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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 O. 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 lIssues

The attached minutes reflect the discussion on the issues of
concurrence, especially regarding the CEBRAP/CEDEPLAR proposa](8]/097]) 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 by the Government of Nepal in the
case of the N. Levine proposal.

Extension of the Cooperative Agreement

Negotiations continued on extension of the Cooperative Agreement. It
appears that an extension beyond five years will have to be separately
considered, probably in the next government fiscal year.

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 propusals by region

List of full proposals received and reviewed

Summary table on location of PlIs 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



DETEPMINANTS OF FERTILITY RESEARCH AWARDS PROGRAM

Preliminary

Proposals: Assignment for Review

PROGRAM COMMITTEE'S DECISION:

AUGUST 1982

ASSIGHMFNT

Name(s) of Institutional AUGUST 5-6, 1982
0. Appli 1iati , Date Program / <. ¢
: pplicant(s) Affiliation , Title Recejved Committee/ ™
82/035 'Rhodelia L. Human Ecology Institute, Marriage Patterns in Three Selected 3/8/82 | Bulatao/
NO Gabriel University of the Philippines Philippine Conmu nities: A Micro- Lieban Frank Seeley
at Los Banos | demographic Sociobiological Perspective
! 1
82/036 |Francis C. Mindanao Center for Pop. Studies, A Study for Policy Considerations 4/13/82 Miro/ Holl
- . ! . erbach
NO Madigan Research Institute for Mindanao @ of the Effects af Psycho-social Factors Bulatao
Culture, Xavier Univ., Phil. | in Relation to Decisions Upon Fertility
by Fertile Couples (Philippines) {
< - . .
82/037 |Zeev Ben-Sira The Israel Inst. of Applied Social The Process of Family Formation and 4/16/82 | v
NO Research, Jerusalem, Israel De . J L oussef/
velopment: Determinants of Fertility :
) . . Finkle Frank Seeley
and Baseline for Population Policy--
A Follow-up behavioral study (Israel)
82/038 |James Siagian Tanjungpura University, The Fertility and Mortality of the 4/26/82 Lapham/
NO Pontianak, Indonesia Daya Punan Tribe (Indonesia) Coale Jain
82/039 Hildegard Population Centre for Research Determinants of Fertility in Burundi 5/25/82 | Coale/
NO (But Ruzibiza and Trn., Department of Demo- ‘ Freedman Frank Seeley
Encourage graphy, Min. of Interior,
nother Bujumbura, Burundi
| E.B. Sundaram | Naujhil Integrated Rural Project | Scme Biosocial Correlates of Human 5/28/82 | Bulatao/
for Health & Development Fertility Lieban Hollerbach
(NIRPAD), India
| J.S. Gill &-»All India Inst. of Medical
; K.R. Sundaram¢<4pSciences, Ansari Nagar, New
Delhi, India
82/041 V.K. Ramabha-
INVITE dran Family Planning Foundation, Diagnostic Study of Population Growth (6/7/82 Freedman/
MNew Delhi, India Rates and Family Planning in Six Finkle Jain
States in a Development-Oriented
Perspective (India)
82/042 | D.S. Obikeze |University of Nigeria, i Child Survival, Health Services |6/11/82| Coale/
NO Nsukka, Nigeria :and Fertility in Eastern Nigeria Youssef Frank Seeley
8B2/043 | N. Ndiaye Bureau National du Recense-| Etude des Facteurs Différentielg6/16/82 Lapham/
NO A. Sadio ment, Ministere de L'Eco- | de la Fecondit@& (Senegal) : Demeny Frank Seeley
S | A. Sy mie et des Finances, . !

Dakar. Seneadal



DETE?MINANTS QF FERTILITY 2ESEARCH AYARDS PROGRAM

AUGUST 1982

Preliminary Proposals: Assignment for Review
ASSIGHMFNT
Name(s) of Institutional
. ! Litut . Date Program / geape’
0. Appl1cant(s) —Aff111at1on Title Rece1vedtcom“1ttee/ )
82/044) B.C. Mehta University of Rajasthan, Study of Fertility Decisions in 6/18/82' Bulatao/ o
NO India a small community in Rajasthan: Finkle Nag
A Cost-Benefit Analysis (India)
82/013 1 Mario E. Instituto de Investiga- Desarrollo Economico, Formas 6/21/82| Miro/
(prelim. Fernandez ciones Sociales, Univer- Productivas Agrarias y Fecundi- Youssef Frank Seele
revised) Manuel Solis|dad de Costa Rica dad en Costa Rica '
NO Nancy
Cartin
Otto Calvo
82/045 | P.K. Bandung School of Social Determinants of Marriage 6/21/82] Lieban/
NO Ariyasena |Welfare, Bandung, Patterns in Indonesia Lapham  Nag
Indonesia
82/046 | I.M. Shoaib |Tanta University, Egypt Differential Role of Husbands 6/22/82} Youssef/
NO and Wives in Fertility and Bulatao Hollerbach
Birth Control in Gharbia
Governorate, Eqypt
82/047 | Nadir Lembaga Demografi, Fertility Behavior of Gayo 6/24/82| Freedman/Cain
NO Abdulkadir |Fakultas Ekonomi, Tribe (Indonesia) Lieban
Universitas Syiahkuala,
Indonesia
82/048 | Aleyamma Centre for Mathematical Study of Fertility Decline in 6/24/82]| Freedman/
NO George Sciences, Vazhuthacaud, South West India and the Lapham Jain
Trivandrum, Kerala State, | Factors Responsible for it
India
V.C. Mathew |Medical College Hospital,
Roy Trivandrum, Kerala State,
India
82/049 {Monica National Council of Environmental Risks, 6/24/82| Coale/
INVITE Das Gupta Applied Economic Research/ Fallback Mechanisms, and Miro Nag

New Delhi, India

Fertility Behaviour in Rural
India: Four Community-Level
Case Studies




DETEPMINANTS OF FERTILITY RESEARCH AWARDS PROGRAM

Preliminary

Proposals: Ascignment for Review

AUGUST 1982

ASSIGNMFNT

. Name(s) of Institutional . Date Program / ci.¢f
0. Applicant(s) Affiliation Title Redeiyed Committee/
. ¥ ot
82/050 | Nassour QOuaidou | C.I.L.S.S., Institut du Sahel{ A Longitudinal Study of Postnatal Be- 6/25/82 Coatle/
INVITE | Francine van de | Bamako, Mali havior in Two Sahelian Cities: Bamako Lieban Frank Seeley
Walle (Ma]Dand Bobo-Dioulasso (Upper Volta)
82/051 |Dr. Ngondo Universite Nationale du Zaire,| Les Attitudes et Comportements des 6/25/82 Demeny/ Frank Seeley
NO Campus de Kinshasa, Zaire Etudiantes de Kinshasa Face a 1a ' Youssef
Contraception et aux Grosses non De-
sirees
82/052 [Fakhar-un-Nisa |Pakistan Society for Planned | Lahore District Survey to Determine :|6/25/82 Freedman/
NO Parenthood, Lahore, Pakistan | Constraints on Acceptability of Volun- Demeny Hollerbach
tary Surgical Contraception and other
Determinants of Fertility Behaviour
82/053 Pudjo Rahardjo National Family Pln. Coordinating Ten Years of Family Planning in l6/28 Lapham/
INVITE Board of Indonesia Indonesia Freedman Nag
Terrence Hull Australian National University
Canberra
John D. Conroy JAustralian Natn., Univ., Pop.
Policy Advisor to the NFPCB
Lualhati Bost (based in Jakarta) INDONESIA
82/054 P.B. Jorapur Sri Venkateswara Univ., Tirupati |Economic Development and Growth l6/28 Finkle/
NO . India of Population in India Coale Nag
82/055 | P.B. Jorapur bri Venkateswara Univ., Tirupati |The Uprooted and Their Fertility - 16/28 Lieban/ Nag
India Behaviour: A Study of Tibetan Refugees Coale
NO in India
82/056 John M. Ball \’JGeorgia State University Socioeconomic Arrangements and l6/28 Miro/ Cain
NO Nanda R. Shrestha Fertility Behavior in Mexico Demeny
Shrestha _
Lakshman S.YapgePennsylvania State Univ.

YN




[ETEPMTHANTS OF FERTILITY RESEARCH AWARDS PROGRAM

‘reliminary

Pronosals: Assignment Tor Review

AUGUST 1982

ASSIGNMFNT

. Name(s) of Institutional
0. ' Applicant(s) Affiliation Title Date Program / Staff
} ! IReCnivedL Conmittee/
, -
82/057 ' Carlos Aram- “Pontificia Universidad Catolica, - Institutional Detemninants of Family ; 6/29 Miro/ Hollerbach
INVITE l buru Lima, Peru Formation in Peru: National and Local Demeny
Marta Tienda ®Univ. of Wisconsin, Madison Perspectives ! ;
Alberto Palloni| " " r ’ ,
i
82/058 ! John W. Town-€Instituto de Nutricion de Centro = The Evaluation of Family Planning Servic,Les 6/24 Miro/ Hollerbach
NO (But) send America y Panama (INCAP), in the Context of a Integrated System Freedman
encour. . Aaron Lechtig -Guatemala/Mirnistry of Public t of Nutrition and Primary Health Care ' :
another| Robert E. Kleirf Hed th & Social Welfare of . (Guatemala) ) '
prelim,) Juna Jose Arr-| Guatemala { : l
, oyo , '
' t
82/059 . S.D. Pandey Indian Federation of United Nations Determinants of Fertility in Developing  6/29 |Finkle/
’ Assaciations, New Delhi, India |, Countries with special reference to ‘Lapham Cain
NO |' ; slums and rural areas of North Delhi: | |
' | detailed study in small communities !
| ! of the economic costs and benefits :
5 ! ; of children v
82/060 | Ghyasuddin National Institute of Preventive . Determinants of Marriage Patterns in 6/30 l Bulatao/  Cain
i Ahmed | and Social Medicine, Dacca, ' Bangladesh ; - Youssef
NO i Md. Shahidullalj Bangladesh ' i !
l : ' !
82/061 | Oebed Soekir- | Jember University, East Java, ; Determinants of Fertility in Indonesia 6/30 :Freedman/
,' manto Indonesia } ! : Coale Cain
NO | Soemiati | ‘
| Rijanto :
! Abdul Halim !
|
82/062! Susan H. Mott| Ohio State University, Worthing-. Contextual and Individual Effects on 6/30 Lapham/
NO i Lawrence A. ton, Ohio l Fertility in Third World Settings ! Miro Hollerbach
* ' Brown 3 (Costa Rica, Ecuador, Venezuela) |
B2/063! Robert A. «<=Univ. of Colorado, Boulder/ i Diffuse Urbanization, Mobility and | 6/30 . Lieban/
INVITEI Hackenberg Day;o .Research & Pln. Foundation Fertility in Mindanao (The Philippines) | ! Demeny Jain
i Beverly H. | Philippines ; | X
Hackenberg l ) L ' ,
- Henry F. Mag;GUnxv. of the Philippines, Los Bar’ios " !

alit {
]



DETEPMIVANTS OF FERT. .+ .. P i N ALGUST 1982

Preliminary Pronosals: Assignment for Peview

of Children in Rural Nepal

RSSTGR™MENT
Name({s) of Institutional Date Program /
o . LI Rut] . , Staff
0. : Applicant(s) Affiliation i Title Recaived Comuittee/
| ! b T
}2/064 L Peter Kunstadter East-West Center, Hawaii ! Culture and Fertjlity in Northern | 7/1 Youssef/ Nag
NO (But encourage ‘ Thailand _ ; Bulatao
|
12/065 ' M. Sivamurthy%Karnatak Univ., Dharwad, India ' Fertility Performance and Perspectives | 7/1 Youssef/
NO | H.M. Marulasid- Bangalore Univ., Bangalore, India; of Primary School Teachers in Rural Finkle Nag
i daiah + Karnataka (India)
f ! |
32/066 . Che-Fu Lee ¥+The Catholic Univ. of America Determinants of Couple's Ages at b 7/1 !Lapham/ Cain
INVITE . Ruhul Amin €-Morgan State Univ., Baltimore . Marriage and Fertility in Bangladesh 1 ‘Miro
t M.R. Khan <+Bangladesh Inst. of Dev. Studies ! Villages |
1 X ; |
32/067 ' John C. Belchet  University of Georgia . The Potential Acceptance of a Male i 7/6 \Youssef/
NO ! ‘ + Contraceptive in the Domirican Republic iMiro Hollerbach
B2/068 , Ho-Youn Kwon| Utah State University/Korea =~ | Social, Economic Stability and Marriage . 716 IDemeny/  Nag
NO l Institute for Pop. & Health ' Patterns in Korea ‘ |Lieban (Nortman)
) ! | i
82/069 i James Roum- J-Yale University/Univ. of Hawaii g Rural Labor Markets (Philippines and i 7/6 l;Finkle/ .
TE ! asset i Thailand) ' ‘Coale Cain
INVITE | pobert Even- - Yale University ; | :
82/070 l Mahesh Sharma| Gecrgetown University } A Cross-Cultural Study of Behavioral i 716 Bulatao/ Hollerbach
l ! and Structural Constraints Influencing Lieban
NO ' Contraceptive Use (data from Bangladesh,
} * Mexico, Rep. of Korea) ’
! : '
82/071 | James P.M. Makere University, ®ampala, i The Value of Children as a Major v 7/6 Bulatao/  Frank Sesley
ITEl Ntozi Uganda | Influence on Fertility in Uganda: A Lapham
INV i John B. Kabera | Case Study of Ankole
John Sseka- l
! matte-Ssebuliba ;
i ‘ . l
82/072 i Devendra Raj | Integrated Development Systems The Effects of Family Size on ! 717 |Finkle/
invite: Panday | Kathmandu, Nepal - Household Income and Wealth: ‘ :Demeny  Cain
| l;rem pIlunnghaéfa Some Exploratory Issues on the Value |
am Prasa '
!

Risal
= " Lauria Zivetz !

!
|
i



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 Deveioping
Institution
2/041 V.K. Ramabhadran Diagnostic Study of Population
Growth Rates and Family Planninc
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 in Rural 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 in Mindanao
Beverly H. Hacken-  (Thne 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 in Uganda:
John Ssekamatte- A Case Study of Ankole
Ssebulita
Collaboration
82/050 Nassour Quaidou A Longitudinal Study of Postnatal

Francine van de
Walle

Behavior in Two Sahelian Cities:
Bamako (Mali) and Bobo-Dioulasso

(Upper Volta)
{



LATIN
AMERICA

Collaboration

82/057 Carlos Aramburu
Marta Tienda
Alberto Palloni

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



August 1982

Determinants of Fertility Pesearch Awards Program

Distribution of Preliminary Proposals

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

Iocation of Principal

Investigator's LOCATION OF POPULATION TO BE STUDIED
Institution Asia Africa L.A. M.E. Multip. TOTAL
Developing 18 5 2 2 0 27
Collaboration* 5 1 2 0 0 gr*
Developed 1 0 2 0 1 4
TOIAL 2 6 6 2 1 3

* Collaboration indicates a cooperctive effort between a developing and a developed
country institution.
**Developed countries included in collaboration include: 7 in U.S. amd 1 ir. Pustralia.

B. Invited to sutmit full propcsal: based on decisions of August 5-6, 1982
Program Camittee Meeting

Iocation of Principal

Irvestigator's LOCATION OF POPULATION TO BE STUDIED

Institution Asia Africa L.A. M.E. Multip. TOTAL
Feveloping 3 1 0 0 0 4
Collaboration* 4 1 1 0 0 6**
Developed 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL "7(24) 2(6) 1(6) 0(0) - 0(0) 10(39)

*Collaboration indicates « cooperative effort between a developing
and a devcioped countvy institution,

**Developed countries included in collahoration include: 5 in U.S, and 1 in Australia.



Determinants of Fertility Pesearch Awards Program
Distributicn of Preliminary Proposals, Continued

C. Start of Program - July 1, 1982

Location of Principal

1 tigator's LOCATION OF POPULATION TO BE STUDIED

Institution Asia Africa L.A. M.E, Multip, TOTAL
Developing 60 30 17 7 1 115
Collaboratiaon* 42 7 11 1 6 67
Developed 13 1 5 1l 8 28
TOTAL 115 38 33 9 15 210

*Collaboration indicates a cooperative effart betvieen a developing and a developed

country institution.

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

Location of Principal

Investigator's LOCATION OF POPULATION TU BE STUDIED

Institution Asia Africa L.A. M.E. Multip, TOTAL

Developing 14 7 7 0 0 28

Collabaration* 24 5 5 1l 3 38

Developed 4 0 0 0 4 8
TOTAL 427115)  12(38) 12(33) 1{9) 7(15) “74(2

*Collaboration indicates a cooperative effort between a developing and a developed

country institution.



DETEPMINANTS OF FZRTILITY RESEARCH AWARDS PROGRAM

Full Proposals: Assignment for Review

JULY 1982

PROGRAM COMMITTEE'S DECISION:

ASSIGNMFNT

i Nane(S) of InSFiFUtiona] ~AUGUST 2-6, 1982 - Date Peer Review/ Staff
Jlo. Applicant(s) Affiljation Title Receiyed Committee/ -
81/0721 |Tim Dyson London School of Economics Support for the Elderly and its 3/18/82 | Urzua/ Hollerbach
TO FUND Ramesh Kanbarg|{ Inst. for Social and Economic i Implications for Fertility Behaviour Boulier
Change, Bangalore, Karnatakd in Southern Karnataka
India |
!
81/0341 |Alberto Hernan- FEDESARROLLO, Colombia A Comprehensive Model tc Explain 4/20/82 [Boulier/ Jain
DIS- dez Garcia Fertiiity Determinants, Levels and Urzua
APPROVAL Changes: Demographic, time, spatial and
docioeconomic Influences on Fertility
81/1331 _Philippe Fargues| Centre Ivoiren de Recherches The Function of the Child in the Ivory | 6/3/82 Bumpass/  Frank Seele
DIS- | Economiques et Sociales (CIRES)| Coast and its Evolution Newman '
APPROVAL
8109431 Jean University of Utah The Effects of Sedentarization| 6/11/83 Newman/ Nag
DIS- Brainard on the Levels and Determinants! ,Bumpass
APPROVAL of Fertility in Nomadic Popu- !
: lations (Kenya)
|
|
81/1201 Lawrence University of Ife, Ile—IfJ Sub-ethnic Variaticns in 6/11/82 Newman/ Frank Seele;
* ! Adefemi Nigeria Breastfeeding, Marital Sexual- Verma
DEFER | Adeokun ' ity and Fertility in Yoruba-
, land (Nigeria)
B2/025I;David M. University of Southern The Impact of Child-Mortality | 6/21/82 Urzua/ Hollerbach
DIS- Heer California Level on Fertility Behavior Bumpass
APPROVAL‘Virginia Direccion General de and Attitudes in Costa Rica
i Rodriguez Estadistica y Censos, i
+ de Ortega Ministerio de Economia, |
f . Industria y Comercio,
i Costa Rica
| ..
31/1381:Patricia Day |Institute for Rural A Comparative Analysis of 6/24/8f! Namboodm/Nag
DIS- ' Bidinger Health Studies, Hyderabad, Parental Decision-Making and Verma
APPROVAL Bhavani “Nag India | Allocation of Resources among
. Daphne Ministry of Education, Hydera- Children in Rural South India
i DeRebello bad, India

|

1

.—/ .
<<

* A decision was defjerred on an earlier version of the ful) proposal.




DETEPMINANTS OF FERTILITY RESEARCH AWARDS PROGRAM

i Full Proposals: Assignment for Review . JULY 1982
- :.- ASSIGNMFNT
Name(s) of Institutional Date Peer Review/
, : TN e e . 4 Staff
0. I Apphcant(s) Affiliation , Title ‘ReceivedTConmttee/ _
12/0271‘ Barbara The Population Studies The Suitability of 1960s 6/24/82lNamboodiri/ Jai
T0 FUND| Entwisle Center, University of KAP Surveys for Verma ain
Albert Michigan Comparative Analysis
Hermalin
William
Mason
81/1311 |S.B. Mani Slippery chk State College, Value of Children to Indian Parents |6/28/82 [Boulier/ Nag
DIS- Pennsylvania Namboodiri
APPROVAL |3+ Sundaram University of Madras, India
o : ' N arbordirr
82/0241 James A. Pal-| East-West Pop. Inst., Hawaii | A Longitudinal Study of Social Net- 716182 Bumpass/ Frank Seeley
DIS- more works and Family Planning in Korea Newman
APPROVAL | Joung-Im Kim!| Stanford University
' Kyung Koon Seoul National Univ., Korea
Chung
Sung Jin 1 e | Korean Institute for Research
in the Behavioral Sci., Seoul |



Determinants of Fertility Research Awards Program

Distribution of Invited Proposals Rceived

Between March 2, 1982 - June 28, 1982

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

Institution

Asia Africa L.A. M.E. Multip. Total
Developing 1 2 1 0 0 4
Collaboration* 3 1 l 0 0 S¥%
Developed 0 0 0 0 1 l
TOTAL 4 3 2 0 ! 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
| in the United Kingdom.



International Ressarch Awards Program on the Determinants of Fertility in Developing Countries
PEER REVIEN COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDATIONS (July 15, 1982 Meeting)

Location of Total cost
Priority Pop. to be Principal Institutional Length of Subordinate
No. Title of Studied Investigator(s) Affiliation(s) {years) Mreement (USS)
A. APPROVAL = warrants support
(Nos. 81/0721, 82/0271)
1 81/072 Support for the Elderly India -~Tim Dyson -London School of 2 yrs. 4 mos, 66,600
ad its Isplications for Economics (March 1983
Pertility Behavior in ~Ramesh Kanbargi -Institute for Social and June 1985)
Southern Karnataka Economic Change,
Karnataka, India
2 T 82077 The Suitability of 1960s Multiple -Barbara Entwisle -The Population Stidies 8 wos. 59,741
KAP Surveys for ocountries —Albert Hermalin Center, University of (Jan. 1983~
Comparative Analysis -William Mason Michigan Aug. 1983)

B. DEFER DECISION
(Ro. 81/120I: The Program Committee deferred a decision on an earlier version of the full proposal.)

81/120 Sub-ethnic Variations in Nigeria ~Lawrence Adefemi -University of Ife, 2 yrs. 296,020
Breastfeeding, Marital Adeokun Ile-Ife, Nigeria (?)
Sexuality and Pertility in
Yorubaland

C. DISAPPROVAL
(Nos. 81/0341, 0941, 131I, 135I, 138I; 82/0241, 025I)



Research Awards Program on the Determinants
of Pertility in Developing Countries

SOMMARY REPORT
Program Committee Meeting

August 5-6, 1982

Present: A. Coale, R. Bulatao, P. Demeny, J. Finkle, R. Freedman, R. Lapham,

R. Lieban, C. Miro (Program Conmittee); M. Cain, O. Frank Seeley,

P. Hollerbach, A. Jain, M. Nag, E. Hofstatter, L. Jacobs (Program

staff); J. Seltzer (USAID).

[G. Zeidenstein, President of the Population Council and D. Gillespie,
Associate Director, Office of Population, USAID, were present

for the August 5 morning discussion only.]

Ansley Opale convened the meeting and welcaomed everyone.

A. Announcements

1.
2.
3.

New Program Conmittee members Rodolfo Bulatao, Jason Finkle, and Ronald

Freedman were introduced.

Dr. Coale announced that Maad Cain is the Acting Program Manager while

Charles Keely is on assigmment in Jordan.

Mead Cain introduced Judith Seltzer of USAID who has replaced William

Jansen (on assignment in Pakistan) as Program Manager for USAID.

Mead Cain told the Committee that the staff will draft a paper that

discusses plans for mnitoring of projects and dissemination activities.

The paper will be sent to Committee members and a discussion of these

issues will be on the agenda for the next Program Committee meeting.

Staff travel: Moni Nag will be visiting India to pramote 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.

Status of projects approved by the Camittee:

a. Ellen Hofstatter distributed a table that lists the proposals
for funding at each of the Camittee meetings to date and

that shows the current status of the projects (underway/awaiting
approval of subordinate agreement fram USAID/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; one (81/065) failed to
receive government clearance fram Nepal; and 1 (81/097) was
subsequently disapproved by USAID because it was judged not to be
in the long tem interests of the U.S. government. (Appended to

this Summary Report is a list of approved provosals and their
status as of August 5.)

b. Regarding the extension of the Program to years 4 and 5, approval
of the USAID Office of Population was received in May. Because
of a heavy volume of sumner work there were delays in moving the
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extension through the Contracts Office. The Population Oouncil
has, however, been assured that the amendment will clear the
Oontracts Office in a matter of days.

The Committee discussed the rejection of proposal 81/097 by USAID.
The Committee received a mamorandum outlining the sequence of

events leading to this rejection and copies of three letters, one
fram D. Gillespie anmnouncing the rejection, one from 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 from D. Gillespie indicating his wish to
attend the August Program Cammittee meeting to discuss the points
raised in C. Keely's letter.

The discussion opened with a brief presentation by Mead Cain
reviewing the contents of the distributed memorandum; A. Coale
followed with further background on the origins of the Research
Awards Program, and the centrality, fram the outset, of the
principle of independent peer review to the Program, from the
perspectives of USAID's Population Office, the Population Oouncil,
and the Program Committee Members.

In the case of the Brazil proposal, the Program Committee perceived
a clear violation of that principle. The sentiments of the Program
Camittee, as distilled from the discussion, are presented in the
attached memorandum from the Program Committee to George Zeidenstein,
drafted by the Program Committee chairman, A.J. Coale.

Duff Gillespie, Acting Deputy Director of USAID Population Office,
was asked by the Committee to elaborate on the reasons for USAID's
ultimate rejection of 81/097 and to clarify the status of

independent peer review in the Program from USAID's perspective.

D. Gillespie stated that the Population Office continues to uphold
the principle of independent peer review and will do everything in
its power to see that the principle is upheld by other parts of
USAID in Washington and in the field. Unfortunately, however,
decisions and behavior of U.S. Embassies and USAID missions are
beyond the control of the Population Office in Washington. Despite
the terms of the cooperative agreement between the Population
Oouncil and USAID, a U.S. Avbassador has veto power over U.S.
expenditures in his/her country. In the case of the Brazil
proposal, Gillespie admitted that the responsible embassy staff
member handled things badly. However, although it was clear to
Gillespie that issues of scientific merit entered intc the local
review of the proposal, he assured the Program Comittee that he
was satisfied that non-technical concerns had overriding importance
in the Brbassy'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 Cormittee
considered what the content of any cammunication with the Brazilian
principal investigators should be. It was decided that official



canmmunication should be postponed pending attempts by the
Population Oouncil to gain a reversal of the negative decision.
It was suggested that the Council might commnicate directly
with the U.S. Arbassador to Brazil and prevail upon him to
reconsider the Brbassy's decision. In order to minimize the
chance of such incidents in the future, the Committee suggested
that a review be carried out by the USAID Population Office of
communications to the AID missions overseas regarding the terms
and conditions of the Research Awards 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 occurence of future mission
interference on matters of scientific merit.

(Appended to this summary report are: letter from Gillespie to
RKozly dated June 8; letter from Keely to Gillespie dated June 11;
letter from Gillespie to Keely dated July 28; cable from Pinotti;
memmorandum from Mead Cain to Program Committee; memorandum from
Program Cammittee to George Zeidenstein.)

d. The Committee discussed the rejection of proposal 81/065 by the
Government of Nepal. This proposal, approved at the April 1982
meeting of the Prooram Oomittee, failed to receive Government of
Nepal clearance for the reasons detailed in the attached letter
fram Dr. P.D. Pant, of the National Commission on Population to
David Mutchler of USAID/Kathmandu. Nancy Levine suggested same
revisions to her original proposal in response to the Conmission's
caments, however, these were deemed inadequate and the Commission
adhered to its initial negative position. Although the overriding
reason for rejection in this case was failure to cbtain Government
of Nepal clearance, both the Program Staff (see the letter from
Keely to Jansen of June 9) and the Committee were disturbed by
clear signs of interference in matters of scientific merit by the
USAID/Kathmandu staff.

to this Summary Report are: letter fraom Pant to Mutchler
dated May 10; cable from U.S. Bmbassy/Nep~l to Jansen; letter from
Levine to Keely dated June 4; letter from Keely to Jansen dated
June 9; letter from National Commission on Population to Mutchler
dated July 11.)

B. FPull Proposals

Prior to the meeting, the Camittee was sent copies of the Peer Review
Comittee's reviews and recommendations and summaries of both the reviews
and discussions of full proposals taken up in the Peer Review Committee
meeting on July 15. Ten full proposals were oconsidered by the Program
Committee. Two were aprroved for funding: 81/072I and 82/027I. In
addition, the Comittee re-evaluated a full proposal, submitted by Robert
LeVine, in light of the proposed change in research site from India to
Mexico. The decision was to approve phases 2 and 3 of the project (phase
1 is currently receiving support under contract no. CP81.61A). The
Committee concurred with the recommendation of the Peer Review Committee to
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once again defer a decision on proposal number 81/120 pending the researcher's
further modification in the proposed research design.

(Ippaﬂedtothis&mmxykporthanotofﬂetunpmposahuﬂﬂ\e
Committee's decisions.) '

Preliminary Proposals

Copies of the written reviews for the 39 preliminary proposals were distributed.
Based on the discussions, ten full proposals will be invited. Of the
preliminary proposals that were not successful, the principal investigators of
3 of the proposals will be sent letters encouraging another preliminary
proposal (82/039, 82/058, 82/064).

to this Summary Report is a list of the preliminary proposals and
the Comnittee's decisions.)

Other Business

Date of the next meeting: December 16-17.

o\



UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENY COOFCRATION AGENCY

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
WASHINGTON DE 2052)

June 8, 1982

Dr. Charles Keely
Population Council

One Dag Harmarskjold Plaza
New York, NY 10017

Dear Dr. Keely:

In carrying out the research awards program in cooperation with the
Population Council, A.1.D. reserves the right to turn down research
programs which are determined not to be in the long term interest of the
U. S. Governnent. 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.1.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.l.D./Washington.

I an sorry that ve were unable to respond positively to this proposal. We
apologize for any inconvenience this decision may have caused you and your

colleagues.

Sincerely yours,

7

Duff G. Gillespie,” Ph.D.
Acting Associate Director
Office of Population
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June 11, 1982

Dr. Duff G. Gillespie

Acting Associate Director

Office of Population

United States International Developrnent
Cooperation Agency

Agency for International Development

Washington, D.C. 20523

Dear Dr. Gillespie:

Your Jetter of June 8, 1982 concerning the CERRAP/CEDEP)L.AR
proposal (81/097) under the Research Awards Prograrn on the Determinants
of Fertility, is disconcerting. The Population Council and, 1 feel confident 19
say, the members of the Program Coinmitice never had any intention of
approving research proposals that are not in the long-term interests of the
US Government. We operate under the assumption that scientific knowledge
about determinants of fertility in a world of continued rapid population
growth speaks to issues associated with those interests. Your letter precvides
no guidance as 1o how this proposal runs counter to such interests. | will
greatly appreciate your clarification as 1o why this proposal is unacccptable
to AID/Washington so that I might inform the proposcers and the Committee
of these reasons for nonconcurrence to this particular proposal by your Office.
Your clarification of this matter should also be helpful as guidance in
future Committce decision making.

In Appendix A, Section B, 2.3 of the negotiated agreement, there is
the statement: "Awards will be nade by decision of the Program Commitice
on the basis of the Pecer Review Committee's recommendations and 1he
purposes of this program (outlined in Section A above and in the Recipient's
technical proposal) subject only to the requirements of forcign assistance
legislation." The operative issue, of ‘course, is the language and infcrpretation
of foreign assistance legislation which, | assume, you iinplicitly invoke in the
opening sentence of your letter. .For AID to resorve the right 1o turn down
rescarch programs which are determined not 1o be in the long-terin interests
of the US Governinent without clarification would allow for the possibility of
judgments of scientific merit and content (rescarch design, analytic
frameworks, data 1o 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 AID and the Population
Council mutually agree to. Is there some way by which we can also agree
s 10 the bounds of interpreting the phrase "the requirements of foreign
assistance legislation" and as to the scope of the stated function and
responsibilities of the Program Committee in decisions on awards?

P



I thank you ior your apology for any inconvenience that your decision
may cause. 1 hope we can ininimize problems for the proposers, the Program
Commitice neinbers, the Population Council, and USAID which we undoubitedly
will face. 1 look forward to your reply in order 1o accomplish that task.

Sincerely,

Charles B. Kcely
Program Manage
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MR GEORGE ZEIDENSTEIN
POPULATION COUNCIL
NEW YORK - NY - USA

DEAR GEORGE:
EXPRESSING DEEP CONCERN REGARDING PROJETO CEBRAP - SEDEPLAR

APPROVED CONTEST INFERTILITY DETERMINANTS.

1 KNOW WELL HIGHLY QUALIFIED RESEARCHERS INVOLVED. I AM HAPPY
TO LEARN PROJECT'S APPROVAL BY POPULATION COUNCIL. I AM
WORRIED FACTS I KNOW ABOUT INVOLVING INTERFERENCE IN PROJECT
EXECUTION. AS ' MEMBER OF BOARD OF TRUSTEES I WOULD LIKE TO
PREVENTIVELY EXPRESS MY CONCERN ON THE ISSUE.

REGARDS,

DR. JOSE ARISTODEMO PINOTT.

1911t0UCPS BR
TRANS. FOR NEUSA 30.07.82 CAMPINAS-SP-BRASIL
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70: Program Committee Members

FROM: Mead Cain (Acting Program Manager)

SUBJECT: Proposal No. 81/0973 "Determinants of Fertility in Brazil,*”
numofmuﬂmmDDofm

Asywrecall,t}embjectpmposalmapptwedbyt}euogrmmmitteeat
its April meeting this year. Alette.rmsenttoae:q\nardarvanb
informing them of the Committee's decision, and also informing them that
funding was subject to clearance by the U.S. authorities in Brazil. In

U.S. {n Brazil. Subsequently we received the enclosed letter fram
puff Gillespie of AID/Washington, dated June 8, informing us that funding
the had been not to be in the interest of the

U.S. Government, and that AID, therefore, oould not "concur in its execution.”

This decision by AID, particularly in the abeence of scme elaboration as

to!nwﬁnﬂingﬂepmposaluouldbecmtnrymthelmg-beminterestsof
theU.S.Gavenmmt,pxtsusinaandpositimwiﬂmu\eBrazimn

researchers. ‘ncsihntimisf\mu\ercuwucated because the U.S. official
in Brazil :espauibleﬁormactivities there, after receiving the proposal
uﬂrequestﬁormurteweinhpru,wdtitupmhmselftoappmad\ﬂe
Brazilian researchers with objections concerning the content and orientation
ofunepmposalammggesﬂmﬁordm\ge. Given the subsequent rejection
of the proposal, the overture the U.S. official gives the appearance, at

sent the enclosed letter, dated June 11, to Duff Gillespie. We received a
reply from Gillespie on 2 August, and, as indicated, he would like to discuss
the issues that Keely's letter raised with the Program Committee at its
August meeting.

S



The Population Coancil
- Recd A0G 11 19
OHice of the President,

To: GCeorge Zeidenstein, President, the Population Council

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

Members of the Program Committee of the international research
avards 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 establishad by the Population Council in consultation with
AID: a) a positive sssessment 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 reviev 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 vere supplemented by personal conversations by the Council's
Latin American representative, and by staff correspondence at the com-
mittee's suggestion, with the principsl investigators.

Our dismay is the result of the inconsistency of this action by AID
with the spirit of the agreesment between AID and the Council. Both
parties fully accepted the importance of genuinely indapendent expert
peer revievw; the Council on its part invited to the Program Committee
and the Peer Reviev Committee non-Council experts to avoid any risk that
the Council staff might have unconscious preferences related to the

suncil's own program. Th: 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 responsidility 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
vas the basis of selection among proposals.

The Committee's dismay (and indignation) is aggravated by two
features of this actfon. First, an AID official in Brazil discussed
technical details of the project with the proposed investigators, and
urged clunges in research strategy. Second, the rafusal to fund was
communicated to the Council only after a 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 becsuse the
research design preferences of the AID representsative overrode the
judgenents of peer review. 8Such 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 aleo be
hammful 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.

Anlloj J. Coale, Chairman
(for the Committee)

/33h
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3pacinl Assistant for Population
and Developent Racources

US Agzency for Intermational Daveloprment
Kathnandu

Dear Dr, Yutdiler;

Sublect; Dr, Nancy B, levine's Provosal

Tis 13 in response to ycur letter and its attachnent to Hon'ble
¥r. %l Shekhar Sharma, Vice-Chuirzan, National Comrission on Population
datud April 28, 1982 in which you requested our reviev and concurince on
tiie proposal "dcusehold Dynaxics und Fertility in Rural Nepal® sutmitted
to the Pcpulation Councll for funding under AID Project No.932-0643.3.

Allo me first of all to thank you for sharing Dr. Levine's proposal vith
us.

The proposal as sulritted s very vell structursd and presented, It
should indeed "ccntrituis to the anthropological therories and to other
soclal science efforts to understand the deterzSrants of fertility" (Levine's
proposal p.X). The subject matter, also as noted (p.3)) relates to an
"urgent Issue® viich Nepal/AMS 4s "nov and in futurs vill be experiencing®.
Sut, hew auch vill tae study findings enhance the scarch for ansvers to the
®urgont issues®? Te anguer this question, ve must deterzine vhether the
gontant and/or procesy advanced for this study are indeed contribtutoss to

:.ho needed ssarch for answvers. I linit myself to very brief coznents on these
ssues,

1o Gentent: The general odjective of the study is very well stated, It

) i3 relevant to the bullding of moro comprohensive theories abcut fertility
deterzinants in Nepal. The setting and cholce of conunities is ccnducive
2o tross-sectional analysis and do portray pre-industrialized ccrmunitias.
But, arc these comqunities really "representative of populations throughout
the country®, as noted on p.311 The three ethnic commnities are represented
ethnically in other sub-populations of Nepal. But, if the central thrust
of the study §s to enlighten planners about the way people adopt to "changing
socfo-cultural eircunstances® (a very useful output), does it not follov
then that the generalizadility issue dcpends to a great extent on the rate
and outcone of the changing socfo~cultural circunstances in various °
parts of the country? If that is the case, ve certainly can hypothesize
that the dnngel in Hunla are not the sene as those in other parts of the
ocouniry, and hence peopls of sisilar ethnie gm\‘:ﬁings rmay react differently

to sudi changes, thus radycing tho stseagth of the proposcd generalizability
of the study findingsi)

Cont'de «eo
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A second concern atout the study outeone $s §ts applicability
for policy and prograrme ehnn!u. Athough Dr, Levine states that
the Information gathered "ghould lay th¢ foundation for more tul turally
appropriate and potentially less disruptive policies® she did not go
b:yondmﬂut. 1‘{"::' for c:é:-;plo, cu:' be :‘o;n \b;l!: most of the ‘nforma.
tions that v genera are readily polfcy sor prosramne
sensitive, even 1f one were ¢o nc%eLpt the conclusion of the exanple
boted on p. 279

A third question atout the total approach §s the seening over
enphasis given to the women or vives in selection of sa3ples, It
$s true that wcaen's fertility history are best constructed by seeking
infornations froa vaen, It 18 also true that feogles 2ay be very
influential in fertility decision faking, But, 4f the study seeks to
delineate the probable adjustment of bouseholds to changes in the
socio-econmnic environaent, then one must g5k vhether or not nen plso
enter into this decision paking/ndjustnent processes| Also in asseasin
the value of childres, especially in relation to testing the o01d age
security quostion, don't men also figure in this Thus, the question;
hov 83 Dr, Levine going to treat the male portion of the sanpled
Gonvuni tiesy

The Process; that §s of Televance bere s that if the research content
does not greatly contritute to population policy formulation, does it
strungthen or support the policy Baking processes? 1o deal vith this
question, the three aspects of strengthening the support of goncy
making processes are exanined, §,¢, strengthening staff capabdbilities,

strengthening the research instititional tase 4n Nepal, and strengthenin
the data base;

a) Staffing of the profects Dr. Levine contends that her study
vill "offer to three Nepalese anthropology graduate students®
ining opportunities, The three students ahe identifies
&ust be fenales, must be villing to 14ve n Bumla, and must
Come from CXAS. Are such pre-requisites realistic for CiS?
Also, at one stage the proposal calls for providing the field
vork for Ph.D. gracduate -students, but the vay Dr. Levice
explains how ahe will use them and hov che subsequently intends
% publish the datq %o pot support the notion that training
opportunities vill be maximfzed and thus more manpover vill

developed in Support of population studies] The three
investigators vill be treated as enuzerators, In order for
then to benefit to tro mudrun, should they not be involved
in questionatre Cesign, data aralysis 04 proparaticn of final
reports? Also, why 45 there no financial support beyond the
TA/DA for them fn the budgety

Centlde oqe ’U\
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b) Jrsiitoticn Linkage: Dr. Levice $aplies that CNAS vill te

the host icstitution in this study. Is this really the

case? Does such s research study fit into the research
rcgrannes of QIAS? Have they teen oconsulted in %h}. ratter?
n order for QIAS to te strengthened as an fnstitution, should
there not te a direct vorking 1ink betueen the cutcide scholar

and a scnior host $nstituticn scholar, & 1irk trat goes teycnd
the three snuzerators she seeks %o $nvolve? -

) sa Pases Many, 4f not all, past studies tended to cry abtout
genrth of date sets. In order to strengthen this aspect of
policy support Sssues, it pight te vory useful, andindeed
aprropriate, to ask gl) researchers to give Fopfon the felloving
coples of; °

4) al} primary data generaticg {nstrunents, alezg vith
training and/or field enuneratcr's manuals;
41) anslysis plans; and
114) prizmary data files, i.e tapes

Access to the atove should hel, PopCen increise its reseerch
suppo-t capacities by makicg such information readily accecsible
to Nepoll vesearchers (endogenous as vell as expatriates).

Considsring the above, we thus feel that Or. Levine's proposal, as
sutmitted, offers very 1ittle dnsight and/or support to our population
policy making content and process. If the suggcested major changes can be
acconodatad in a revised proposal, ve viil be more thaa happy to reviev our
current conclusicn. )

In order to furtlier our collaborctive effort in such matters, ve have
drafted a general set of guicelines that ve &0 consider in assessing the
usefulness of proposed research programres. Thus, passing this on to your
colleagues shnuld help further the process of paximizing the tenefits Poplem
'eould attain from USAID funded research progranmes. ,

Again I thank you Yor the oppostunity you offered us on ccmmenting on
Dr. Levine's prop

¥ith Lest vishes,
Sincerely,

Rt >R

XA

Dre. Paghad D. Pant
Setot Clo-aete foliaey
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froccas of Folleys here the proposed rescarch projest shcuiéd help

Pcpen $aprove its po{auhtion policy forrulation snd/cr eviluaticn
processes by helpirg increase onc oF nore of the felloving three
facterss

) manpouor capable of undertaking pcldcy relevant resenrch.
This manpover development aspect may either be vithin PopCa
Secretariat or research fnstitetions vith vhich Pcplon
pight conduct rescarch activities;

b) instruction develcpment eithor threugh increazing manpovsr
dcvelopoent a3 noted in (a) abom or by expanding the instituilon
support systes ¢f the host ¢natiution through increesed data
management capacity or &cumcrtation unit; snd

c) Sncreasing relevant data base by having the folloving &tems
left vith PopCon's Secretariats '

1) copy of data genersting {nstrumect plus any
mannuals associated vith use of much fcstnments;

1) copy of date manegement systen proposed for data
analysis; and

111) copy of data set gonerated by ﬂu'projoe.t.
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Charles B. Keely

Program Manager, Center for Policy Studies
The Population Council

One Dag Rammarskjold Plaza

Nev York, N. Y. 10017

Dear Dr. Keely,

Thank you for forwarding the letter from Dr. Raghad Pant, Senior Economic
Advisor of the National Commission on Populetion Secretariat, Repal. I would
11ike to take this opportunity to answer some of Dr. Pant's questions about my
research proposal, "Household Dynamics and Fertility in Repal,™ and to clarify
some of the concerns about the content and the process of the proposed study.

, Dr. Pant's discussion of the potentfal contridution of this study, as
stiuctured in the proposal, focusses on three issues. First is its generaliza-
bility, specifically vhether the Humla communities surveyed are representative
for Nepsl. Ethnically they are, the question is vhether Humla is experiencing
different or lesser change than the rest of the country. Such a broad question
4s difficult to resolve. Howvever I can stress that Humla, despite its distance
from urban centers, is undergoing far-resching changes equivalent to those
reported for the rest of the country. Even Limi, its most isolatéd corner,
has been affected substantially, as M.Goldstein has reported. There, as else-
vhere in Humla, we find increasing recourse to urban centers and increasing pop-
vlation pressure. Humla's "type 2" commmities (proposal, pp. 16-18) have had
long histories of ladbor migration and dependence on urdan centers, dbut all indica-
tions are that more and more communities arz being transformed into remittance
ecoromies and that this process will be accelerating iam future.

It 4s not only labor that links Humla 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 wmodern coniraceptive
technnlogy into their communities. Even 4f the pace of change in Humla is somewhat
slover or different because of its location, surely it is not unique in Kcpal and
the processes there should be of interest to planners. Questions about this, hovever,
do, as Dr. Pant points out, have both practical and theoretical significance. That
1s, vhat are the possidble differentisl effects of differently occurring changes on
reproductive behavior. In order to consfder this phenomenon, I have decided to
substitute for one Bura and one Nepaif cosmunity in Humla an cconomically corparable
one vithin the sphore of Jumla, in selected rursl sites, closa to the zcnal capital.
Juala /s sinilar to Humla in cultursl patterns snd history, yot todsy is subject to
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more rapid development,

T should refterate that Wumla s uniquely suited to & sulti-ethnic study of
this kind, offering a vare corbination of long established communities with parallel
econonic adapiations, from three major ethnic groups. The five village comparison
to be developed there cannot be Suplicated elsevhere.

The second concern mentioned in the letter 1s the study's potential relevance
for policy and programme planning. The direction and content of practical conclu-
sions to be drawvn from this study were implicit in discussions of research hypo-
theses, data and data analysis. Let me make explicit the various connecticns be-
tveen research and relevance.

First the study will {dentify potential target populations for family planning
programs. 1 have suggested that it 4s the stage of the household developmental cycle
and not the easily confused 1ife cycle which influences demand for means of fertility
regulatfon. The study will test this controversial point, IFroven, the data gathered
will reveal at vhich stages demand is greatest and also will support the development
of simple indices for identifying developmental cycle stages for all three ethnic

groups.

Second 1 will be sble to confirm the prevalence of s private distridution
netwvork for female contraceptives in the Karnali Zone, through multiple channels,
and via male traders and migrants. This has immediate relevance for the enhance-
ment of population programmes, in {dentifying & target population of males and
suggesting efficient distribution channels for that population.

Thiré my proposal identifies several key household effects on fertility
which sre amcnable to policy manipulation. There 1s the hypothesis that joint family
1iving depresses fertility through certain mechanisms (see pp. 14, 28). This and
associated findings on the traditional Nepall household system can be used to sug-
gest guidelines for fanily policy in Nepal/HMG. The same 1s true of polyandry and
the associated stem family of Tibetans, which is being actively discouraged (and
virtually has been eliminated among the wore acculturated Sherpa).

 Fourth is the 014 age security question and the value of children, manifested
4n son preference throughout Nepal. Recent legal reforms have increased daughters’
fnheritance rights. One might expect that this, vith an associated expectation that
dsughters contribute to the support of their parents, could slowly reduce son pre-
ference. Mowever in Humla the nev 1laws vere disruptive initially ané vere being
circumvented. This study, focussing ss it does on these issues, would provide
data relevant tc the resolution of this set of prodlenms.

Pifth the study vwill obtain quantitative and qualitative data on how popula-
tion and economic variables interact, vhich can provide diverse inputs into policy
and programme planning. For example there is the interaction between external
1sbor opportunities and veproductive behavior, posited to produce greater popula-
tion grovth and further the transition to remittence economies. This {nformation
can be vital in designing programme accomodations, both regionally and nationally.



Dr. Pant has made an iwmportant point in stressing the role played by men
$n household decisions concerning children. Obviously, as I have noted in this
letter, men import information sbout external changes vhich will be affecting their
communities and their families and also import the material by-products of develop-
ment, thus guiding household adaptations. In addition it is crucisl to identify
the relative input of men and women into reproductive decisions. This has 1ed me
to modify my study in the following vays. I now will administer Part D of the
questionnaire to men and vomen (providing slternately phrased forms for the two
sexes) and vill do so to ten persons of each sex, I have decided to sample hus-
bands and vives to compare expreseed sttftuldss of %oth with actual behavior and
to sample traders and migrants in proportion to their representation in the community.
1 also will be adding a question on sources of supply of contraceptives to D.4.,
to supplement our knowledge about these phenomena.

The fssues raised adout my proposed research’s contridbution to strengthening
the support for policy making process2s include staffing, institutional linkage
and data bdsse.

Regarding stsffing, I had written that I would try to obtain women graduate
students as field investigators (p. 23). Now that I an focussing more on male
inputs into fertility, it seems wise to try to recruit both men and wvomen -- this
being subject to the availability of persons of either sex willing to live in Hunla
and at a suitable stage of their graduate careers. These students would not de
more census enumerators. It was planned that they be members of a team applying
anthropological techniques to the study of population prodblems. For example, I
had expected that prior to the field research they would work with me on preparing
the schedule of questions into s 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 s tean,

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

Regarding institutional linkage, I spoke to Dr. Madhad Raj Pande, then Acting
Executive Director of CNAS, in December 1981 and deposited a copy of my resesrch
proposal with him, He indicated support for CNAS's sponsorship of the study. A
letter from Frofessor Dor Bahadur Bista, dated I April 1982, informed me that
CRAS already has sent my application for sponsorship of rescarch to the Rector's
Office, Research Division, Tribhuvan University. It was CNAS thst I affiliated
vith previously in 1973-75.

Discussions with Professor Bista in planning my rescarch suggestcd that
CRAS's principsl interest was in obtaining 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 vas scen as especislly
valuable. I have not yet tried to find a senior scholar to work directly with me
on this project, but would be eager to cstablish a 1link, if colleagues are {nterested



available. This s most easily handled after I srrive in Nepsl.

% slso had intended to retain 1inks with CNAS during the period of data
analysis. Vhen I am {n residence during this period 1 can contribute to their
rograns and also sponsor additfonal seninars at which the tan presents their

findings, to supplement those following field research (p. 32). This period
of residence in Xathmandu also will provide an extended opportunity to consult
vith semdera of PopCom. At this time I can 8iscuss with then {nterpretations
of the tean's findings and their policy implications,

Regarding the data base, I had vuritten of my wish to deposit reports with
CNAS and other {nterested parties in Nepal and to provide complete data sets vith
the graduste students (pp. 24, 25). Since I now know that PopCom has anarchive
for such waterial 1 vwill be happy to deposit with them copies of data gathering
{nstuments, statements of plans for analysis, the quantitative data set and

the analyses of qualitative data.

1 hope this clarification of the structuring of my research plans and pro-
cedures ansvers the questions raised and indicates its relevance to PopCon's
research needs as vell as its potential contribution to Nepal's research insti-
tutional base. I hope this vill provide support for their spproval snd concurrence

{n this research.

$incerely yours,

Nl Fo

_ Nancy E] Levine
Assistaht Professor



‘The Population Council R Yorne e ork 0017
Cable: Popcouncil, Now York
Telephnne 121216441300

Center for Policy Studies Telex: 234722 POOCO UR
June 9, 1982

Di. Villlam Jansen

Office of Population

U.S. International Development
Cooperation Agency

Agency for International Development

Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20323

Dear Biil;

1 am writing regarding the projeci 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. 1 received from your office a copy
of the cable from AID/Nepal and a coﬁy 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. 1 enclose
8 copy of her reply. As you will see, she addresses Mr. Pant's points and
suggests changes In the proposal responsive to his points. 1 would request
that Dr. Levine's Jetter 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
responsibie for Issues of sclentific design and analysis under the nepotiated
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. 1 find Dr. Levine's
clarifications and proposed changes to merit this reconsideration. 1 think
It wise, however, to ﬁ:ve 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, 1 would like to address the
contents of the telex. Paragraph 2 makes a number of points which
touch on the concett 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 related policy. It should not be expected that
an International research competition of this sort would recelve and fund
only proposals that addrest what might -currently be the primary focus
of the population program In the country Involved.

w2
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Rescarch that Is not directly mrponlve of the primary goals of 8 country’s

ogram at any given time should not, by that very fact, be judged to be of
nw or no &r!omy In understanding determinants © lenlfhy. contriduting
fo policy debate, or In Improvements of program delivery, especlally when
services are lagging. .

The reference In the second sentence to the objectives being "highly
academic,” Is, 1 think, not correct. Levine's letter explicitly refers to
some useful Implications for GON policy and her proposed ¢ nges strengthen
the usefulness. The conduit of migrant workers for contraceptive supplies,
the research design covering both ethnic and socioeconomic varjables, and
the pto:rosed comparison with Jumla villages are examples. Levine®.
roposal and past work also Indicate diffesential fertility responses, even
the absence of a level of supply and prevalence to be desired. Knowledge
of these different fertility responses and their possible Impacts are not
matters of Indifference to planners who have to accommodate to the results
fertility behavior.  The original proposal, particularly in reference to Part D
of the schedule of ltems to be focused on, discussed contraceptive knowledge,
attitudes and practice. Her lJetter adds a focus on supply. The proposal does
take Into account the availability of contraceptives and, 1 think, that Is spelled
out even more clearly in Dr. Levine's Jetter.

] must dlug;ee 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
the countries of Africa and West Asia. Arguably it could rule out research in
several Latin American countries, as well as In some Aslian situations. A case
could also be made that the research of Mel Coldstein in Nepal funded under
this program should not have been approved. it Is easy to think of cases
where policy or program development have been lagging, services not available,
or rognm performance less than desired and yet where research would be
desirable or ever: high priority. This very lssue, you might recall, was part of
the exchange of letters between Joe Speidel and Paul Demeny on I8 April
and 23 April 1980, when the Council’s proposal was under review. The result
of that exchange was that AID did not require 8 phase about preference for
rescarch "conducted in contexts where family planning services are available”
as originally requested. On the basis of the reasoning given above, both
organizations accepted the phrasing that "research take into account the level
_of family planning services to the population understanding.® 1 think Levine
did that In her original rropoul and ‘her Jetter is quite clear that she proposes

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
ncgotiated agreement.

Finally, the telex Is worded In the gluul so that the reference to the
nonconcurrence Is 10 both the National Population Commission of the CON and
AID/Ncpal. The Councll fully accepts the reasonableness and prioriety of

host government approval. In this case, we respectfully request reconsideration
by the GON on the basis of Levine's letter. However, under the ncgotiated
aﬁeemem the decision about whether a proposed project mcets the goals of

the program as specificd in the Council's unsolicited proﬁgsal and Incorporated
into the agrecment Is left to the Program Commitice whose membership Is

w3
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mutually agreed todby USAID and the Population Councll. The unsolicited proposal
from the Councll, and in all our negotiations prior 10 the agreement and dis-
cussions since then, have accepted 1t proposition that ncither the Councll staff
nor AID officials may refect a proposal on the basls of sclentific merlt or
Jjudgments about meeting the program goals. Those declsions are the responsibility
of the Program Committee whose membership we mutually agreed to. ©Of

course, H U.S. political considcrations as expressed In law or current policy of
the U.S. government enter, then, as in foreign assistance funding of this sort,
these political considcrations can lead to a nonconcurrence for spending the funds.
Both the Council and AID fully realized this procedure of utting judgments
about sclentific merit and meeting program oﬁectives in trc hands of the Program
Committee was a departure from usual practice at the mission fevel. It was

the subject of Jong discussions between AID and the Councll, as well as within
each organization, and of review by the Research Advisory Committee. It is not
without precedent, in the case of PARFR. It remains our un’erstanding 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 proposal approved
by the Program Commitiee. The Council continues to operate under the under-
standing that such an action violates the negotiated agrecment, as would an
attempt by the Council to reverse a decision of tle Cominittee 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 & June 1982)
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The Population Council
- Rec'd auG 11 1
Otfice 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 the regular procedure of _ - -
peer review established by the Population Council in consultation with
AID: a) a posicive 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 furthar review by the Program Com-
mittee, of the Peer Review Committee's recommendations. 1In 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 inconsigtency 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 sciéntific merit and promise of proposals. - Members of the
Program Committee agreed to serve in the understanding that peer review
was the basis of selection awmong 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 a 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

{7



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

long run national interest.
f) z

Ansley J. Coale, Chairman
(for the Committee)



- : One Dag Hammarskjold Plaza

The Popu ]at‘lon Cou DCII New York, New York 10017
Cable: Popcouncil, New York

Telephone (212)644.1300

George Zeidenstein Telex: 234722 POCO UR

President

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
funds to two Brazilian institutions, CEDEPLAR and CEBRAP, .in support of demo~
gtaphic research “in Brazil. :In this letter; I want to introduce to you the > *
Population Council, of which I am president, our relationship to USAID, 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 CEBRAP. 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 concurrence. 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 CEDEPLAR/CERRAP 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 USAID in the region and, possibly, contrary to the
1;)g term interests of the US government in the region.,” ~— —-:~-

The Population Council is a US-based, internationally oriented, scien-
tific, professicnal, nmongovernmental and nonprofit organization that was
established in 1952. The Council is committed 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 dvnamics.



The Population Council

While the organization is based in New 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 znd
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, i.nplementation, and evaluation of population research
and action programs. The total Council staff numbers nearly 200, and the
annual budget is about $18 million. Por your further information, a copy 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-
__Eries. 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
Camittee 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 bxiefly 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 mode by decision of the Program
Committee on the basis of the Peer Review Committee's rec-
commendations and the purposes of this program...subject anly
to the requirenents of foreign assistance legislation,

W
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I emphasize 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 proposal. 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
departure from the standard practice of that agency, but one that was prompted
by USAID concern about the quality and reputation achieved by research funded
in the absence of an independent peer review process. A brief pamphlet issued
by the Population Council about the Research Awards Program and distributed
uorldwide is enclosed for your further information. . -

- The proposal in question ("The Determinants of Fertility in Brazil®) was
first sutmitted in preliminary form in the summer 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 co-principal investigators for revisions and elab-
oration. The revised proposal went before the Peer Review Committee in March
of this year. The Peer Review Camittee recommended that the proposal be
funded and gave it the highest priority ranking among successful proposals.
“The Program Cammittee concurred with the Peer Review Committee, and the prin-
cipal investigators were 8o 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 th
proposal for several reasons: because Latin American research has been under-
represented in the Research Awards Program thus far, because of the demographic
importance of Brazil within Latin America, and because of the high quality of
the Brazilian researchers involved in the project.



The Population Council

At the same time that our letter was sent notifying the co—principal
investigators that the proposal had been approved by the Program Committee,
USAID in Washington forwarded the proposal to the Embassy in Brazil with a

) f‘equest for concurrence. Subsequently, we learned that the Embassy staff
menber responsible for USAID activities in Brazil--Mr. Sam Taylor—approached
the Brazilian researchers at CEDEPLAR 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

1>ts 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

"EEDBPLAR/CEBRAP proposal, invoking AID's right to turn down research “programs
which are determined not to be in the long term interest of the US government.

Mainst 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 Committee and
the Program Comittee 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 background and the
Brazilian researchers will draw and articulate their own conclusions about the
reason for rejection. The int:rnational commnity 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, fhe credibility of the Research Awards

Program, the Populaticn Cocuncil, USAID, and the US Embassy in Brazil will be
called into question. _

Given the individuals involved and the substance of the proposal, it is
impossible for me to see how 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
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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-
ments by the Program Committee, and Peer Review Cammittee of the

CEDEPLAR/CEBRAP proposal,

I will seek to arrange a telephone appointment with you next week in order

Sincerely rs, -

iscuss this matter further.

; Lanéhome A Motley
United States Ambassador to Brazil
Embassy of the United States of America
Brasilia, Brazil

Enclosures
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UNITED STATES OF AMEHICA Th= Ponulatiza Connal

Brasilia, Brazil.
Roc'd SEP 15 1982

Oifice of the Prasident
August 31, 1982

Mr. George Zeidenstein
President

The Population Council

One Dag Bammarskjold 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. T

N ' "’"".r-

l' '\.f
e

Sincerely, fﬁ(',~..' '\

Landhdrne A. MOEIFV~"'

Ambassador ~——-
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Cuble: Popeouncil, Now York
Telephone (212)644.1300
George Zeidenstein Telex: 234722 POCO UR

President

6 October 1982

Dr. J. 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 Duf{ Gillespie's Jetter to Charles
Keely 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 are
satisfied that the decision was based on other than scientific grounds. Our
confidence is based in Jarge part on the representations by Duff Gillespie
at the August 5 meeting of the Program Committee that included a strong
and unequivocal reconfirmation by the Office of Population of the principle
of independent peer review for the Research Awards Program on the Determinants
of Fertility. His further assurance that the Office of Population will do
everything in its power to ensure that the principle of independent peer
review is maintained in the management of this program was heartening to
me, the Program staff, the Program Committee, and the Executive Committee
of the Council's Board of Trustees.

The program and the Population Council may face difficulties in
Latin America as a result of this unfortunate episode. At the same time,
| am confident that, working together, we can minimize the chances of a
similar occurrence in the future.

With best regards,

Sincerely,

[/8/ George Zoidenstein

cc: C. Keely
J. Seltzer

(\\
—



Determinants of Fen"ﬂity Research Awards Program

LETTERS OF INQUIRY

March 2, 1982-July 1, 1982 “ Start of Program-Julyl, 1982
Social ! Social
. How to Science Bio-med How to Science Bio-med
Region ' Total apply. .. Topic Topic Total apply... Tooic Topic
Latin America 7 6 1 17 10 7
and Caribbean

South and East Asia 33 18 13 2 68 33 30 b]
Y. Asia and N. Africa 0 0 7 v 3
Sub-Saharan Africa 1 7 4 2] 10 9 2

)
United States 25 19 5 1 95 70 ' 22 3
Canada ) 3 2 1 5 4 |
Europe 6 5 | | 13 9 4
Aome-s- 1 1 4 1 3

|

TOTAL 86 57 26 3 I 230 141 79 10



