?

c. Does this translation mean the same thing in each of the languages in which the survey
will be conducted?

6. Locally appropriate indicators of relations between groups

Consider the list of attitudes within Survey Question 12:

a. Should people from a different [social group] as you be fully welcomed in this [CDD
geographic unit]?

b. Should people from a different [social group] as you be allowed to participate in [CDD
geographic unit] development activities?

c. Should people from a different [social group] as you be allowed to become leaders of the
[CDD geographic unit]?

d. Would you welcome people from a different [social group] as you into your family through
marriage?

a. Within the units where CDD is being implemented, are any of these sub-questions not
good indicators of relations between groups?

i. For example, if age conflict (youth vs elders) is identified as a major cleavage
within the CDD unit, then sub-questions 12a (“welcomed into CDD geographic
unit”) and 12d (“welcome into your family through marriage”) do not make sense as
indicators of relations between groups, but sub-questions 12b “participate in
development activities” and 12c “become leaders” do make sense.

i. Asanother example, if local norms and practices allow marriage between religious
groups that have been identified as a salient division, then sub-question 12d
“welcome into your family through marriage” is not a good indicator of relations
between groups.

b. Within the units where CDD is being implemented, are there any other examples of sub-
questions that are good indicators of relations between groups?

i. Some examples might include sharing a meal with an someone from a different
[social group], inviting members of a different [social group] to an important
celebration, going to shops owned by someone from a different [social group]
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Section 4: Guide for Survey Question Contextualization

Once the qualitative research has been completed, the next step is to use the answers
to the qualitative interview questions to adapt the survey questions. In addition, the
answers to the follow-up probing questions should be used as an opportunity to extract
broader lessons that influence planning for the evaluation for the broader CDD
intervention.

Table 6 provides an overview of the six survey components that need to be adapted
using the answers to the qualitative questions. The table also identifies which survey
questions need to be adapted in this way and provides some brief instructions on how to
implement the adaptation. Table 7 provides a set of broader summary questions that
can be used to reflect on the answers to the probing questions and extract broader
lessons.

The steps in Tables 6 and 7 can be completed collectively by the evaluation team and
qualitative enumerators in a meeting or workshop in which each enumerator reports their
findings and the whole team discusses the implications of these findings for adapting the
survey questions and the broader plan for the evaluation. Alternatively, these steps can
be completed individually by the team member who is tasked with drafting the survey
instrument. In the latter approach, each qualitative enumerator will give a summary of
their qualitative notes to a designated evaluation team member who has been tasked
with reviewing the qualitative results and adapting the survey questions and
implementation plans accordingly.

Table 6: List of Survey Components to Adapt Using Results of Qualitative Research

Using the name/names for CDD
5,6,7,8, Geographic units revealed by Qualitative
1 9,10, 11, 12, Question 1 in the space marked with

Name of CDD

Geographic Unit 13, 14, and 15 [CDD geographic unit] in the relevant

survey questions.

Use the names of the social
groups/division targeted by CDD in
Qualitative Question 2 in the spaces
marked with [social group] in the relevant
survey questions.

List of social groups and

2 cleavages/divisions that 1,2, 3,4, In Survey Questions 1, 2, 3, and 4, insert
are relevant for CDD 10, 12 and 15 the name of each type of relevant social
implementation context division/cleavage into the spaces for “from

my [social group]” and “from a different
[social group]” in the relationship list.

For Survey Question 10, add a statement
of the format “an individual from my [social
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group]” for each social group identified as
being addressed by CDD.

For Survey Question 12, add the names of
each of the relevant social
groups/divisions to each sub-question (see
component 6 below for other possible
adjustments to Survey Question 12).

For Survey Question 15, add a statement
of the format “the individuals in each
[social group] would try to solve the
problem together” for each social group
identified in Qualitative Question 2.

List of local decision- Use the names of the decision-makers and
makers and other other types of hierarchical relationships

3 relationships with 1,2,3,and 4 revealed by Qualitative Question 3 in the
individuals in positions relationship list in Survey Questions 1, 2,
of authority/influence 3, and 4.

Use the personal item(s) identified in

Identifiable personal Qualitative Question 4 in the space

4 item that could be 5 . .
lost/returned marked with _[my wallet] in the relevant
survey questions.
Use any alternative wordings for “a part of”
and “left out” in the translations of the
relevant survey questions.
5 Translation of “a part of” 8and 9

Confirm that the translation of “a part of”
and “left out” is different from the
translation of “active member” in Survey
Question 13.

Use the revised list of questions
(subtracting/substituting any that are not
good matches and adding any that are
missing) to the relevant survey questions.

Determine locally
appropriate list of
attitudes towards 12
individuals with other
values, lifestyles, and
identities.

Ideally aim to subtract no more than two
sub-questions for each type of social
group, and only add as many sub-
questions as you have subtraction.
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Table 7: Broader Summary Questions to Guide Reflection on Qualitative Probing Questions

What information from the qualitative probing Adjust the implementation plan for the

questions is relevant for the implementation plan for evaluation based on any patterns that

this evaluation? emerge from reflection on the probing
questions.

Some possible elements of the evaluation
implementation plan that could be influenced by answers
to the probing questions include plans for translation,
plans for enumerator recruitment and training, plans for

sampling.

What information from the qualitative probing Over the short term, it may not be feasible to

questions is relevant for the implementation plan for adjust the implementation of the CDD

the CDD intervention? intervention, but the evaluation team should
feed these summary findings and

Some possible elements include the unit at which CDD recommendations from the qualitative

activities are implemented, how CDD activities are research back to the team leading the CDD

structured, which groups are targeted in CDD intervention.

mobilization and training, and additional interventions to

layer with CDD.

What other information from the qualitative probing While it may not be possible to explore all

questions is interesting, surprising, or puzzling? emerging research questions/themes in the

evaluation, generate a list of these themes
as opportunities for future operational
research building on the CDD program and
evaluation in this context.

Annex 2 provides a template to construct the relationship list along with a concrete
example to guide contextualization.

Annex 3 lays out the survey module template, noting the ways in which each survey
question should be adapted and contextualized for the evaluation context(s).
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Section 5: Notes for Future Analysis and Empirical Validation

The 15 survey questions included in this toolkit were selected to balance the aims of valid
measurement with the specific practical needs of evaluating CDD programs in contexts
affected by fragility, conflict, migration and forced displacement. The accompanying qualitative
contextualization guide can be used by evaluation teams to ask the preliminary questions
needed to adapt the core questions to the context where they are working.

While these two measurement tools are ready to be used, additional validation considerations
should be accounted for when preparing to analyze and interpret the data collected using
these tools.

First, the frameworks developed here identify which dimensions and questions should be used
to measure social capital and social cohesion, respectively. The main limitation of these
frameworks is that by themselves, they do not suggest whether and how these individual
survey questions should be combined into aggregate measures of social capital and social
cohesion. To do this, it will be necessary to conduct construct validation using data collected
with these tools to empirically test how these measures relate to one another. This type of
validation will also be necessary to develop substantively meaningful interpretations of survey
results, in terms of assessing whether an aggregate pattern of answers reflects high or low
levels of social capital or cohesion and whether a given impact of a CDD program can be
interpreted as substantively large or small.

Second, as the survey tool is deployed in more and more contexts, cross-context validation
should be conducted to assess how the performance of individual questions and any
aggregate measures is similar or different across contexts.

Finally, it is hypothesized that this set of 15 survey questions validly measure social capital
and social cohesion while maximizing ease of implementation in the context of CDD
operations. However, this hypothesis should be empirically tested by comparing this toolkit
against other indices and survey tools used in the literature to assess relative performance on
both measurement validity and ease of use. As such, this toolkit should be treated as a living
document, and should be updated on an ongoing basis using the findings from any testing
and empirical validation.
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Annex 1: Overview of Project Process and Methods

Figure A1: Project Process Schematic

Search process included:

» 25 targeted searches in Google & Google Scholar
(focus: CDD, migration, & FCS; measurement)

» Recommendations from clients & colleagues

» Snowball sampling from source citations

» Included 68 relevant sources
+ Sources included a total of 23 dimensions

» Process/Criteria: included literature with sufficient
focus on conceptualization/measurement of social
capital or cohesion

+ Narrowed list of 23 dimensions to 8 key dimensions

+ Developed working definitions of social capital,
social cohesion, and each dimension

+ Process/Criteria: used literature & CDD Theory of
Change to narrow/combine scope

+ Compliled 2,661 survey questions from 46 sources
on the Measurement Map

+ Process: Included survey questions from all
sources where available

+ Created a shortlist of 406 survey questions
* Process/Criteria:
» Removed duplicates
» Ensured fit with practical constraints
» Ensured context relevance (CDD, migration, FCS)

» Process/Criteria: Evaluated shortlisted questions
according to degree of match with definition and
use, relevance to context, & quality

» Selected & refined final list of 15 questions

» Developed notes for qualitative contextualization
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Avdeenko et al. (2015)

CDD

Migration

FCS

Table A1a: Social Capital Measurement Map
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Table A1b: Social Cohesion Measurement Map
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Table A1b: Social Cohesion Measurement Map (cont.)
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Background Paper: Measuring Social Capital and Social Cohesion®

This brief background note describes the process and rationale used to create the Social Capital
and Social Cohesion Measurement Toolkit and provides an in-depth discussion of the intermediate
products and definitions that were created and used throughout this process. A schematic
overview of the process is presented in Figure A1.

Steps 1 & 2: Measurement and literature search; Construction of measurement
map

The measurement and literature search drew on peer-reviewed journal articles and relevant gray
literature with a focus on community-driven development (CDD), social capital, social cohesion in
contexts affected by fragility, (forced) migration, and conflict. This search highlighted the various
dimensions that have been used by researchers to measure social capital and social cohesion,
which are summarized in the measurement map above (Tables A1a and A1b). The 68 sources
identified in the literature review measured a total of 23 dimensions of social capital and
social cohesion using over 2600 survey questions.

Step 3: Development of definitions and conceptual framework

In order to productively draw on this literature review to identify a tractable set of survey questions,
we simultaneously assessed the patterns in the measurement map and the definitions advanced in
the broader theoretical and conceptual literature on social capital, social cohesion, and CDD. We
used the conceptual and empirical literature to help refine and clarify one another. We used the
conceptual literature to help identify which of the measured dimensions are core components of
each concept that need to be measured in CDD evaluations and which are more indirectly
related causes or outcomes of social capital and social cohesion. Conversely, we used the
patterns in the questions and dimensions used in the empirical literature to help sharpen and refine
the wording and components of the theoretically-informed definitions. Using this approach, we
developed a conceptual framework that defines social capital and social cohesion and which
identifies and defines the measurable dimensions of each concept.

Figure A2 highlights the number of times each of the identified dimensions was measured in
studies on social capital and social cohesion, respectively. Using the process described above
(and as visualized in Figure A1), we narrowed the list of 23 dimensions in the measurement map
to a set of eight measurable dimensions:

1) two dimensions associated explicitly with social capital (relationships and resources);

2) four dimensions associated explicitly with social cohesion (civic engagement, belonging,
identity, and acceptance of diversity); and

3) two dimensions that are part of both concepts (trust and collective action norms).

30ur framework separates social capital and social cohesion into distinct concepts. However, we recognize
that these are interrelated concepts that should both be measured when evaluating CDD interventions.
The interactions between social capital and social cohesion are subject to future validation and can/should
be contextualized according to the theory of change in a given intervention.
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Figure A2: Overview of Social Capital and Social Cohesion Dimensions in
Measurement Map
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The process of reducing these dimensions involved two main types of decisions. First, in some
cases, we determined that dimensions that were identified as distinct in the literature are in fact
sub-dimensions of a broader dimension. In these cases, the questions used to measure these
sub-dimensions were considered as options for measuring the broader dimension that we
included in our framework. Second, we determined that a number of concepts that are measured
as dimensions of social capital and/or social cohesion in the literature are better understood as
separate outcomes that are shaped by social capital/cohesion rather than components of these
phenomena themselves. Given this understanding, incorporating questions on these concepts
directly into attempts to measure social capital and social cohesion in CDD programs runs the risk
of underestimating impacts. This is due to the fact that it is likely these downstream outcomes will
move more slowly and will depend in part on earlier changes in social capital and social cohesion.
As a result, concepts in the measurement map that fall into this category are not included in the
conceptual framework or list of measures. They, however, should be considered in future studies
that seek to measure additional downstream implications of CDD, social capital, and social
cohesion. Using this decision-making approach, we identified a total of eight dimensions that fell
into this category of “downstream outcome”: empowerment; cooperation; collective action; conflict
resolution; social mobility; equality and equity; legitimacy; and prosperity. In Table A2, we list the
measurement map dimensions that were eliminated for these two reasons.*

4 In addition, a number of studies of social capital measured social cohesion as a dimension and vice versa.
Given that the aim of this project is to produce a set of measures for each concept, we dropped these
dimensions from the condensed measurement map. However, the frameworks do capture the overlaps
between social capital and social cohesion by identifying that two dimensions—trust and collective action
norms—are part of both concepts.
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Table A2: Overview of Types of Reduction of Measurement Map Dimensions and Rationale

Measurement Map Type of Reduction Rationale
Dimension

Information Folded into Resources In the literature on social capital, information is primarily discussed as a type of
resource shared between individuals.

Reciprocity Folded into Collective Action Norms The literature identifies reciprocity as a type of social norm that is a component of
both social capital and social cohesion.

Altruism Folded into Collective Action Norms The literature identifies reciprocity as a type of social norm that is a component of
both social capital and social cohesion.

Participation Renamed as Civic Engagement Participation, as used in the literature, is a bit too vague and inconsistently applied
with respect to both social capital and social cohesion; civic engagement better
captures the key dimension of relevance--a willingness to participate for the good
of a group or local area.

Recognition Folded into Belonging Literature that identified recognition as a dimension typically focused on a sense of
being recognized as a member of a group, leading us to classify this as a subset of
belonging rather than a dimension in its own right.

Inclusion Folded into Acceptance of Diversity in Group/Locality The aspect of inclusion that is typically measured in studies of social capital and
social cohesion is inclusive attitudes towards members of other groups, which folds
into the broader dimension of acceptance of diversity that was frequently measured
as a dimension of social cohesion.

Empowerment Downstream outcome; Likely shaped directly by CDD interventions (Gibson and | While a small number of studies measure empowerment as a dimension social

Woolcock 2008) as well as indirectly via changes in social capital capital or social cohesion, it is better thought of as a distinct outcome, given that it
is not typically incorporated in conceptual definitions of social capital and social
cohesion.

Cooperation Downstream outcome; likely shaped indirectly via changes in social capital and | Cooperation and collective action are both highly measured in research on both

social cohesion

Collective Action

Downstream outcome; likely shaped indirectly via changes in social capital and
social cohesion

social capital and social cohesion. However, reading the theoretical literature
indicates that cooperation and collective action are both distinct outcomes that are
shaped by social capital and social cohesion, but which are distinct from both of
those phenomena.

Conflict Resolution

Downstream outcome; likely shaped indirectly via changes in social cohesion

Social Mobility

Downstream outcome; likely shaped indirectly via changes in social cohesion

Equality & Equity

Downstream outcome; likely shaped indirectly via changes in social cohesion

Legitimacy

Downstream outcome; likely shaped indirectly via changes in social cohesion

Prosperity

Downstream outcome; likely shaped indirectly via changes in social cohesion

A small number of studies measure these as dimensions of social cohesion, but
the conceptual/theoretical literature indicate that these are longer downstream
effects that may be shaped by social cohesion (and which may shape social
cohesion via a feedback loop), but which are not core to the phenomenon itself.
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Social Capital: Dimensions, Definition, and Rationale

Key Takeaways

Social capital is defined in this toolkit as “The quantity and quality of resources, trust,
and norms inhering in individuals’ relationships.”

This definition connects the most frequently used definitions of social capital in the
conceptual literature with four of the dimensions most commonly measured in the empirical
literature: Relationships, Resources, Trust, and Collective Action Norms.

After combining redundant dimensions into each other as described above, we re-examined
the patterns in measuring social capital.’ Reviewing the chart of the condensed dimensions
reveals that most attempts to measure social capital are focused on six dimensions:
relationships, resources, norms, trust, participation, and collective action. We then
contrasted these patterns with common definitions of social capital in the conceptual and
theoretical literature. Of the six dimensions that we identified in the measurement map, four
align most closely with existing conceptual definitions: relationships, resources, norms, and
trust. Participation is discussed in the theoretical literature on social capital, but largely as a
cause of social capital (participation in voluntary organizations helps to build the
relationships, norms, and trust central to social capital). High levels of social capital can also
produce a feedback loop where the trust, norms, and resources associated with an
individual’s network of relationships encourage participation.

This close association leads some studies to measure participation as a proxy for social
capital (most notably Puthnam’s measurement of participation in civic organizations in Italy
(1993) and the US (2001)), but this an indirect indicator rather than a core component of
social capital itself. Similarly, collective action is also frequently discussed in the literature on
social capital, but as an outcome that is facilitated by the norms, relationships, resources
and trust that make up social capital.

5 While the redundant dimensions/sub-dimensions have been combined in this graph, downstream
outcomes are left in to discuss them in the context of the theoretical/conceptual literature.
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Figure A3: Condensed Overview of Dimensions of Social Capital in Measurement
Map

Social Capital Measurement Dimensions-After Reductions

25
20
15
10
5
0
> . o ° X S . e Q N\ ) . .
FLPFEEET TGS &S
) NN N &L o o DS PG o & L& K
P T & & &G Q P
<« QOQ’Q oé\\ Q§e Q’@ Q'Q

Building on this joint analysis of the measurement map and the conceptual literature, we
define social capital as “The quantity and quality of resources, trust, and norms
inhering in individuals' relationships.” This definition bridges the most common
components highlighted in conceptual literature with four of the dimensions that surfaced
most heavily in the measurement map: Relationships, Resources, Norms, and Trust. In our
final framework, we highlight the connection between norms and collective action by
renaming that component “Collective Action Norms,” building on usage elsewhere in the
literature (Ostrom and Ahn 2009; Wong and Guggenheim 2018).

This definition has implications for the level of analysis used when evaluating the
relationship between CDD interventions and social capital. By focusing in on individuals and
their relationships, this definition highlights that social capital can be analyzed at the
individual and household level. At the same time, it is also possible to aggregate patterns of
individual level social capital into a measure that characterizes the patterns of relationships,
resources, norms, and trust within a given area, such as measures of the relative stock of
bonding, bridging, and linking social capital in a given village (Mercy Corps 2017).

In summary, by examining the measurement map alongside the conceptual and theoretical
literature, we produced the following conceptual framework for social capital, which identifies
four dimensions that should be measured when trying to assess the impact of CDD
interventions on social capital.
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Figure A4: Conceptual Framework for Social Capital

Level of
Analysis

Individual/HH
CDD Geographic Unit

CDD Geographic Unit refers to the level at which CDD meetings
are held and at which subprojects are implemented

Table A3 presents the refined working definitions of social capital and each of the
measurable dimensions in the framework, along with the key citations from the literature that
informed each definition.
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Table A3: Social Capital - Key Dimensions and Definitions

The quantity and quality of resources, trust,
and norms inhering in individuals'
relationships.

Woolcock 1998; Bhuiyan & Evers
(ZEF) 2005

The nature and strength of an individual's
network connections with other individuals in
Relationships homogeneous (bonding) or heterogeneous
(bridging) groups, or with
organizations/institutions (linking).

Scrivens & Smith (OECD) 2017;
Mercy Corps (2017)

Material and non-material support (e.g.
Resources goods, materials, information) received by
and provided to individuals.

Scrivens & Smith (OECD) 2017;
REACH 2016

An individual's 1) belief that another
individual, group, or institution that could do
Trust her harm or betray her will not do so and 2)
willingness to take actions that make herself

Levi & Stoker 2000; Gambetta 2000;
Ostrom & Ahn 2009; Gilligan,
Pasquale, & Samii 2013; Scrivens &

vulnerable to that actor. Smith 2013
Collective Action Collectively shared and internalized moral Ostrom 1998; Ostrom 2005; Ostrom
Norms prescriptions that encourage costly actions & Ahn 2009; Fehr & Fischbacher
that primarily benefit others. 2003; Benabou & Tirole 2005

Social Cohesion: Dimensions, Definition, and Rationale

Key Takeaways

Social Cohesion is defined in this toolkit as “A sense of shared purpose and trust among
members of a given group or locality and the willingness of those group members to
engage and cooperate with each other to survive and prosper.”

This definition connects the most frequently used definitions of social cohesion in the
conceptual literature with six of the dimensions most commonly measured in the empirical
literature: Trust, Collective Action Norms, Belonging, Identity, Attitudes Toward Out-Groups,
and Civic Engagement.

As with social capital, we examined the distribution of attempts to measure social cohesion
across the reduced set of dimensions.® Reviewing the condensed chart of measurement for
social cohesion indicates a broader spread of dimensions used to measure the concept relative
to social capital. The chart indicates that attempts to measure social cohesion are focused on
nine dimensions: relationships, belonging, identity, norms, trust, participation, acceptance of
diversity, equality/equity, and legitimacy.

6 As above, while the redundant dimensions/sub-dimensions have been combined in this graph,
downstream outcomes are left in to discuss them in the context of the theoretical/conceptual literature.
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Of these nine dimensions that are most commonly used in the measurement literature, six align
most closely with aspects of the definitions commonly advanced in the conceptual and
theoretical literature: belonging, identity, acceptance of diversity, trust, norms, and participation.
In both the measurement and conceptual literature, belonging, identity, and acceptance of
diversity are often grouped together to jointly capture a key element of social cohesion: the
extent to which the individuals in a locality or group feel a sense of shared purpose as a larger
group, as opposed to only as the sub-groups of which they are a member (Chan et al 2006,
Mvukiyehe 2011). Examining this set of dimensions also reveals that in the context of social
cohesion, measures of “relationships” are primarily capturing intergroup relations/attitudes
toward out-groups rather than the types of individual-level relationships that are used to
measure social capital (Dawop et al 2019). Closer examination of these “intergroup relations”
questions reveals that they are typically the same sorts of questions used to measure
“acceptance of diversity,” as both get at attitudes and behavior towards other groups or
subgroups within a given community. As a result, we clarified that in the context of measuring
social cohesion, “acceptance of diversity” is not general, but instead refers to “acceptance of
diversity in a group or locality” and folded questions that get at intergroup relations into this
dimension, and renamed the broader dimension “attitudes toward out-groups”.

Figure A5: Condensed Overview of Dimensions of Social Cohesion in Measurement
Map
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A second grouping within the measurement and conceptual literature on social cohesion is
focused around trust, norms, and participation. After acceptance of diversity, these three
dimensions are the most commonly measured aspects of social cohesion. Together, they
get at a second core component of definitions of social cohesion, which is described as “the
willingness of group members to cooperate with each other in order to survive” (Stanley
2003) or “a willingness to participate and help” (Chan et al 2006). Building on the literature
on collective action, trust and norms are key components of this “willingness” to cooperate
and take actions for the good of the broader group (Ostrom and Ahn 2009). The idea of
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participating for the good of the locality or larger group (as opposed to a smaller subgroup)
also largely aligns with the types of questions used to measure participation in studies of
social cohesion, which focus largely on willingness to participate in activities that benefit
one’s entire community (as opposed to participation focused on individual benefit or benefit
for a smaller sub-group). This focus on interest and involvement in action to involve the
local area overlaps heavily with how “civic engagement” is conceptualized in the literature
(see Adler and Goggin 2005), so we use that term to identify the type of participation that is
most relevant for measuring social cohesion.

Finally, for equality/equity and legitimacy, we identify that these are separate outcomes that
are connected to social cohesion, but which are distinct. While we do identify that an
acceptance of diversity within a local area is a core component of social cohesion, this can be
achieved without full equality between the groups within an area. Similarly, while legitimacy is
connected to trust, it is more expansive, a willingness to obey authorities that is driven by a
sense of government trustworthiness and procedural justice (Levi, Sacks, and Tyler 2009).
This places legitimacy somewhat outside of the key dimensions of social cohesion that are
identified in the conceptual and theoretical literature, although in some CDD evaluations,
legitimacy (and citizen-state relationships more broadly) still may be an outcome of interest in
its own right (Wong and Guggenheim 2018).

Building on this joint analysis of the measurement map and the conceptual literature, we
define social cohesion as “A sense of shared purpose and trust among members of a
given group or locality and the willingness of those group members to engage and
cooperate with each other to survive and prosper.” This definition connects the most
common components highlighted in conceptual literature with six of the dimensions that
surfaced most heavily in the measurement map: Trust, Collective Action Norms, Belonging,
Attitudes Toward Out-Groups, Identity, and Civic Engagement.

This definition has implications for the level of analysis used when evaluating the relationship
between CDD interventions and social cohesion. By focusing on a given group or locality, this
definition highlights that social cohesion should be analyzed at the local level. For CDD
evaluations, the appropriate level of analysis is the level at which subprojects are being
decided and implemented (typically the village or the equivalent). The implication is that when
data is gathered using individual/household surveys, it should then be aggregated into village-
level measures.

In summary, by examining the measurement map alongside the conceptual and theoretical
literature, we produced the following conceptual framework for social cohesion, which
identifies six dimensions that should be measured when trying to assess the impact of CDD
interventions on social capital.
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Figure A6: Conceptual Framework for Social Cohesion

Shared Purpose
- Belonging
 Identity

Level of Analysis

CDD Geographic Unit

CDD Geographic Unit refers to the level at which CDD meetings
are held and at which subprojects are implemented

Table A4 presents the refined working definitions of social cohesion and each of the
measurable dimensions in the framework, along with the key citations from the literature that
informed each definition.
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Table A4: Social Cohesion - Key Dimensions and Definitions

Trust

A sense of shared purpose and trust
among members of a given group or
locality and the willingness of those group
members to engage and cooperate with
each other to survive and prosper.

Stanley 2003; Chan et al.
2006; Mvukiyehe 2011 SIPA
2018

An individual's 1) belief that another
individual, group, or institution that could
do her harm or betray her will not do so
and 2) willingness to take actions that
make herself vulnerable to that actor.

Levi & Stoker 2000;
Gambetta 2000; Ostrom &
Ahn 2009; Gilligan,
Pasquale, & Samii 2013;
Scrivens & Smith 2013

Collective Action Norms

Collectively shared and internalized moral
prescriptions that encourage costly
actions that primarily benefit others.

Ostrom 1998; Ostrom 2005;
Ostrom & Ahn 2009; Fehr &
Fischbacher 2003; Benabou
& Tirole 2005

The degree to which an individual or .
Belonging collective group feel like they "fit" together gg?;n & Vinck (UNICEF)
in a group.
Shared Identit The characteristics that an individual or Pham & Vinck (UNICEF)
Purpose y collective group believe to define them. 2017
Attitudes How individuals perceive individuals with | Larsen, Koch, & Dragolov
Toward Out- other values, lifestyles, or identities within | 2013; Janmaat & Keating
Groups their group or locality. 2019; Bogardus 1925

Civic Engagement

The attitudes and behaviors of individuals
that result in participation to improve local
area conditions for others and/or help
shape the area's future.

Adler & Goggin 2005

Step 4 & 5: Compilation of survey questions; Shortlist of survey questions

As noted above, the purpose of producing these conceptual frameworks and definitions for
social capital, social cohesion, and their underlying definitions is to make it possible to move
from the 23 dimensions and over 2600 survey questions identified in the literature review to a
short survey questionnaire that could easily be deployed in CDD evaluations. Reducing and
defining the dimensions associated with social capital and social cohesion made it possible for
us to work through a set of three steps that we used to produce our final set of survey
questions. First, the full set of 2661 questions was shortened to a candidate list of 406
questions by eliminating three types of questions: 1) duplicates, 2) questions that are
practically infeasible for CDD evaluations due to length or complexity, 3) questions that are
inappropriate for the key contexts where this toolkit will be used - CDD programs in fragile and
conflict affected states (FCS), particularly those involving migration or displacement.

Second, the candidate list of 406 questions was evaluated using the following criteria: 1)
Level of match with our framework’s definition of the concept the question is trying to
measure, 2) Degree of ease of use/feasibility for CDD evaluations, 3) Level of
appropriateness for contexts where the toolkit will be used, and 4) Quality of the Question.
The three researchers leading this project each assessed all 406 questions on all of these




SOCIAL CAPITAL AND SOCIAL COHESION MEASUREMENT TOOLKIT FOR CDD OPERATIONS

criteria, producing average scores on each dimension as well as an overall score for each
question.

Step 6: Finalization of measurement toolkit

Finally, the three researchers leading this project then used the scores to collaboratively
select the questions to include in the final survey measurement tool. This stage focused
heavily on the central aim of this tool - balancing state-of-the art measurement of social
capital and social cohesion with the practical demands of implementing these measures in
the context of CDD operations. In particular, the primary practical constraint was the need to
keep the survey instrument for social capital and cohesion as short as possible. This aim is
in tension with the general approach that we observed in the measurement literature on
social capital and cohesion, which tends to cope with definitional ambiguity and imprecise
proxies by using extremely long questionnaires. The framework developed above was
central to meeting the core aim of this project as it allowed us to identify the minimal number
of dimensions that are needed to measure social capital and social cohesion. The definitions
included in the framework also allowed us to select questions that most directly and
precisely measured the key dimensions, allowing us to select a small number of targeted
questions per dimension (Table A5).

Table A5: Linking Survey Questions to Social Capital and Social Cohesion

Question # Dimension Question # Dimension

1 Relationships 4 Trust

2 Resources 5 Trust

3 Resources 6 Collective Action Norms

4 Trust 7 Collective Action Norms

5 Trust 8 Belonging

6 Collective Action Norms 9 Belonging

7 Collective Action Norms 10 Identity
11 Identity
12 Attitudes Toward Out-Groups
13 Civic Engagement
14 Civic Engagement
15 Civic Engagement
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Uses of Framework, Limitations, and Future Empirical Validation

The 15 survey questions included in this toolkit were selected by using the measurement map and
conceptual framework developed in this project to balance valid measurement with the specific
practical needs of evaluating CDD programs in FCS contexts characterized by migration and forced
displacement. The accompanying qualitative contextualization guide can be used by evaluation teams
to ask the preliminary questions needed to adapt the core questions to the context where they are
working.

While these two measurement tools are ready to be deployed, we have several additional
recommendations regarding validation that should be taken into consideration when preparing to
analyze and interpret the data collected using these tools. First, the frameworks developed here
identify which dimensions and questions should be used to measure social capital and social
cohesion, respectively. The main limitation of these frameworks is that by themselves, they do not
suggest whether and how these individual survey questions should be combined into aggregate
measures of social capital and social cohesion. To do this, it will be necessary to conduct construct
validation using data collected with these tools to empirically test how these measures relate to one
another. This type of validation will also be necessary to develop substantively meaningful
interpretations of survey results, in terms of assessing whether an aggregate pattern of answers
reflects high or low levels of social capital or cohesion and whether a given impact of a CDD program
can be interpreted as substantively large or small. Second, as the survey tool is deployed in more and
more contexts, cross-context validation should be conducted to assess how the performance of
individual questions and any aggregate measures is similar or different across contexts. Finally, it is
our hypothesis that the set of questions that we selected here validly measures social capital and
social cohesion while maximizing ease of implementation in the context of CDD operations. However,
this hypothesis should be empirically tested by comparing this toolkit against other indices and survey
tools used in the literature to assess relative performance on both measurement validity and ease of
use.
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Annex 2: Template for Constructing the Relationship List

Survey Questions 1-4 are built around a list of relationships that capture three types of relationship:

A. Bonding

Examples of bonding individuals include relationships with relatives, non-relatives/neighbors within
my ethnic group/clan; same migration status, age group, gender. These encompass horizontal
relationships WITHIN social group(s) of interest.

B. Bridging

Examples of bridging individuals include non-relatives/neighbors of other ethnic group/clan, other
migration status, age group, gender. These encompass horizontal relationships ACROSS social
group(s) of interest.

C. Linking

Examples of linking individuals include government officials (e.g. Mayor), traditional authorities,
socioeconomic and political elites, NGO staff members. These encompass vertical relationships
ACROSS social, political, and economic classes and with individuals/groups in positions of power
(e.g. access to resources, key decision-making).

In order to generate this relationship list, it is necessary to identify the main social divisions/groups
that are being targeted by CDD that were uncovered by Qualitative Question #2. These will be
used to fill in the bonding and bridging relationships in the relationship list.

This may be only one group/division, but it could also be more than one. For the template
below, there are three spaces, but delete or add rows as needed.

Next, it is necessary to identify the decision-makers or other individuals of authority/influence
identified in Qualitative Question #3. These will be used to fill in the linking relationships in
the relationship list. For the template below, there are two spaces, but delete or add rows as
needed.

Individuals from my [Social Group 1]
Individuals from my [Social Group 2 - if relevant in context]

Bonding Individuals from my [Social Group 3 - if relevant in context]
Add additional bonding relationships as needed based on qualitative
results
. Individuals from a different [Social Group 1]
Bridging

Individuals from a different [Social Group 2 - if relevant in context]
Individuals from a different [Social Group 3 - if relevant in context]
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Add additional bridging relationships as needed based on qualitative
results

Linking

[Name or title of decision-maker/Authority #1]

[Name or title of decision-maker/Authority #2]

Add additional linking relationships as needed based on qualitative
results
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Adapting Survey Questions Using Qualitative Results: Example from Kenya

As an example of how to construct the relationship list, imagine a hypothetical example of a CDD
intervention being implemented in rural “town centers” in semi-arid areas of north eastern Kenya
(Sheely 2013, 2015). The following example works through the results of rapid qualitative research
in this example.

In order to generate this relationship list, it is necessary to identify the main social divisions/groups
that are being targeted by CDD that were uncovered by Qualitative Question 2. These will be
used to fill in the bonding and bridging relationships in the relationship list.

Tribe Age N/A

Next, it is necessary to identify the decision-makers or other individuals of authority/influence
identified in Qualitative Question 3. These will be used to fill in the linking relationships in
the relationship list. For the template below, there are two spaces, but delete or add rows as
needed.

Member of County Chairperson of a
Assembly Local NGO

Chief Large Landowner

This set of responses to the qualitative questions would lead to the following

Bonding Individuals from my tribe
Individuals from my age group
Individuals from a different tribe
Individuals from a different age group
The Chief for this location
The Member of the County Assembly for this ward
Chairperson of a local NGO
Large landowner

Bridging

Linking

For this example, enumerators will ask Survey Questions 1-4 for each entry on this relationship list,
marking the response for each relationship.

For Survey Question 1, this would look like the following:

1) How close do you feel to each of the following types of individual:

Individuals from my tribe 1. Not at all close

2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this
group

888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer
Individuals from my age group 1. Not at all close

2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

Bonding
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777. Do not know anyone from this
group

888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer
Individuals from a different tribe 1. Not at all close

2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this
group

888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer
Individuals from a different age group 1. Not at all close

2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this
group

888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

The Chief for this location 1. Not at all close

2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this
group

888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

The member of the County Assembly for this 1. Not at all close

ward 2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this
group

888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer
Chairperson of a local NGO 1. Not at all close

2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this
group

888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Large landowner 1. Not at all close

2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this
group

888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Bridging

Linking

In addition, the social groups identified from the qualitative research can be used to adjust the
other questions where specific groups/divisions are mentioned.

For the hypothetical context presented here, Survey Question 10 would look like this:
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10) Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Being a resident of my town center is an important part 1. Strongly disagree

of how | see myself 2. Disagree

3. Neither disagree nor agree
4. Agree

5. Strongly agree

888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

Being a member of my tribe is an important part of how 1. Strongly disagree

| see myself 2. Disagree

3. Neither disagree nor agree
4. Agree

5. Strongly agree

888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

Being a member of my age group is an important part 1. Strongly disagree

of how | see myself 2. Disagree
3. Neither disagree nor agree
4. Agree

5. Strongly agree
888. Do not know
999. Refuse to answer

While these are illustrative examples, it should be emphasized that the exact groups and
individuals will have to be identified in each context and CDD intervention to ensure that they are
appropriately considered as bonding, bridging, and/or linking relationships. It is possible that for
one context, a relationship may be categorized as bonding social capital and in a different
evaluation, as bridging social capital.
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Annex 3: Survey Module Template

The template for each survey question is listed below with accompanying notes for
contextualization in italics where relevant. In order to maximize the performance of these
questions, each survey question should be appropriately adapted and translated for the
evaluation context based upon insights gleaned from qualitative research (Sections 2 and 3).

For Survey Questions 1-4, consult Annex 2 for guidance on contextually constructing the
relationship list.

Text in italics and [square brackets] should be full removed or replaced before deploying the
survey template.

1) How close do you feel to each of the following types of individual:
Individuals from my [Social Group 1] 1. Not at all close
2. Not Close
3. Close
4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know
999. Refused to answer

Individuals from my [add any other social groups on 1. Not at all close
relationship list, inserting rows as needed)] 2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Individuals from a different [Social Group 1] 1. Not at all close

2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Individuals from a different [add any other social 1. Not at all close
groups on relationship list, inserting rows as needed] 2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

[Name/Title of decision-maker/Authority #1] 1. Not at all close

2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

[Add any other decision-makers on relationship list, 1. Not at all close
inserting rows as needed)] 2. Not Close

3. Close

4. Very close

777. Do not know anyone from this group
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888. Do not know
999. Refused to answer

2) Now | will ask you some questions about whether your household will be able to lean on
others for support during difficult times. By difficult times | mean times when there is loss of
a family member, loss of income, hunger, drought, flood, conflict or similar events. And by
support, | include all types of support no matter how small or big including but not limited to
emotional support, food, information about jobs and local decision-making, and
loans/credit.

Underlined text should be contextualized to reflect relevant and locally appropriate challenges faced by
and illustrative resources sought out by individuals and/or households in localities where CDD
subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented

In difficult times, will your household be able to lean on each of the following types of
people:

List should be same list as those identified for Survey Question 1.

Individuals from my [Social Group 1] 0. No

1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Individuals from my [add any other social groups on 0. No

relationship list, inserting rows as needed)] 1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Individuals from a different [Social Group 1] 0. No

1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Individuals from a different [add any other social groups 0. No

on relationship list, inserting rows as needed)] 1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

[Name/Title of decision-maker/Authority #1] 0. No

1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

[Add any other decision-makers on relationship list, 0. No

inserting rows as needed)] 1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

3)  Will these people that you will be able to lean on during your difficult times also be able to
lean on you for support during their difficult times?

List should be same list as those identified for Survey Question 1.
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Individuals from my [Social Group 1]

0. No

1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Individuals from my [add any other social groups on
relationship list, inserting rows as needed)]

0. No

1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Individuals from a different [Social Group 1]

0. No

1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

Individuals from a different [add any other social groups
on relationship list, inserting rows as needed)]

0. No

1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

[Name/Title of decision-maker/Authority #1]

0. No

1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

[Add any other decision-makers on relationship list,
inserting rows as needed)]

0. No

1. Yes

777. Don’t know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refused to answer

4) Please tell me the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statement: The
following types of people are likely to take advantage of you.

List should be same list as those identified for Question 1.

Ensure that "take advantage of you" is translated to reflect the intended purpose of the question.

Individuals from my [Social Group 1]

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Neither agree nor disagree

4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

Individuals from my [add any other social groups on
relationship list, inserting rows as needed)]

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Neither agree nor disagree

4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

Individuals from a different [Social Group 1]

1. Strongly agree
2. Agree
3. Neither agree nor disagree

53



SOCIAL CAPITAL AND SOCIAL COHESION MEASUREMENT TOOLKIT FOR CDD OPERATIONS

4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

Individuals from a different [add any other social groups 1. Strongly agree

on relationship list, inserting rows as needed)] 2. Agree

3. Neither agree nor disagree

4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

[Name/Title of decision-maker/Authority #1] 1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Neither agree nor disagree

4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

[Add any other decision-makers on relationship list, 1. Strongly agree

inserting rows as needed] 2. Agree
3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

777. Do not know anyone from this group
888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

5) Please tell me the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.

Verify whether the scenario details (wallet; meeting) are relevant for local context. Ensure that item
selected for question is identifiable and of value in context.

1. Strongly agree

If | was at a [CDD geographic unif] meeting and 2. Agree _
accidentally left [my wallef] behind, | believe that the 3. Neither agree nor disagree
person who found it would return it to me. 4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree
888. Do not know
999. Refuse to answer

6) Please tell me the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.

Ensure that "help" is translated to reflect the intended purpose of the question.

1. Strongly agree
| think that it is important to help in [CDD geographic 2. Agree
unit] activities. 3. Neither agree nor disagree
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4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree
888. Do not know
999. Refuse to answer

7) Please tell me the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.
Ensure that "help" is translated to reflect the intended purpose of the question.
Note for respondents that reference has shifted from respondent's perceptions of themselves (Survey

Question 6) to their perceptions of the experience of those living in the CDD geographic unit (Survey
Question 7).

1. Strongly agree

In my [CDD geographic unit], it is generally expected that | 2. Agree

people will help in [CDD geographic unif] activities. 3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

8) Please tell me the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.

Ensure that "left out of" is translated to reflect the intended purpose of the question. Be careful not to use
the word "belong” in revised/translated version of the question.

1. Strongly agree

| feel left out of [CDD geographic unit] 2. Agree

3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

9) Please tell me the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.

Ensure that "a part of" is translated to reflect the intended purpose of the question, to capture the
togetherness aspect of collective belonging. Be careful not to use the word "belong” in revised/translated
version of the question. Note for respondents that reference has shifted from respondent's perceptions of
themselves (Survey Question 9) to their perceptions of the experience of those living in the CDD
geographic unit (Survey Question 10).

1. Strongly agree

Everyone living in this [CDD geographic unit] feels like 2. Agree

they are a part of this [CDD geographic unif] 3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Disagree
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5. Strongly disagree
888. Do not know
999. Refuse to answer

10) Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.

Identify social group(s) of relevance for where CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.
Inquire about respondent's own migration status (e.g. IDP, refugee, resident/host efc.).

Being a resident of my [CDD geographic unif] is an
important part of how | see myself

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither disagree nor agree
4. Agree

5. Strongly agree

888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

Being a member of my [Social Group 1] is an important
part of how | see myself

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither disagree nor agree
4. Agree

5. Strongly agree

888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

Being a member of my [Social Group] is an important
part of how | see myself

[Add any other social groups, inserting rows as
needed)]

1. Strongly disagree

2. Disagree

3. Neither disagree nor agree
4. Agree

5. Strongly agree

888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

11) Please tell me the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following

statement:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.

If the people living in this [CDD geographic unit] were
planning something, I'd think of it as something "we"
were doing rather than "they" were doing.

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer

12) I'm going to ask you a series of questions about how you view people from a different [Social

Group 1].

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.

Identify social group(s) of relevance for where CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.
Add any other social groups, repeating all relevant sub-questions.
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Determine locally appropriate ways in which individuals can have inclusive attitudes towards individuals
with other values, lifestyles, and identities.

0. No

Should people from a different [Social Group 1] as you 1. Yes

be fully welcomed in this [CDD geographic unit]? 888. Do not know
999. Refused to answer
0. No

Should people from a different [Social Group 2] as you 1. Yes

be allowed to participate in [CDD geographic unit] 888. Do not know

development activities? 999. Refused to answer
0. No

Should people from a different [Social Group] as yoube | 1. Yes

allowed to become leaders of the [CDD geographic 888. Do not know

unit]? 999. Refused to answer
0. No

Would you welcome people from a different [Social 1. Yes

Group] as you into your family through marriage? 888. Do not know
999. Refused to answer

Add any other social groups, repeating all relevant sub-questions.

13) Please tell me the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.

1. Strongly agree

| feel like an active member of the [CDD geographic 2. Agree
unit] I am currently living in. 3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree
888. Do not know
999. Refuse to answer

14) Please answer the following question:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.

1. Never

How often do you participate in meetings to improve 2. Very rarely

public spaces in [CDD geographic unit]? 3. Sometimes

4. Regularly

5. Always

888. Do not know
999. Refuse to answer

15) If there was a problem that affected the entire [CDD geographic unif], which of the
following statements do you most agree with:

Identify local name of the geographic unit in which CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.
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Identify social group(s) of relevance for where CDD subprojects and/or meetings will be implemented.
Add any other social groups, repeating all relevant sub-questions.

If there was a problem that affected the entire [CDD
geographic unit], which of the following statements do
you most agree with:

a. Each individual would try to solve the problem
independently;

b. The individuals in each [Social Group 1] would try to
solve the problem together;

c. [Add any other social groups, inserting lines as
needed]

d. The individuals in the entire [CDD geographic unif]
would try to solve the problem together.

1. Statement a

2. Statement b

3. Statement ¢

4. [Add other Statements depending on
number of social groups]

5. Statement d

888. Do not know

999. Refuse to answer
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