
Cooperative Agreement No. AID/DSPE-CA-0093 
Quarterly Report: July 1, 1982 - September 30, 1982 

This is the eight quarterly report for the International Research Awards 
Program on the Determinants of Fertility in Developing Countries. 

The eighth quarter was devoted to three objectives: (1) continued 
proposal generation, receipt, review and subagreement preparation (including a 
Peer Review and a Program Committee meeting); pursuit of resolution of the 
CEBRAP/CEDEPLAR (81/0971) clearance denial; and concluding an amendment 
to extend the program.
 

Proposals 

Preliminary Proposals 

Between March 2, 1982 and July 1, 1982, 39 preliminary proposals were 
received. Attached is a list of proposals and reviewers (Nos. 82/035 to 
82/072). At the August 5-6, 1982 Program Committee meeting, ten of these 
investigators were invited to submit full proposals. A summary table giving 
locations of institutions and populations to be studied for preliminary 
proposals received and invited during this period (panels A & B) and 
cumulatively for the program for proposals submitted through July 1, 1982 
(panels C & D) is attached. A list of the invited proposals by region is also 
attached. (Note that invited proposals 82/050 and 82/057 were proposals that 
received technical assistance in the field by 0. Frank and A. Mundigo 
respectively. See the trip reports attached to the sixth quarterly report for 
proposal 82/050 and the seventh quarterly report for proposals 82/057.) 

Full Proposals 

The Peer Review Committee met on July 15, 1982 to review the ten 
proposals received between 2 March and 24 June 1982. A list of the 
proposals and reviewers and a summary table of the location of the Pi's 
institution and population to be studied is appended. 

The Peer Review Committee recommended funding 2 proposals, 
deferring one, and rejecting the remaining seven. A list of the 
recommendations is attached. The Program Committee confirmed the Peer 
Reviewers' recommendations. 

The minutes of the Program Committee meeting are appended. 

Concurrence Issues 

The attached minutes reflect the discussion on the issues of 
concurrence, especially regarding the CEBRAP/CEDEPLAR proposal (81/0971) and the 
Nancy Levine proposal (81/0651) in Nepal. Attached are copies of the memo 
to the Council President, G. Zeidenstein, from the Program Committee 
Chairman, A. Coale; G. Zeidenstein's letter to the U.S. Ambassador to 
Brazil, Langhorne A. Motley; the Ambassador's reply; and G. Zeidenstein's 
letter to J. Jarret Clinton of USAID. The proposers in both cases were 
informed that funding would not be forthcoming because of lack of 
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concurrence by USAID/Washington in the case of the CEBRAP/CEDEPLAR
proposal and because lack of concurrence 
case of the N. Levine proposal. 

by the Government of Nepal in the 

Extension of the Cooperative Agreement 

Negotiations continued on extension of 
appears that an extension beyond five years 
considered, probably in the next government 

the Cooperative 
will have to be 
fiscal year. 

Agreement. 
separately 

It 

Administrative Matters 

A table indicating letters of inquiry handled in the quarter and since 
the initiation of the program is appended. The 86 mailed inquiries were in 
addition to contacts on proposals received, subagreement negotiations, etc. 

A number of approved proposals, with clearances, are in a holding 
status until a decision on extension of the program is reached. 
Subagreements cannot be approved by USAID's contracts office if the ending
date extends beyond the Cooperative Agreement termination of 29 September 
1983. 

C. Keely, the Program Manager, was on assignment for the Council 
from 13 June to 3 September 1982. M. Cain, who is part of the program 
staff was acting manager in his absence. The project manager (USAID) was 
informed of C. Keely's assignment, briefed on organizational arrangements 
and pending issues and the Council's proposal for M. Cain to act as manager. 
There was agreement that the arrangement was acceptable. C. Keely had 
the opportunity while resident in Jordan and on a trip to Egypt to discuss 
the program with a number of scholars. These were mainly information 
meetings. No potential proposers had projects in mind or asked for 
assistance in proposal generation. 

Next Quarter 

The next quarter's tasks include: proposal generation, receipt, review 
and subagreement preparation, especially clearing the backlog of 
subagreements awaiting a decision on extension; technical assistance and 
monitoring of proposals; implementing the decision on the extension request. 

Attachments 

List of 39 preliminary proposals received and reviewed 
Table on preliminary proposals invited and received in the quarter and 

cumulatively 
List of invited full proposals by region 
List of full proposals received and reviewed 
Summary table on location of PIs and population to be studied 

of full proposals received in quarter
List of Peer Review recommendations on full proposals reviewed 
Minutes of Program Committee 

Memos and correspcndence re CEBRAP/CEDEPLAR proposal 
Table regarding inquires received in quarter and cumulatively 
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AUGUST 1982
 

LIST OF PROPOSALS INVITED 
- As a result of decisions made
 
at August 	1982 Program Committee Meeting
 

Location of Population
 
to be Studied 
 No. Name(s) of Applicant(s) Title of Proposal
 

ASIA Developing
 
Institution


82/041 V.K. Ramabhadran 	 Diagnostic Study of Population
 
Growth Rates 	and Family Plannin(

in Six States in a Development-

Oriented Perspective (India)
 

82/049 Monica Das Gupta 	 Environmental Risks, Fallback
 
Mechanisms, and Fertility
 
Behaviour in Rural India:
 
Four Community-Level Case StudiE
 

82/072 	 Devendra Raj Panday The Effects of Family Size on
 
Prem Jung Thapa Household Income and Wealth:
 
Ram Prasad Risal Some Exploratory Issues on the
 
Lauria Zivetz Value of Children inRural Nepal
 

Collaboration
 
827053 Pudjo Rahardjo 
 Ten Years 	of Family Planning in
 

Terrence Hull 
 Indonesia
 
John D. Conroy
 
Lualhati Bost
 

82/063 	 Robert A. Hacken- Diffuse Urbanization, Mobility

berg and Fertility inMindanao
 
Beverly H. Hacken- (The Philippines)
 
berg
 
Henry F. Magalit
 

82/066 	 Che-Fu Lee Determinants of Couple's Ages

Ruhul Amin 
 at Marriage and Fertility in
 
M.R. Khan 	 Bangladesh Villages
 

82/069 	 James Roumasset 
 Rural Labor Markets (Philippines

Robert Evenson and Thailand)
 

AFRICA 	 Developing
 
Institution
 

82/071 
 James P.M. Ntozi The Value of Children as a Major

John B. Kabera Influence on Fertility inUganda:

John Ssekamatte- A Case Study of Ankole
 
Ssebuliba
 

Collaboration
 
82/050 Nassour Ouaidou A Longitudinal Study oF Postnatal
 

Francine van de 
 Behavior in Two Sahelian Cities:
 
Walle 
 Bamako (Mali) and Bobo-Dioulasso
 

(Upper Volta)
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LATIN 
AMERICA Collaboration 

82/057 Carlos Aramburu 
Marta Tienda 
Alberto Palloni 

Institutional Determinants of 
Family Formation in Peru: 
National and local Perspectives 



August 1982 

Detemninants of Fertility neseardi Awards Program 

Distribution of Preliminary Proposals 

A. 	 Submitted between t1rch 2, 1982 - July 1, 1982 

location of Principal
Investigator's LOCATION OF POPULATION TO BE STUDIED 
Institution Asia Africa L.A. M.E. Multip. TCIrAL 

Developing 	 18 5 2 2 0 27 

Oollaboration* 5 1 2 0 0 8** 

Developed 
 1 0 2 0 1 4
 

TOIAL 24 6 6 2 1 
 39
 

* Collaboration indicates a cooperative effort between a developing and a developed 
country institution. 

**Developed countries included in collaboration include: 7 in U.S. and 1 ir. Australia. 

B. 	 Invited to submit full proposal: based on decisions of August 5-6, 1982 
Program Committee Meeting 

Location of Principal LOCATION OF POPULATION TO BE STUDIED 
Investigator's 
Institution Asia Africa L.A. M.E. Multip. TOAL 

revelopinG 	 3 1 0 0 0 
 4
 

Collaboration* 4 1 1 0 0 
 6**
 

Developed 	 0 0 0 0 0 
 0 

TOTAL 7(24) T6) -1T6) 0 ) 0(0) -(39) 

*Collaboration indicates a cooperative effort between a developing 
and a devcioped count-y institution. 
*Developed countries included in coll&boration include: 5 in U.S. and 1 in Australia. 



Determinants of Fertility Pesearch Awards Program 

Distribution of Preliminary Proposals, Continued 

C. 	 Start of Program - July 1, 1982 

Location of Principal LOCATION OF POPULATION TO BE STUDIED 
Investigator's 
Institution Asia Africa L.A. M.E. Multip. TOTAL 

Developing 	 60 30 17 7 1 115
 

Collaboration* 42 7 11 1 6 67 

Developed 13 1 5 1 8 28 

TOTAL IF TT T1 15 210 

*Collaboration indicates a cooperative effort beb'een a developing and a developed 
country institution. 

D. 	 Invited to submit full proposal: beginning of Program - August 5, 1982 
Program Cointtee Meeting 

Location of Principal 
Investigator's LOCATION OF POPULATION TO BE STUDIED 
Institution Asia Africa L.A. M.E. Multip. TCTAL, 

Developing 14 7 7 0 0 28 

Collaboration* 24 5 5 1 3 38 

Developed 4 0 0 0 4 8 

TOTAL 	 TJi15) 12(38) 12T33) i-9) 7(15) 74(2 

*Collaboration indicates a cooperative effort between a developing and a developed 
country institution. 
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Determinants of Fertility Research Awards Program 

Distribution of Invited Proposals Rceived 

Between March 2, 1982 - June 28, 1982 

Location of Principal LOCATION OF POPULATIONS TO BE STUDIED 
Invesitgator's 
Institution 

Aia Africa L.A. M.E. Multip. Total 

Developing 	 1 2 1 0 0 4 

Collaboration* 	 3 1 1 0 0 5** 

Developed 	 0 0 0 0 1 1 

TOTAL 4 3 2 	 10 	 10 

* Collaboration indicates a cooperative effort between a developing and a developed country 
institution. 

** 	 Developed countries included in collaborations consist of 4 in the United States and 
I in the United Kingdom. 
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mwich Awrds Progrm on the DetemLnnts 
of Fertility in Developing Oxmtries -

Program QOmdttee Meeting
 
August 5-6, 1982
 

Preent: A. Oale, R. Bulatao, P. Deny, J. Finkle, R. Freedre, R. 4iam, 
R. Lieban, C. Miro (Program Omndittee); m. Cain, 0. Frank Seeley, 
P. Ibllezbat,A. sain, M. Nag, E. Ibfstatter, L. Jaodm (Program

Seltzer (WAID).
Staff); J. 
[G. Zeidenstein, President of the Population Council and D. Gillespie, 
Acting Associate Director, Office of Population, UShMD, were present 
for the August 5 norning discussion only. I 

Ansley Coale cawveed the meeting and welcoed everyone. 

A. 	 Anunemnts 

1. 	 New Program Ommittee mmters Ro&lfo Bulatao, Jason Finkle, and Ronald 
Free&= were introdwed. 

2. 	 Dr. oale announced that Med Cain is the Acting Program Manager while 
Charles Keely is on assignment in Jordan. 

3. 	 Head Cain int Judith Seltzer of USAID who has replaced William 
Jansen (on assignment in Pakistan) as Program Manager for USAID. 

4. 	 Mead Cain told the Omittee that the staff will draft a paper that 
discusses plans for monitoring of projects and dissemination activities. 
7he paper will be sent to Ommittee umbers and a discussion of these 
issues will be on the agenda for tbe next Program Qomittee meeting. 

5. 	 Staff travel: Itid Nag will be visiting India to promote interest in 
the Program and to provide technical assistance to researchers who have 
submitted preliminary proposals to the Program and have been invited to 
submit a full proposal. 

6. 	 Status of projects approved by the O nmmittee: 
a. Ellen Hofstatter distributed a table that lists the proposals 

approved for funding at each of the Omiittee meetings to date and 
that shows the current status of the projects (underway/awaiting 
approval of ste agreement fron UAID/agreement to be 
written). 

Of a total of 15 projects approved, 4 have received all necessary 
clearance and are underway; 4 have been cleared but are awaiting 
final approval of the extension of the program to years 4 and 5; 
5 have cleared all but the Contracts Office at USAID and, similarly, 
await final approval of the extension; ne (81/065) failed to 
receive government clearance from Nepal; and 1 (81/097) was 
sbsequently diappovd by AL because it Judged rot to beMI was 
in the long tem interests of the U.S. gowvnmut. (Appended to 
this Smoary Report is a list of approved proposals and their 
status as of August 5.) 

b. 	 Regarding the atension of the Program to years 4 and 5, approval 
of the WAID) Office of Population was received in May. Because 
of a heavy volume of Smmer wark there were delays in uving the 
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extension through the O~tracts Office. The Population ouncil 
has, however, been assured that the mwnment will clear the 
Cmtracts Office in a matter of days. 

c. 	 7he OCmiittee discussed the rejection of proposal 81/097 by WSJh. 
2he Ommittee received a norandum outlining the sequenoe of 
events leading to this rejection and copies of three letters, am 
from D. Gillespie anmouncing the rejection, one frum C. Keely 
asking for elaboration of the reasons for rejection and clarification 
of USAID's position with respect to the principle of Independent 
peer review, and a reply frun D. Gillespie Indicating his wish to 
attend the August Program Omittee meeting to discuss the points 
raised in C. Keely's letter. 

7he discussion opened with a brief presentation by Mead Cain 
reviewing the contents of the distributed niorandum; A. ale 
followed with further background on the origins of the Research 
&*Lrds Program, and the centrality, from the outset, of the 
principle of independent peer review to the Program, from the 
perspectives of USAID's Population Office, the Population Comcil, 
and the Program OMmittee trbers. 

In the case of the Brazil proposal, the Program Oommittee perceived 
a clear violation of that principle. e sentiments of the Program 
Ommittee, as distilled from the discussion, are presented in the 
attached nmarrandum from the Program 03mmittee to George Zeidenstein, 
drafted by the Program Qommittee chairman, A.J. oale. 

Duff Gillespie, Acing Deputy Director of MID Population Office, 
was 	asked by the iummittee to elaborate on the reasons for USAID's 
ultimate rejection of 81/097 and to clarify the status of 
Jidepedxent peer review in the Program fran WAID's perspective. 

D. Gillespie stated that the Population Office continues to uphold 
the principle of sI-eenet peer review and will do everything in 
its pr to see that the principle is upheld by other parts of 
WSAID in Washington and in the field. tfortuately, however, 
decisions and behavior of U.S. EDbassies and UAID missions are 
beyond the control of the Population Office in Washington. Despite 
the terms of the cooperative agreement between the Population 
Qouncil and USAID, a U.S. hrbassador has veto power over U.S. 
expenditures in his/her oountry. In the case of the Brazil 
proposal, Gillespie admitted that the responsible embassy staff 
meuber handled things badly. However, although it was clear to 
Gillespie that issues of scientific merit entered into the local 
review of the proposal, he assured the Program OQruttee that he 
was satisfied that non-tecdnical concerns had overriding ixportance 
in the Erbassy's decision to decline clearance. Gillespie was 
unable to elaborate on the reasons for rejection - beyond what was 
stated in his letter of July 8 -- because the reasons are 
classified confidential. 

In subsequent discussion on the Brazil proposal the Clmmittee 
considered what the content of any oommication with the Brazilian 
principal irvestigators ubould be. It was decided that official 
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ommumnication abould be postponed pending attempts by the 
Population COtswil to gain a reversal of the negative decision. 
It was suggested that the ouncil might communicate directly 
with the U.S. Arbasum r to Brazil and prevail u him to 
reconsider the aibassy's decision. In order to minimize the 
chance of such incidents in the future, the ommittee sujgested 
that a review be carried out by the UShID Population Office of 
ommnications to the AID missions overseas regarding the term 
and conditions of the lpsearch Ards Program and the delegation 
of peer review authority to the Program Committee. A clear 
message to the field outlining the terms of the Cooperative 
Agreement may forestall the ocourence of future mission 
interference on matters of scientific merit. 

(Appended to this summary report are: letter from Gillespie to 
Xcily dated June 8; letter from Keely to Gillespie dated June 11; 
letter fran Gillespie to Keely dated July 28; cable from Pinortti; 
memorandum from Mead Cain to Program Committee; nUorandum from 
Program Ormittee to George Zeidenstein.) 

d. 7he Cominttee discussed the rejection of proposal 81/065 by the 
Government of Nepal. 7his proposal, approved at the April 1982
 
meeting of the Program Omivttee, failed to receive Government of 
Nepal clearance for the reasons detailed in the attached letter 
fron Dr. P.D. Pant, of the National Omission on Populetin to 
David Mutchler of USAID/Kathmandu. Nancy Levine suggested some 
revisions to her original proposal in response to the Comnission's 
convents, hoever, these were deemed inadequate and the Ommissian 
adhered to its initial negative position. Although the overriding 
reason for rejection in this case was failure to obtain Goverrr et 
of Nepal clearance, both the Program Staff (see the letter from 
Keely to Jansen of June 9) and the ommittee ware disturbed by 
clear signs of interference in matters of scientific merit by the 
USAID/Kathnandu staff.
 

(Apended to this Summary Report are: letter from Pant to Mutchler 
dated May 10; cable fran U.S. Hdrassy/NepPl to Jansen; letter frn 
Levine to Keely dated June 4; letter from Keely to Jansen dated 
June 9; letter fran National Commission on Population to bktchler 
dated July 11.) 

B. Full Proposals 

Prior to the meeting, the Ommittee was sent copies of the Peer Review 
comnittee's reviews and recommendations and summaries of both the reviews 
and discussions of full proposals taken up il the Peer Review Committee 

meeting on July 15. Ten full proposals were considered by the Program 
O~mittee. 7Wo were approved for funding: 81/0721 and 82/0271. In 
addition, the Oimmittee re-evaluated a full proposal, submitted by Robert 
eVine, in light of the prooed change in research site from India to 

Mexico. 7e decision was to approve Oases 2 and 3 of the project (phase 
I is currently receiving support under contract no. CP81.61A). 7he 
ommittee concurred with the recoxmndation of the Peer Review Omunittee to 
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decision on proposal hnzer 81/120 pending the researcher'soe again defer a 

further modifioation in the proposed researdh design.
 

(Apned to this Sunary Rport is a list of the full proposals and the
 
Oxmuittee's dscisioms.)
 

C. Preliminary Porsals 

oies of the written reviews for the 39 preliminary proposals were distributed. 
Based on the discussions, ten full proposals will be invited. Of the 

not suooessful, the principal investigators ofpreliminary proposals that were 

3 of the proposals wil be sent letters encouraging another preliminary
 
proposal (82/039, 82/058, 82/064).
 

(Aended to this uary Report is a list of the preliminary proposals and 
the Qmuttee's decisions.) 

D. Other Buslness 

Date of the next meeting: Deoerier 16-17. 

Mead Cain 



UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL DEVILOPMENT COOPERAIlON AGCNCV 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
WASHINGTON 0DC 20b23 

June 8. 1.982 

Dr. Charles Keely 
Population Council
 
One Dag Har.iarskjold Plaza 
New York, NY 10017
 

Dear Dr. Keely:
 

Incarrying out the research awards program in cooperation with the
 
Population Council, A.I.D. reserves the right to turn down research
 
programs which are determined not to be in the long term interest of the
 
U. S. Government. I am sorry to inform you that the proposal No. 81/097 
of Berquox, et al. submitted by CEBRAP and CEDEPLAR entitled,
 
"Determinants of Fertility Change in Brazil," falls into this category.

A.I.D. is,therefore, not able to concur in its execution.
 

When you inform the Brazilian submitters, please make clear that this
 
proposal was not approved by A.I.D./Washington.
 

I an sorry that wie wiere unable to respond positively to this proposal. We
 
apologize for any inconvenience this decision nay have caused you and your
 
colleagues.
 

Sincerely yours,
 

Duff G. Gillespie, Ph.D.
 
Acting Associate Director 
Office of Population
 

V)
 



The Popu lation Counci 1 0 14. , 

CjhhIs: Pe4asa,,"eiil. Nv'w VrkTelelinjivl, 0 121614-1300
Center for Policy Studies fl+x: 214722 K=XX UR 

June 11, 1982
 

Dr. Duff G. Gillespie 
Acting Associate Director
 
Office of Population
 
United States International Development
 

Cobperat ion Agency

Agency for International Development
 
Washington, D.C. 20523
 

Dear Dr. Gillespie: 

Your letter of June 8, 1982 concerning the CEBRAP/CEDEPLAR

proposal (81/097) under the Research Awards 
 Program on the Determinantsof Fertility, is disconcerting. The Population Council and, I feel confident t
say, the members of the Program Committee 
 never had any inlention ofapproving research proposals that are not in the long-term interests of theUS Government. We operate under the assumption that scientific knowledgeabout determinants of fertility in a world of continued rapid population

growth speaks to issues associated with those interests. 'our letter prcvides
guidance as to how this proposal
no runs counter to such interests. I willgreatly appreciate your clarification as to why this proposal is unacceplable
to AID/Wa!hington so that I might inform the proposers and the Conitleeof these reasons for nonconcurrence to this particular pioposal by your Office.

Your clarification of this matter should also be 
 helpful as guidance in
 
future Committee decision making.
 

In Appendix A, Section B, 2.3 of the negotiated agreement, there isthe statement: "Awards will be made by decision of the Program Commitlee on the basis of the Peer Review Committee's recommendations and the
 purposes of this program (outlined in Section 
A above and in the Recipient's
technical proposal) subject only to the requirements of foreign assistance

legislation." The operative issue, 
of -course, is the language and inlerprelationof foreign assistance legislation which, I assume, you implicitly invoke in theopening sentence of your letter. For AID to reserve the right to turn downresearch programs which are determined not to be in the long-Icrin interests
of the US Government without clarification would allow for 
the possibility ofjudgments of scientific merit and content (research design, analytic
frameworks, data to be used)which 
are the responsibility of the Program

Committee according to 
the agreement, to be reversed. In that case,judgments of scientific merit would not necessarily be solely the responsibility
of the Program Committtee, whose membership All) and the PopulationCouncil mutually agree to. Is there some way by which we can also agreeas to the bounds of interpreting the phrase "the reqirements of foreign
assistance legislation" and 
as to the scope of the slaled function andresponsibilities of the Program Committee in decisions on awards? 
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I thank you for your apology for any inconvcnience that your decision 
may cause. I hope we can minimize problems for the proposers, the Program 
Commillee meinbers, the'Populalion Council, and USAID which we undoubtedly 
will face. I look forward to your reply in order to accomplish that task. 

Sincerely, 

Charles B. Keei(/ 
Program Managel 



.
. .........
 

ILICWDS WmFolrs1@INC L 

4Jul 

.. t4,C00~~ 4t. 

~ ~The ,P~puStioCu 

Dear D.eey: 

in, to yuletter of June. 1.1982, I which aseThis responssei~yu
fo further cclarlticationi concernin terasons why AJD/ahrgo i
 
nlot 'app rove the CEBRAi,/CED rposal
'Rp 8/9)
 

Th important I would like to discuss themsusyuried,are ,very
with y -adyorc~eaust theL August meeti ng : f-the' Program
 
Co31i ttee'. Let:me add ,that'the gency ,valuesthe,critical'rol e
'I 

inhsc laedIn th ouao il n seially its"leadershi p
 
'p opulato ,e'ea ch. We -ce'rtanly,: atc pate the Counconiun
 

sii at oe n it is injtat contextAtat.Twol eI 
Deteminntsofertiit pndet woul liket discu s,th~e 

.Sincerely.
3 '9 

Duf3 Gil si' P
 

...... M~~~~~i * 9,~# ~ . ~. .*, 
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MR GEORGE ZEIDENSTEIN
 
POPULATION COUNCIL
 
NEW YORK - NY - USA
 

DEAR GEORGE:
 

EXPRESSING DEEP CONCERN1 REGARDING PROJETO CEBRAP 
- SEDEPLAR
 

APPROVED CONTEST INFERTILITY DETEPRIINANTS.
 

I KNOW WELL HIGHLY QUALIFIED RESEARCHERS INVOLVED. I AM IAPPY
 

TO LEARN PROJECT'S APPROVAL BY POPULATION COUNCIL. I AM
 

WORRIED FACTS I KNOW ABOUT INVOLVING INTERFERENCE IN PROJECT
 

EXECUTION. 
AS HEMBER OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES I WOULD LIKE TO
 

PREVENTIVELY EXPRESS MY CONCERN ON THE ISSUE.
 

REGARDS,
 

DR. JOSE ARISTODEMO PINOTT
 

1911tOUCPS BR
 
TRANS. FOR NEUSA 30.07.82 CAMPINAS-SP-BRASIL
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Of Fertility in 
end Jose CrvaliD of C1AR

g531Cproposal to. 81/097: 	 oDeterminants Brazil," 

Zlza Berq of aW 

was aproved by the Program Oiwnttee at 
the subject proposalAs you recall, 

and arvalhits April eeting this year. A letter was sent to Berqu ­
zu ittee decision, and also informing them that 

informing thenm of the 	 In 
subject to clearance by the U.S. authorities in Brazil. 

fundi.g was 	 along with adrs, a copy of the proposal
acordance with normal p 

iorwarded by A,3/AfshingtOn to thewasam-marence,request for review and 	
received the enclosed letter from 

Oitasy in Brazil. atmeqentlywe 	 that fudingU.S. 	 dated J. 8, informing us 
Duff Gillespie of A Ia.hngtnt 

the long-term interest of the 
the proposal had been determined not to be in 	

in its excutici."could not wconmwand that AID, therefore,U.S. 	 Governlelnt, 


r elaboration as
 
2his decision by AD, partiLcuarly in the absence of 

to how funding the proposal wuld be contrary to the long-term interests of
 

wa-rd position with the Brazilian
 
the U.S. GverrWet, pits us in an 	 officialfurther cclicated because the U.S. 
researchers. The situation is 	

after receiving the prosal
i.ble for AID activities there,

in Brazil res 
took it upon himself to approach the 

and request for wcrerzUe in April, 
Brazilian researhers with objections concerning the content and orientation 

Given the subsequt rejection
of the proposal and suggestion for change. 

official gives the appearance , at 
of the proposal, the overture by the U.S. 	 the ultate

of scientific merit way have influe--da eleast, that the professional
decision to reject the proposl, in effect 

is perception­
evaluation of the Peer arvjsti and Program Ociuittees. 	 iswwre of the proposal ­
possibly shared by Brazilian professionals

by the Population O il from 
reflected in the e-losed cable reive 

Jose AristOdi O Piwtti, the Brazilian nurter of the Population COUnCil 
Dr. 
Board of Trustees. 

the reasons for rui-ConCUrrenCe and to 
in order to obtain uvrP informtion on 

peer review, Charles Keely 
seek reaffirmation of the principle of indeperideflt we received ato DIuff Gillespie.
sent the enlosed letter, dated June lt 

he would like to discussand, as indicated,reply from Gillespie on 2 August,
raised with the Program mtttee at its 

the ism that IKeely's lett 
Agst meting. 

informd the Brazilian reerchers of AID's 
As yet, the program staff has not 	 ", along with 

o 	 .MrA/=R.,or dmCatioE with . .
d-isin. . content of 
W.l1 be 	the subject of 

other isses raised by this seq..._e of events, 


on 2bwrsda morning.
discussion 



The Popu1t8 Om Counci 
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Offict 01 th# ?%idi 
To: George Zeidenstein, President, the Population Council
 

From: The Program Committee on the Determinants of Fertility In
 
Developing Countries.
 

Members of the Program Committee of the international research
 
awards program on Determinants of Fertility in Developing Countries were
 
deeply dismayed to hear, at the committee's August meeting, of AID's
 
refusal to fund a project proposing to study factors affecting fertility
 
in Brazil. This project had been approved by the regular procedure of
 
peer review established by the Population Council in consultation with
 
AID: a) a positive assessment by the Program Committee of the poten­
tial value of a preliminary proposal; b) a recommendation of acceptance
 
by the special Peer Review Committee after intensive review of a full
 
proposal; and c) endorsement, after further review by the Program Con­
mittee, of the Peer Review Committee's recommendations. In this instance,
 
these steps were supplemented by personal conversations by the Council's
 
Latin American representative, and by staff correspondence at the com­
mittee's suggestion, with the principal investigators.
 

Our dismay is the result of the inconsistency of this action by AID
 
with the spirit of the agreement between AID and the Council. Both
 
parties fully accepted the Importance of genuinely independent expert
 
peer review; the Council on its part invited to the Program Committee
 
and the Peer Review Comittee non-Council experts to avoid any risk that 
the Council staff night have unconscious preferences related to the 
Cou.c.!s -own. Tha spirit of the agreement centered onprogram. the
 
independence of the review procedures, and aimed to limit to non-tech­
nical aspects the exercise of AID's legal responsibility for final 
decision on grants or contracts, rather than allowing a second evaluation 
by AID of the scientific merit and promise of proposals. Members of the 
Program Committee agreed to serve in the understanding that peer review 
was the basis of selection among proposals. 

The Committee's dismay (and indignation) is aggravated by two 
features of this action. First, an AID official In Brazil discussed 
technical details of the project with the proposed investigators, and 
urged ctshnges in research strategy. Second, the refusal to fund was 
communicated to the Council only after a letter vas sent in good faith 
notifying the investigators in Brazil of the favorable action of the two 
Committees. 

In the Committee's view. these aspects of the decision will create 
the belief in Brazil and elsewhere that funding was withheld because the 
research design preferences of the AID representative overrode the 
judgments of peer review. Such a belief will damage the future oper­
ations of the program as the story spreads through Brazil, through Latin 



George Zeidenstein - 2 - August 9. 1982 

America. and through the world demographic community. It will also be 
harmful to the Population Council's reputation, to other population 
programs itBrauil indirectly supported by the United States, and to the 
long run national Interest. 

Anley J. Coale, Chairman 
(for the Committee) 

iJjh
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D rr* ,.wISecretariatn 
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Nro 	 David M,'td'hlaer, PheD.ee. 

Spsclul Assistant for Population
 
and Developient R.rources
 

US Agency for International Devolopoent
 
Kasthnandh 

Dear Dr. .utdlers 

Subject: Dr. Nanca 2. Levine's Proposal 

This is in response to ycur letter and its attacLent to Hon'ble 
Xr Xul Shekhar Sharma, Vlce-Chadrianp National Cow .ission on Population 
datud April 28, 1982 In vtlich you requested our reyiev and concurAnce n 
Ue proposal Hdcusehold Dynamics and Fertility in Rural Nepal" subnitted 
to the Population Council ror funding under AID Project Noo9)2-0643.3. 
llo me first or all to thank you for sharing Dr. Levine's proposal with 

15. 

Vhe proposal as submitted is very well structured and prcaented. It 
should Indeed "contribute to the anthropological therorles and to other 
social science eforts to understand the deter-.nnts of fertility' (Levine's 
proposal p.30) The s8bjoct matter, also as noted (p*0) relates to an 
8urgent Issue" which NepalU.3 Is Pnov and In future will be experiencing', 
gut, hew much will the study findings enhance the scard for answers to the 
Nurgent issues'? To answer this questiong we must determine hether the 
£2ntwt and/or process advanced for this study are Indeed contributors to 
the needed search for ans~wrs, I liit myself to wry brief oorneqts on these 

o .	 Zcntant: The general objective of the study Is very well stated, It 
Is relevant to the building of more comprehensive theories abcut fertility 
dete inants In Nepal. The setting and choice of conmunities Is ccnducive 
to -ross-:ectional analysis and do portray pro-Industrialized cc."unities. 
But# are these eon.unities really 'representative of populations throughout 
the country*, as noted on p.311 The three ethni communities are represented 
ethnically in otor sub-populations of Nepal. Dut9If the central thrust 
of t.e study Is to enlighten planners about the way people adopt to 'changi9 
socio-cuiltural circmustances" (a niy useful output), does it not folloV 
then that 'the generalizability Issue depends to a great extent on the rate 
and outcome of the changing socio-ciltural circumstances in various 
parts of the country? If that is the casep we certainly can hypothesize 
that the changes in Hunrla are not the sano as those in other parts of the 
country, and hence people of siuilar ethnic groupings Mal react dirferentlY 
to sudi changes, thus re&c! the stxength of the proposed &eneralizability 
of the study findings 

Contod. e 
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A secon eoncernfor poicy an about the stud) outcmeoCpn rsuyOtW5 8Isaplicabilityh is its l'a"ig. Althoul Dr. Levine states thatlnf'omlgun "thered should lay th' foundation for moreappropriate and potentially less bulturali3 
beyond that. disruptive policies* she did not go.hat, for exaople, can betions that vll done 1hen most of thebe generated are g readi.. olly nor A ants_j ,.1e4Lty, even roma.It one were to accept""theConilusionofDoted on pccn h eONple 

A third question about the total approach IsemphasI'miji'e the the seeming over
is 

to omen or wives in selection of saplese ittrue that vwen's fertility history are beat constructes.lfomatI....c.n vmn. It by seekingIs also true that females may be vemyinfluential In fertility decision making.
delineate Its It the study seeks to
the probable adjustent of householdssoc o. conecc to changes In theenviro.nents then one must ask uhether or not menenter Into this decision alsoakingh/dJustnt processe-_the value of childrea, especially Also in ss*88neIn relation to testing this old Agesecurity questions, don't men also figure In this? Thus, the questionshow Is Dr. Levine going to treat the male portion of the sampled.oft-iunities? 
e

2. he ro ess,does %at Is of relevance hers isnot greatly contribute that If the resech contentstrengthen to population policy formulatlon, does itor support the policy making pracessquestion. the three aspects of strengthening To deal with thismaking piocesses are exailned, toe. 
the support of policy

strengthening strengthening staff capabilitiethe research Institutal ,base In Nepal and strengtheisthe data bases 

a) tR.fing of thevPJects 
viiinner 

Dr. Levine contends that her studyto 
graduate students'

Uree ?Iepalte anthropologtraining opportunitles*
must be females, 

The three students she Identifiesmust be willingcome to live In Kumla, andfrom mRAS. ustAre such pre-requisites realistic for MASTAlso, at one stage the proposal calls for providing the fieldwork for Ph.D. graduate students.explains boy she Vill but the way Dr. Levineuse 
publish the 

them and how the subsequently inteodst data do "oopportunities vil 
support the notion that traininkbe awdmzed and thus more mmnpower winbe developed In support of population studieslInvostigators will be 

The throe
treated as enuerators.thena In order forto benefit to Mhe m,dzutm*In quectionire desig- should they not be Involved 

reports? Also, Ay 
data a--lysis - profaratic of finalIs there no financial support beyondTA/DA thefor them in te budgets 

Cntd... 
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b) 	 31rs.!tiJ(n1 LWPA. s Dr. Leveze Usylies t-at CXAS wll to 
Uo host institution in 0is study. Is this re11y the 

researchCagse Does such a research etuy fit itto the 
. .grame ,AS?Ha" .ey been oonsulted in U a aattz?of W. 

n order for CRAS to be strengtened as an InstItultion, should 

uere not be a direct working lif&W between the Vutuiide cholar 
a link V.at goes beyond

god 	a senior host Instibtlc scholar, 
she 	 seeks to Involve?tWe 	 three enumerators 

e) HMny$Inif Got allp Fast ftudies tended to cry about 
odata sets. In order to strong.en this asprct of 

policy support issues, it might be vry use U, andindeed 

approprlates to asic jf researchers to give Ioplm the following 

copies of$ 

.l 	primary data generating instruments lorag with1) 
training and/or field enueratcr's ta ulS 

1i) analysis plansl god 
Ili) primary data files, i.e. tapes 

Access to the above should helo PopCcc Inc.ease its ozsearch 

support capacities by making such Inforation readily accessible 
as well as expatriates).to Nepili researchers (endogenous 

that Dr. levine's proposal,we thus feel 	 as
Conoidsring the above, 

subitted, offers wry little insight and/or support to our population 
can 	be 

policy making content and process. If the sucosted major changes 
ve VIil be more than happy to review our 

accomodated In a revised proposal, 
current conclusicn 

collabortive effort in such matters, we have
In order to furtiaer our 

consider In assessing the 
drafted a genaeral set of' guidelines that we do 	 to yourprogrl.ese hus passing this on
usefulness of proposed research 

should help further the process of maxmi:ing the bene.FIts FopCc 
eolleagues 	 ftnded research progranme.could attain from USAID 

Again I thank you Vor the opportunity you offered us on c€ rentlug on 

Dr. Levine's prop 

With best wishes 

Sincerely,
 

Dr. 	 PAghab D. ?ant 

http:strong.en


OngOTJ~Caearcho 
p~~~tol II 

i 

'iinidu ; 7"d g
ed by the 

o guide,4 li nesis pr p ., 

f e en ou ags Va l ,,
0a'"uWm t a 

1183 9 y ' " 5'3115'..51oC0~ 
aT' 91 In pr epaI'si n s s e t Vr q l~ S oloI3amre;rd search apP rY Q8 heof ~oP t e p"OG5 of !~ p .~to &~or Ud rth a c rre5C s~ 

viit '*5 i10 (F5C F oc ss OfoWr * researchldova3O 61CO
o fTentliP ho so di n. 
c e r chd 4, gnd a. t o tt the 4.el~ 

16 . . " peslrt5pOP I , 
e

oll"'Re3I!Cyp~ p 

T rC "irmrthe 'The$ 
at~ton 

S O~dI@~ . d 
0 0,tl rh .l Pr ' 

i atts0a ndb2A 4* ili s cIS, OiiU P s ax dat e . 5 ~ ~~ n 
VCgmvne Y 1 

5ao lly popol 
U t g~thot da3p e* nr atirC

' MY e ch OS 
as fol sg .. pea ov -,r o l~ base' g r o*.j te 

a ion psr s , o e 
bregl
kare i 

5the ran. gien C 
-cu cn~l repn and' poiiC7 10~f~ sd t 

pO l C IS t t ?
06~,I~S 7 sta ed t h't C ~,L c *~iO 

Preoi 5Y a t u ae ofhe
PC, kerOt i rebs

r5 "'. @fi l O&P rvIcat i' o f s~C LIs e SSt$o f thoC 0 .t l to 
spect,,)thoe DO *Y aSP flCi s U 

-,nt ansrO5I t s bchonei v sXe I rg rene
ton/~ t.ae 

.a , Ion re, n o a~nd ade C7 eb)~azo rceo iIg ousvG DkLta i 
r th gebto IABtio l ! l i uto4 end~ e r h pAlv Of l o trei w.a ... t i .ng6 ".st& ' 

i h t e p O~ 1 

m f a d a 
eSor l l~c e g b n 

enel.Vn 
flo r s D e1c~ viltaatblQInst~ ~ 

nQiYb~~C~~ __Jou lt n are~er~h 
terCe 



2. .5 of Tolicyt here the proposed research project a-Culd helplcpcE 1Irove it' population policy fouiul-Aton and/or ov..uatin
roes.-e5 b elplu increase one or nor of the tc,"oving tree 

factert 

ax jotwor capuable of --- rtC.i-& policy relevant resenrheh 
e n t aspect maY either be vith1in PopCxjhis mannovtr developm


Secrotaiat or research InstitLUons vith Uhich pca
 
might conduct research activities;
 

b) instruction dewlcpment either thrcuth increa1ng urnpowver 
by expanding t.e 1nstituon 

dcvelopment as noted In (a) above or 

support system of the host Institution through jricrctsed data, 
anaCer.lent Capfcity or docuontation unith and 

foliovng Iteml 
c) Increasing relevant data base by having the 

left vith rop1c's Secretariats 

1 copy of data generating Instrumect plus any
1) 

of such jtstr%=ents;
mannuals assoclated 6-. use 

for data 
11) copy Of data management system proposed 


analysis; and
 

i1) copy of data set gonerated by the proj ect.
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UEJ"Tc pROPOSED NESEARCH pROJECT "HOUSEHOLD DYNAMICS AND FERTILITY 
POPULATIONNANCY LEVINE UNDER THE

IN RURAL NEPAL SY 
AWARDS PROGRAM IN FERTILITYERNATIONALCOUNCILS IN NO. 932-E643.33lAiD PROJECTRESEARC4DETERMINANTS 


ON POPULATION
SON NATIONAL COMMISSION
1, AI3DNZPAL AND 

WITH PROPOSED RESEARCH.
 
94CPS 0 NOT REPEAT O0 NOT CONCUR 


CIN REMOTE HIGH MOUNTAINS1 ARE NOT OF 
i. RESEARCH SITES 
PRIMARY INTEREST TO NATIONAL PROGRAM WHICH IS FOCUSED
 

UPON AREAS OF HIGHER pOPkJkATION DENSITY. RESEARCH
 
LITTLE RELEVANCE
HIGHLY ACADEMIC AND BEAR 

OlJECTIVES ARE 
POLICIES AND PROGRAMS. EARLIER
 TO SON POPULATION THATTHESE SITES DEMONSTRATESJ. ROSS NEAR*E95ARCH St OF MODERNNO AVAILABILITYIS PRACTICALLYWHILE THEME AS MANY AS THIRTY

PLANNING SERVICE[S.HEALTH Of FAMILY 
COUPLES APPROACHED U.S.
ELISIS1LEPEmCENT OF PRCPOSED RESEARCHFOR CONTRACIPTIVII.RESEARCHERS OP

ATTEMPT TO STUDY DETERMINANTS 
SY LEVINE WOULD 
FERTILITY WITHOUT TAKING INTO 

ACCOUNT AVAILANILITV
 
WE wOULD MAINTAIN THAT
 

OF CONTRACEPTIVE SERVICES. WITHINBiE FULLY AJS9ESED ONLY 
FERTILITY 1iEHAVIOR CAN 

FULL AVAILSILITY OF CONTRACEPTION.
 FONTEXT OF 


SY NCP STAFF POUCHED 19 MAY
 
S. DETAILCD COMMENTS 

TO JANSEN.
 
COON 

UNCLASS tE lED
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4 June 1982 

Charles 3.Keely
 
Program Manager, Center for Policy Studies
 
The Population Council
 
One Dag Wammarskjold Plats
 
Now Yorko N. T. 10017
 

Dear Dr. Keely,
 

Thank you for forwarding the letter from Dr. Raghab Pant, Senior Economic
 
Advisor of the National Commission on Population Secretariat, Nepal. I would
 
like to take this opportunity to answer some of Dr. Pant's questions about my
 
research proposal, "Household Dynamics and Fertility inNepal." and to clarify
 
some of the concerns about the content and the process of the proposed study.
 

Dr. Pant's discussion of the potential contribution of this study, as
 
stnuctured in the proposal, focusses on three Issues. First Is Its generalize­
bility, specifically whether the Humla communities surveyed are representative 
for Nepal. Ethnically they are, the question Is whether Humla Is experiencing

different or lesser change than the rest of the country. Such a broad question
 
Is difficult to resolve. However I can stress that Numle, despite its distance
 
from urban centers, is undergoing far-reaching changes equivalent to those 
reported for the rest of the country. Even Liml, its most isolated corner,
 
has been affected substantially, as N.Goldstein has reported. There, as else­
where inHulas, we find Increasing recourse to urban centers and increasing pop­
ulation pressure. Numla's "type 2" commnimities (proposal. pp. 16-18) have had 
long histories of labor migration and dependence on urban centers, but all indica­
tions are that more and more communities are being transformed into remittance
 
economies and that this process will be accelerating in future.
 

It Is not only labor that links Buda to the outside economy, but also trade 
(the historic salt trade). Both provide avenues for national Influences and develop­
ment effects to enter these communities. For one example. migrants and traders 
(Tibetans at least) have, since the 1970's, imported products of modern contraceptive 
technology into their communities. Even If the pace of change In Humla Is somewhat 
sloiter or different because of its location, surely it is not unique in Nepal and 
the processes there should be of Interest to planners. Questions about this, however 
do, as Dr. Pant points out, have both practical and theoretical significance. That 
is,what are the possible differential effects of differently occurring ch.Inges on 
reproductive behavior. Tn order to consider this phenomonn, I have decided to 
substitute for one Burs and one Nepali coammity in Humle an economically corpar.ible 
one wiziin the sphere of Jumla, In selected rural sites, close to the zonal capital. 
Jumla 9 similar to Kumla in cultural patterns and history, yet today Is subject to 



more rapid development.
 

I should reiterate that Numla is uniquely suited to a multi-ethnic study of
 

this hind, offering a rare combination of long established communities with parallel
 
The five village comparison
economic adapzations, from three major ethnic groups. 


to be developed there cannot e duplicated elsewhere.
 

The second concern mentioned In the letter is the study's 
potential relevance
 

The direction and content of practical conclu­for policy and programme plsnning. 


sions to be drawn from this study were implicit in discussions 
of research hypo-


Let me make explicit the various connections be­theses, data and data analysis. 


tween research and relevance.
 

First the study will identify potential target populations for 
family planning
 

I have suggested that it is the stage of the household developmental 
cycle
 

programs. 

and not the easily confused life cycle which influences 

demand for means of fertility
 
froven, the data gathered
The study will test this controversial point.
regulation. 


will reveal at which stages demand Is greatest and also 
will support the development
 

of simple indices for identifying developmental cycle stages 
for all three ethnic
 

groups.
 

I will be able to confirm the prevalence of a private distribution
Second 

arnali Zone, through multiple channels.
 network for female contraceptives in the 


and via male traders and migrants. This has Immediate relevance for the enhance­

ment of population programmes, In identifying a target population 
of males and
 

suggesting efficient distribution channels for that population.
 

my proposal identifies several key household effects 
on fertility


Third 

There is the hypothesis that joint family
which are amenable to policy manipulation. 
 This and
 

living depresses fertility through certain mechanisms (see pp. 14, 28). 


associated findings on the traditional Nepali household 
system can be used to sug-


The same is true of polyandry and
 
gest guidelines for family policy in Nepal/liMG. 


the associated stem family of Tibetans, which Is being 
actively discouraged (and
 

virtually has been eliminated among the more acculturated 
Sharp&).
 

Fourth Is the old age security question and the value 
of children, manifested
 

Recent legal reforms have increased daughters,
in son preference throughout Nepal. 

One might expect that this, with an associated 

expectation that
 
inheritance rights. 

daughters contribute to the support of their parents, 

could slowly reduce son pre­

laws were disruptive initially and were being
ference. However in Humla the new 


This study, focussing as it does on these issues, 
would provide


circumvented. 

data relevant to the resolution of this set of problema.
 

Fifth the study will obtain quantitative and qualitative'data 
on how popula­

tion and economic variables interact, which can provide 
diverse inputs into policy
 

For example there is the interaction between external
 and programme planning. 

labor opportunities and reproductive behavior, posited 

to produce greater popula-

This informAtion
 

tion growth and further the transition to remittance 
economies. 


can be vital in designing progranm1e accomodationsg 
both regionally and nationally.
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Dr. Pant hs made an Important point in stressing the role played by men 
in household decisions concerning children. Obviously, as I have notid in this
 
letter, men import information about external changes which will be affecting their
 
communities and their families and also import the material by-products of develop­
ment, thus guiding househld adaptations. In addition it is crucial to identify 
the relative input of men and women Into reproductive decisions. This has led me 
to modify my study in the following ways. I now will administer Part D of the 
questionnaire to men and women (iroviding alternately phrased forms for the two 
sexes) and will do so to ten persons of each sex. I have decided to sample hus­
bands and wives to compare expressed attitudt; of %.otwithactual behavior and 
to sample traders and migrants in proportion to their representation in the community. 
I also will be adding a question on sources of supply of contraceptives to D.., 
to supplement our knowledge about these phenomena.
 

The issues raised about my proposed research's contribution to strengthening
 
the support for policy making processas include staffing, institutional linkage
 
and data base.
 

Regarding staffing, I had written that I would try to obtain women graduate 
students as field investigators (p.23). Now that I am focussing more on male 
inputs into fertility, itseems vise to try to recruit both sen and women -- this 
being subject to the availability of persons of either sex willing to live in Humla 
and at a suitable stage of their graduate careers. These students would not be 
more census enumerators. It was planned that they be members of a team applying 
anthropological techniques to the study of population problems. For example, I 
had expected that prior to the field research they would work with me on preparing 
the schedule of questions into a questionnaire suitable for the Nepali speaking 
groups (p.23) and also on refining it once in the field. During research it is
 
essential that we coordinate our efforts, to assure comparability of data gathered,
 
that Is,to act as a teas.
 

It also was intended from the outset that we work to&ether during data analysis 
(pp. 24, 34). To facilitate this I will travel to Kathmandu during the period of 
analysis and work with team members in preparing a jointly authored comprehensive 
report. Alljoint efforts will be reflected in the citations of authorship. I 
have proposed additional, appropriate support for these students during the period 
of data analysis. 

Regarding institutional linkage, I spoke to Dr. Madhab Raj Pande, then Acting 
Ixecutive Director of CNASv in December 1981 and deposited a copy of my research 
proposal with him. No indicated support for CNAS's sponsorship of the study. A 
letter from Professor Dor Dhadur lists, dated 3 April 1982, Informed se that 
CRAS already has sent my application for sponsorship of research to the Rector's 
Office, Research Division, Tribhuvan University. It was CNAS that I affiliated 
with previously in 1973-75. 

Discussions with Professor Dits inplanning my research suggested that
 
CAS's principal interest was inobtaining field research cum training opportuni­
ties for their graduate students, to enhance institutional strength. The fact that 
the training would occur in the context of a population study was seen as especially 
valuable. I have not yet tried to find a senior scholar to work directly with ae 
on this project, but would be eager to establish a link, if colle.,guea are Inteirested 
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easlly handled after I arrive in 1repel.
available. This is most 

Intended to retain links with.CNAS during the period of data 
to theiralso had period I can contribute 

am in residence during this 
analysis. Vhen I 

programs and also sponsor additional 

seminars at which the tan presents 
their
 

This period 

findingeg to suppleUent those 
following field research (p.32). 

of residence In Kathmandu also will provide 
an extended opportunity to consult
 

can discuss with them Interpretations
At this time I 
with members of PopCorn. 

findings and their policy implications.
of the team's 

Nepal and to provide complete data sets withRegarding the data base. 1 had written of my wish to deposit reports with 

CNAS and other nterested partiesIn now know that PopCorn has anarchive 
Since I 


the graduate students (pp. 249 
25). 


for such material I will behappy 
to deposit with them copies 

of data gathering
 

instuments, statements of plans 
for analysis, the quantitative 

data set and
 

the analyses of qualitative data.
 

I hope this clarification of the 
structuring of my research plans 

affd pro­
opCo n's
 

cedures answers the questions 
raised and indicates Its relevance 

to 


research needs as well as its 
potential contribution to Nepal's 

research Insti-


I hope this will provide support 
for their approval and concurrence
 

tutional base. 

In this research.
 

Sincerely ,ours,
 

Nancy zI Levine 
Assist t Professor
 



One Da Hummanihinid PlzaThe Population Council NM brk.Mt.w~brk 10017
C5We: ,N'oioncd1.NewYnrk

'Tlchphnne 'IIG44 1300 

Center r Policy Swdift 7&*u: 234722 =oco UR 

3une to 132 

Dr. William 3ansen 
Office of Population 
U.S. International Development 

Cooperation Agency
 
Agency for International Development
 
Department of State
 
Washington, D.C. 2072)
 

Dear Bill: 

I am writing regarding the project by Nancy Levine entitled, "Household
 
Dynamics and Fertility in Rural Nepal," approved by the Program Committee
 
under the International Research Awards Program on the Determinants of
 
Fertility in Developing Countries. I received from your office a copy
 
of the cable from AIDINepal and a copy of the remarks by Mr. Raghat
 
Pant, Senior Economic Advisor of the National Commission on Population
 
in Nepal. I have passed along Mr. Pant's letter to Dr. Levine. I enclose
 
a copy of her reply. As you will see, she addresses Mr. Pant's points and
 
Suggests changes In the proposal responsive to his points. I would request
 
that Dr. Levine's letter be the basis for a request to the National Population
 
Commission to reevaluate the project. If the suggested changes and
 
clarifications lead to a favorable response, we would require Dr. Levine
 
to submit an appendix to her proposal. The Program Committee, which is
 
responsible for Issues of scientific design and analysis under the negotiated
 
agreement, would have to review and approve the changes in this addendum.
 
If the Program Committee agrees we would formally resubmit the proposal
 
and addundum for the clearance process by the AID mission and, through
 
the mission, by the GON as happened in this review. I find Dr. Levine's
 
clarifications and proposed changes to merit this reconsideration. I think
 
It wise, however, to have some Indication that the GON official agrees
 
before going through the extra work on the part of the proposer and the
 
Piogram Committee.
 

On the part of the Population Council, I would like to address the
 
contents of the telex. Paragraph 2 makes a number of points which
 
touch on the concept and purpose of the program which go beyond this
 
particular proposal by Dr. Levine. The purpose of the program Is to
 
advance knowledge on the determinants of fertility, to encourage Innovative
 
methods and perspectives and to foster research promising applicability
 
for Improving population rela ted policy. It should not be expected that
 
vs International research competition of this sort would receive and fund
 
only proposals that address w.hat might -currently be the primary focus
 
of the population program In the country involved.
 

.4,2 



Research that Is not directly supportive of the primary oals of a country's 

program at any given time should not, by that very fact,, be judged to be of 
low or no priority In undersanding determinants of fertility, In contributirg 
to polcy debate, or In Improvements of program delivery, especially when 

services are laing. I 

The reference in the second sentence to the objectives being "highly
 
Levine'& letter explicitly refers to
academic," Is, I think. not correct. 

some useful Implications for GON policy and her proposed changes. strengthen 
The conduit of migrant workers for contraceptive supplies#the usefulness. 

the research design covering both ethnic and socioeconomic variables, and 
the proposed comparison with 3umla villages are examples. Levine', 

even
proposal and past work also Indicate differential fertility responses, 
in the absence of a level of supply and prevalence to be desired. Knowledge 
of these different fertility responses and their possible Impacts are not 

to the resultsmatters of Indifference to planners who have to accommodate 
fertility behavior. The original proposal, particularly In reference to Part D 

discussed contraceptive knowledge,of the schedule of Items to be focused on, 
Her letter adds a focus on supply. The proposal doesattitudes and practice. 

take Into account the availability of contraceptives and, I think, that is spelled 
out even more clearly in Dr. Levine's letter. 

I must d sagree with the last sentence of paragraph 2. If taken 
literally, there should be very little research in many developing countries. 
In fact for most readers, the sentence would seem to bar research in most of 

Arguably it could rule out research Inthe countries of Africa and S'est Asia. 
several Latin American countries, as well as In some Asian situations. A case 

could also be made that the research of Mel Goldstein in Nepal funded under 

this program sluld not have been approved. It is easy to think of cases 
have been lagging, services not available,where policy or program development 


or program performance less than desired and yet where research would be
 

desirale or ever, high priority. This very Issue, you might recall, was part of
 
and Paul Demeny on 1 Aprilthe exchange of letters between 3oe Speidel 

and 23 April 1930, when the Council's proposal was under review. The result 
a phase about preference forof that exchange was that AID did not require 

in contexts where family planning services are available"research "conducted 
as originally requested. On the basis of the reasoning liven above, both 

levelorganizations accepted the phraslng that "research take Into account the 
of family planning services to the population understanding." I think Levine 

letter is quite clear that she proposes"did that In her original proposal and 'her 
to do that. The general principle enunciated in the last sentence of paragraph I 

of the telex was the object of negotiation and was not accepted as part of the 

negotiated agreement. 

the plural so that the reference to theFinally, the telex is worded in 
Is to both the National Population Commission of the CON and nonconcurrence 

AIDINepal. The Council fully accepts the reasonableness and prioriety of 
respectfully request reconsiderationwehost government approval. In this case, 
However, under the negotiatedby the GON on the basis of Levine's letter. 


the decision about whether a propow.,d project meets the goals of
 
a reement 
the program as specified in the Council's unsolicited proposal and incorporated 

Committee whose membership isInto the agreement Is left to the Program 

043 
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amually areed toby USAID and the Population Council. The unsolicited proposal
from the Council, and in all our negotiations prior to the agreement and dis­cUsslons since then, have accepted the proposition that neither the Council staff 
nor AID officials rrfay reject a proposil on the basis of scientific merit wJudgments about meeting the program goals. Those decisions are the responsibility
of the Program Committee whose membership we mutually agreed 1o. Of 
courseg H U.S. political considerations as expressed In law or current policy of
the U.S. government enter# then, as In foreign assistance funding of this sort.these political considerations can lead to a nonconcurrence for spending the funds.Both the Council and AID fully realized this procedure of putting Judgmentsabout scientific merit and meeting program objectives in the hands of the Program 
Committee was a departure from usual practice at the mission level. It wasthe subject of long discussions between AID and the Council, as well as within
each organization, and of review by the Research Advisory Committee. It is notwithout precedent, In the case of PARFR. it remains our unmerstanding that
under the negotiated agreement neither the Council nor AID can reverse the
Program Committee on issues of scientific content and merit. In Levine's case,
of course, the position of the GON Is the operative element and we request the
reconsideration for that reason. The wording of the telex leads me at this
time to raise the issue of denial of concurrence at the mission level or AiD/Washington due to disagreement over the content or merit of a propo%i approved
by the Program Committee. The Council continues to operate under the under­standing that such an action violates the negotiated agreement, as would anattempt by the Council to reverse a decision of tle Committee on scientific or 
merit considerations. 

I return to the proposal at hand and hope the letter by Dr. Levine provides
the basis for a reconsideration of her proposal 

Sincerely. 

Charles B. Keely 
Program Manager 

Enclosure (Letter of N. Levine to C. Keely, 
dated 4 3une 1982) 
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The Population Coon6
 
MEMO Wd Am 1 1 

Offic of the President. 
To: George Zeidenstein, President, the Population Council
 

From: The Program Committee on the Determinants of Fertility in
 
Developing Countries.
 

Members of the Program Committee of the international research
 
awards program on Determinants of Fertility in Developing Countries were
 
deeply dismayed to hear, at the committee's August meeting, of AID's
 
refusal to fund a project proposing to study factors affecting fertility

in Brazil. This-project had been approved by'theregular~procedure of
 
peer review established by the'Population Council in consultation with
 
AID: a) a positive assessment by the Program Committee of the poten­
tial value of a preliminary proposal; b) a recommendation of acceptance

by the special Peer Review Committee after intensive review of a full
 
proposal; and c) endorsement, after further review by the Program Com­
mittee, of the.Peer Review Committee's recommendations. In this instance,

these steps were supplemented by personal conversations by the Council's
 
Latin American representative, and by staff correspondence at the com­
mittee's suggestion, with the principal investigators.
 

Our dismay is the result of the inconsistency of this action by AID
 
with the spirit of the agreement between AID and the Council. 
 Both
 
parties fully accepted the importance of genuinely independent expert
 
peer review; the Council on its part invited to the Program Committee
 
and the Peer Review Committee non-Council experts to avoid any risk that
 
the Council staff might have unconscious preferences related to the
 
Council's own program. 
The spirit of the agreement centered on the
 
independence of the review procedures, and aimed to limit to non-tech­
nical aspects the exercise of AID's legal responsibility for final
 
decision on grants or contracts, rather than allowing a second evaluation
 
by AID of the sciehtific merit and promise of proposals.. Members of the 
Program Committee agreed to serve in the understanding that peer review 
was the basis of selection among proposals. 

The Committee's dismay (and indignation) is aggravated by two
 
features of this action. 
First, an AID official in Brazil discussed
 
technical details of the project with the proposed investigators, and
 
urged changes in research strategy. Second, the refusal to fund was
 
communicated to the Council only after k letter was sent in good faith
 
notifying the investigators in Brazil of the favorable action of the two
 
committees.
 

In the Committee's view, these aspects of the decision will create
 
the belief in Brazil and elsewhere that funding was withheld because the
 
research design preferences of the AID representative overrode the
 
judgements of peer review. 
Such a belief will damage the future oper­
ations of the program as the story spreads through Brazil, through Latin
 



Ceorge Zeidenstein - 2 - August 9, 1982
 

America, and through the world demographic community. -It will also be
 

harmful to the Population Council's reputation, to other population
 

programs in Brazil indirectly supported by the United States, and to the
 

long run national interest.
 

Ansley J. Coale, Chairman
 
(for the Committee)
 

AA
 



The Population Council One Dag Hammarskjold Plaza 
NewYorkNewYork 10017Cable: Popcouncil, NewYorkTelephone (212)644.1300 

George Zeidenstein TJloe: 234722 POCO UR 
Prvaident 

August 19, 1982 

Dear Mr. Ambassador: 

I am writing to you with reference to a recent decision taken by the 
United States Embassy in Brazil to refuse concurrence for the award of USAID
 
'fuds to two Brazilian institutions, CEDEPLAR and CEBRAP, In support of'deno­
graphic research .in Brazil. 'In 
 this letter, I want to introduce to you the -2
 

Population Council, of hich I am president, 
our relationship to USID, for
 
which we are the executing agent. for the Research Awards Program on Deter­
minants of Fertility in Developing Countries, and some background information
 
on the particulars of the case involving CEDEPLAR 
 and CEBRhP. It is my hope
 
that, in the light of the information that follows, which I would like to
 
elaborate for you later by telephone, you might reconsider your decision to 
refuse oncurrence. In my view, and in the view of many others involved in the 
organization and administration of the Research Awards Program, the Embassy's 
negative decision in the case of the CEDEPLA CEBRP proposal is a serious
 
setback for both the Research Awards Program and the Population Council in its
 
work in Brazil and Latin America, and, I would venture to say, will prove
 
detrimental 
 to the goals of USkID in the region and, possibly, contrary to the
 
long term interests of the US government in the region.-


The Population Council is a US-based, internationally oriented, scien­
tific, professional, nongovernmental and nonprofit organization that was
 
established in 1952. The Council is oxrmwitted 
 to the enhancement of human 
welfare, and its work includes the following areas: human reproductive 
biomedicine aimed at the development and improvement of contraceptive methods,
 
evaluation and operations research regarding family planning programs, and
 
social science activities useful to the understanding of public policy issues 
related to population dynamics. 



The Population Council 

While the organization is based inNew York, the Council maintains area 

offices for four regions: Latin America and the Caribbean (with a regional 

headquarters in Mexico City), South and East Asia (Bangkok), West Asia ad 

North Africa (Cairo), and Sub-Saharan Africa (Lagos). This network helps 

identify program initiatives and assists local, national, and regional insti­

tutions in the design, implementation, and evaluation of population research 

and action programs. The total Council staff numbers nearly 200, and the 

annual budget is about $18 million. For your further information, a oppy of 

the Council's current annual report is enclosed. 

In 1980, the US Agency for International Development entered into a 

Cooperative Agreement with the Population Council to initiate an International 

Research Awards Program on the Determinants of Fertility in Developing Coun­

tries. The Research Awards Program was:.initiated in response to the.­

persistence of high fertility and rapid population growth in much of the 

developing world and the failure of public policy in those countries adequatel 

to alter reproductive behavior and induce fertility decline. The objective of 

the Research Awards Program is to stimulate research that will increase 

understanding of how and why high fertility persists in some settings and what 

underlies fertility decline elsewhere. 

As part of the Cooperative Agreement, USAID delegated authority for 

evaluating the scientific merit of research proposals to an oversight Program 

Committee composed of nine leaders in the demographic profession, and a sep­

arate Peer Review Committee, consisting of six experts in the field, selected 

from leading universities and research organizations. I quote briefly from 

the text of the Cooperative Agreement: 

A peer-review committee, comprised of population experts, 

will be formed to judge the scientific merit of the selected 

proposals. Awards will be made by decision of the Program 

Committee on the basis of the Peer Review Comittee's rec­

commendations and the purposes of this program...subject only 

to the requirenents of foreign assistance legislation. 



The Population Council
 

I enoasize this feature of the Research Awards Program and the Cooper­

ative Agreement because the principle of independent peer review on matters of 

scientific merit is both essential to the integrity and success of the program 

and a central issue in the specific case of the CEDEPLAR/CEBRAP pro'posal. I 

note also that the delegation of authority for review and evaluation of the 

technical and scientific merit of research proposals by USAID represents a 

practice of that agency, but one that was prompteddeparture from the standard 

by USAID concern about the quality and reputation achieved by research funded 

in the absence of an independent peer review process. A brief pawqplet issued 

by the Population Council about the Research Awards Program and distributed 

worldwide is eclosed for your further information. 

The proposal in question (*The Determinants of Fertility in Brazil") was 

first submitted in preliminary form in the sumner of 1981, with Drs. Elza 

Berquo of CEBRAP and Jose Carvalho of CEDEPLAR as co-principal investigators. -

Our procedures ensure that the proposal was subjected to very careful review. 

The preliminary proposal was first screened by the Program Committee; it in­

vited a full proposal. The full proposal was received and reviewed by the Peer 

Review Committee in the fall of 1981. It recommended that decision on the 

proposal be deferred pending clarification on several questions of scientific 

merit. The Program Committee concurred with this recommendation and the 

proposal was returned to the c:>-principal investigators for revisions and elab­

oration. The revised proposal went 6efore the Peer Review Committee in March 

of this year. The Peer Review ommittee recommended that the proposal be 

it the highest priority ranking among successful proposals.funded and gave 

The Program Committee oncurred with the Peer Review Ommittee, and the prin­

cipal investigators were so notified by the Population Council, with the 

proviso that funding was contingent upon clearance by US authorities in Brazil. 

The Program Committee and staff were particularly enthusiastic about this 

proposal for several reasons: because Latin American research has been under­

of the demographicrepresented in the Research Awards Program thus far, because 

importance of Brazil within Latin America, and because of the high quality of
 

the Brazilian researchers involved in the project. 

3
 



The Population Council
 

At the same time that cur letter was sent notifying the co-principal
 

investigators that the propxsal had been approved by the Program Committee,
 

USAID in Washington forwarded the proposal to the Embassy in Brazil with a
 

.request for concurrence. Subsequently, we learned that the Embassy staff 

xenber responsible for USPJD activities in Brazil--Mr. Sam Taylor-approached 

the Brazilian researchers at CEDPLPAR and voiced objections to the substance of 

the proposal and suggested changes that he would like to see made. The 

Brazilians were understandably nonplussed, being in receipt of a letter from 

the Population Council notifying them that the proposal had been approved on 

-its substantive and scientific merit, and indicated that they were reluctant to 

make the suggested changes. The Population Council was later informed by USAID 

in Washington that AID is not able to concur in the execution of the 

CWEPLAR/CEBRAP proposal, invoking AID's right to turn dwn research programs 

which are determined not to be in the long term interest of the US government. 

Aainst the background of Mr. Sam Taylor's overture to the Brazilian 

researchers and the substance of his comments to them, the ultimate rejection 

of the proposal appears to be for reasons of scientific merit and substance-in 

effect, overruling the scientific evaluations of the Peer Review Commnittee and 

the Program Comnittee and violating the vital principle of independent peer
 

review on which the Research Awards Program is based.
 

The official grounds for rejection-conflict with longterm interests of 

the United States-are difficult to credit against this backgrourd and the 

Brazilian researchers will draw and articulate their own conclusions about the 

reason for rejection. The int. rnational community of scholars engaged in 

similar work is a small world and the circumstances surrounding the rejection 

will be common knowledge throughout research circles in Latin America in short 

order. At once, as a consequence, the credibility of the Research Awards
 

Program, the Populaticn Council, USAID, and the US Embassy in Brazil will be
 

called into question.
 

Given the individuals involved and the substance of the prosal, it is
 

ipossible for me to see ho the funding of the proposal could compromise the 

long term interests of the United States. As yet, official notification of the 

rejection has not been communicated to the Brazilian researchers. In the light 

4
 



The Population Council 

of almost certain negative fallout from this decision, I ask that you
 
reconsider your position, 
 in the hope that you might concur with the endorse­
vents by, the Program Ccmmittee, and Peer Review CMittee of the 

PL MCEBRAP proposal. 
I will seek to arrange a telephone appointment with you next week in order 

[scuss this matter further. 

Sincerely rs,• 

Mr. Langhorne A. Motley 

United States Ambassador to Brazil
 
Eiassy of the United States of America
 

Brasilia, Brazil
 

Enclosures 
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UNV1ED STATES OF AMEHICA Th , ;. Co11' 
Brasilia, Brazil.
 

Roc'! SEP I i 1932 

Ofiice of t 'ePrsident 

August 31, 1982
 

Mr. George Zeidenstein
 
President
 
The Population Council
 
One Dag Hammarskjold Plaza
 
New York, N.Y. 10017
 

Dear Mr. Zeidenstein:
 

Reference is made to your letter of August 19, 1982
 
with regard to a research proposal that was not
 
approved for funding by AID/Washington. I have reviewed
 
the submittal and concur with AID/Washington's findings.
 
Certainly it will not further the development of popu­
lation policy in Brazil for me to engage in a public
 
debate with your organization or host country researchers
 
on "the merits of this specific proposal.
 

Over the past few years, there have been some positive
 
indications that the Government of Brazil is becoming
 
more aware of its demographic situation and the impli­
cations for its developmental plans. Just last month, ,
 
I spoke with President Figueiredo about the Government's
 
plans on the subject, but I must add it can still be a
 
sensitive subject.
 

I am sorry that I cannot be more helpful from your

perspective but I have no basis upon which to try and
 

reverse Washington's decision.
 

Sincerely, /C'
 

Lanne A. Mo ttv 
Ambassador --­



CouncilHnmarskjoldSD 	 Pl',, 
Nw YlCrk. NeYok 10017 

Cable: Popcouncil, NowYork 
George Zeidenstein Telephone(212644 1300

Tlex:234722 POCO UR 
President 

6 October J982 

Dr. . Jarrett Clinton
 
Agency Director for Population & Health
 
Office of Population
 
Agency for International Development

Department of State
 
Washington, D.C. 20523
 

Dear Jarrett: 

The Council has decided not to pursue further any effort to secure
reversal of the decision articulated in Duff Gillespie's letter to Charles
Keel), dated June 8, 1982 regarding the proposal "The Determinants of
Fertility Change in Brazil." Nothwithstanding the unfortunate indications
that questions regarding scientific merit may have motivated, at least in
part, the original interventions of the population 
officer in Brazil, we aresatisfied that the decision was based on other than scientific grounds. Ourconfidence is based in large part on the representations by Duff Gillespieat the August 5 meeting of the Program Committee that included a strongand unequivocal reconfirmation by the Office of Population of the principleof independent peer review for the Research Awards Program on the Determinantsof Fertility. His further assurance that the Office of Population will doeverything in its power to ensure that the principle of independent peerreview is maintained in the management 	 wasof this program heartening
me, the Program staff, the Program Committee, and the Executive 
to
 

Committee
of the Council's Board of Trustees. 

The program and the Population Council may face difficulties inLatin 	America as a result of this unfortunate episode. At the same time,I am confident that, working together, we can minimize the chances of

similar occurrence in the future. 

a
 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

/8/ George Zeidenstei
 

cc: 	 C. Keely 
. Seltzer 
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