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PREFACE 

~he purpose of this evaluation is to assess the etfectiveness of the 

International Awa·rds· Program on the Determinants of Fertility, administered 

by the Population Council and funded by the United States Agency for 

International Development, Office of Population. In carrying out the 

evaluation, the team reviewed Program,files and met both with AID staff and 

Population Council staff. This report presents the results of our 'efforts, 

which culminated in a series of recommendations related both to the 

International Awards Program and more generally to the role of AID in 

supporting social science research on popUlation. 

This evaluation follows a management review conducted by Dr. Judith 

Seltzer, the AID project monitor, in June 1983. That management review 

provided an extremely thorough overview of the o~igins and accomplishments 

of the Int,ernational Awards Program. The present evaluation has as· its 

first objecive an assessment of the effectiven~ss of the Awards Program in 

ligh~ of the following four broad objectives of the Program: 

1. 	 to sponsor innovative research which examines factors determining 

~hanges in fertility in different cultural settings and under 

varying socio-economic conditions; 

~. 	 to support research relevant to populat'ion policy considerations; 

3. 	 to encourage the participation of LDC researchers and research 

institutions; and 

4. 	 to disseminate research findings to government officials, policy 

wakers, scholars and others in relevant national and international 

organizations. 
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More s~ecifically the team was asked to address eight aspects of the 

Awards Program: 1- Review Process; 2- Solicitation and Development of 

Proposals; 3- Resear~~ Priorities Statement; 4- Orientation of Approved 

Projects; 5- AID's role in the Awards Program; 6- Management; 7- Dissemi­

nation; and ~- Funding. These eight issues are related specifically to the 

Population Council's International Awards Program. The evaluation team was 

also asked to consider more broadly AID's potential role in population 

policy research. The AID project paper authorizing the Population Policy 

Research Project, under the auspices of which the International Awards 

Program is carried out, will end in March, 1987. The evaluation team has 

been asked to make recommendations for a follow-on project to be developed 

by AID. A ninth item was included in the scope of work to provide focus 

for this aspect of the evaluation. A complete text of the scope of work 

for this evaluation is presented in Appendix 1. 

~he evaluation began with a briefing of .the team at AID Office of 

Population on the morning of December 5, 1983. The briefing was attended 

by representatives of the Office of Population and its Policy Development 

Division as well as by representatives of the various AID regional bureaus. 

A complete list of thosl: attending the briefing is contained in Appendix 2. 

During the briefing AID staff provided an overview of the International 

Awards Program and elaborated on the scope of work prepared for the 

evaluation team. 

un the afternoon of December 5, and on the following day, the team 

attended a meeting of the Program Committee, which was meeting in one of 

its regular sessions to review proposals submitted to the Awards Program. 

During the session, the evaluation team was.able to observe the process 

through which both preliminary and full pr~posais are evaluated. We were 
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also able to discuss more generally the Awards Program with the Program 

Committee, and with some Population Council staff members. 

The evaluation'team spent January 3 and 4 at the Population Council's 

offices in New York. Over the course of those two days we were able to 

meet with all the Population Council staff involved in the awards program 

and with George Zeidenstein, the Council's President. A complete list of 

all those in attendance at the meetings is also presented in Appendix 2. 

We were able to meet with'Charles Keeley, the director of the Awards 

Program, during our meetings in Washington but he was not able to be at the 

New York meetings because of a recent illness. Mead Cain served as acting 

director, and was our'principal contact with the Council throughout the 

evaluation. 

On January 16, Drs. MerricK and McCarthy spent the day meeting with 

regional population officers in each of the four AID regional bureaus 

(Africa, ~ia, Near East and Latin America). These meetings p1rovided an 

oppo~tunity for discussion of the Population Council Awards Program, in 

particular, as ~ell as for discussion more generally of AID's role in 

popUlation research. A list of individuals contacted is presented in 

Appendix 2. 

&inally, on January 18, the entire evaluation team met with the 

Director and Associate Director of the Office of Population, with the Head 

of the Policy Development Division and with the monitor'of the Population 

Council Awards Program. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss in more 

detail the last item on the scope of work, namely future directions of 

AID's policy research program on population. 

~ollowing this meeting the evaluation team prepared drafts of the 

report, a~d met again in Washington on March 5 to review those drafta, and 

to prepare a final version of the report. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

~his evaluation of the International Awards Program on the Determi­

nants of Fertility, administered by the Population Council and funded by 

the United States Agency for International Development, addresses eight 

aspects of the Awards Program: the review process; solicitation and 

development of proposals; orientation of approved projects; AID's role in 

the Awards Program; management; dissemination; and funding. In addition 

the evaluation considered more broadly AID's potential role in population 

policy research. In the course of the evaluation, members of the team met 

with staff of the AID Otfice of Population, the AID Regional Bureaus in 

Washington, the Population, Council and with members of the Program Com­

mit tee of the Awards Program. These meetings took place in New York and in 

Washington. The evaluation team also reviewec project documents supplied 

by both AID and the Population Council. 

The evaluation resulted in a series of recommendations about AID's 
, , 

role 'in social science research on population, the participation of the 

Population Council in sueD research, and several specific aspects of the 

present Awards frogram. A summary of these recommendations follows • 

• AID should continue to support social science research which is 

focused on the determinants of fertility in developing countries and is, 

in a broad sense, relevant to popUlation policies in developing countries. 

This research should be administered by an independent organization 'which 

makes research awards based on peer review of proposals solicited from a 

wide audience. Furthermore, to provide an authoritative justification for 

utility of social science research, AID should commission an acc~unt of 

80cial science research projects which have, been important in providing 

direction for population policies. 
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• Be~ause of its experience with the present program and expertise in 

many population issues in developing countries, the Population Council is 

uniquely suited to direct a program on the determinants of fertility in 

developing countries. A continuation of the present awards program should 

be administered by the Population Council. 

• The Population Council's International Awards Program on the 

Determinants of Fertility is an importa~t project, one which has be,en 

organized effectively and which should produce useful results. To furth~r 

improve the contribution of social science research, we recommend several 

ways in which botn the Population Council and AID can modify the Awards 

Program. The Council should ta~~ steps to increase the pool of applicants 

for the Awards Program, and should establish regular contact w1th A1D 

regional population officers, both to increase the pool of applicants to 

the Program and to enhance the policy relevance of researCh supported by 

the Program. The Council should also undertake periodically the review of 

the'p!iorities statement which provides the focus for the project, and 

should prepare more detailed plans for the dissemination of results of 

projects supported by the Awards Program. 

• Finally, because the goals of the International Awards Program are 

compatible with some of the goals of AID's support of the collection of 

survey data 'on fertility and its determinants, we recommend that AID and 

the Council seek to coordinate future data collection activities with the 

research activities supported by the Council's Awards Program. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

lhe International Awards Program on the Determinants of Fertility was 

established in October 1980 through a cooperative agreement between the 

Population Council and AID. The purpose of the program is to sponsor 

innovative research which examines factors determining changes in fertility 

in different cultural settings and under varying Eocio-economic conditions. 

The Population Council, in consultation with AID, appointed a Program 

Committee of social science scholars and population experts primarily from 

outside the Council to help direct the program. The first activity of the 

Program Committee was to prepare a research priorities statement, which 

would provide a focus for the program and which would ensure that funded 

research reflected AID's research and policy interests. The Program 

Committee approved the priorities statement in April, 1981, and the 

statement was published in 19pulation and Development Review in June, 1981. 

The statement included the following eight priority research areas: 

~. 	 Proximate Determinants of Fertility 

including: lactational infecundability, frequency of 

intercourse, spouse separation, contraception, etc. 

2. 	 Determinants of Marriage Patterns 

socio-cultural factors affecting the age at marriage and 

marriage decision-making. 

J. 	 Fertility Decision-Making 

including: temporal sequence of fertility decisions; 

segmentation of decisions by male and female; decision 

hierarchies; and jointness of husband and wife decision­

making. 
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4. 	 Perceptions of Fertility S.ettings 

the socio-cultural-economic environment in which decisions are 

made. 

j. 	 Economics of Children 

not the perceived value of children~ but more objective 

measures of the costs and benefits of children--including such 

perspectives as investigations of children as forms of risk 

insurance. 

6. 	 Institutional Contexts of Fertility 

examinations of local institutions and socio-cultural 

structure which generate incentives or disincentives bearing 

on fertility. 

7. 	 Family Planning 

suggesting a focus upon users' perceptions of accessibility 

and availability of family planning; and, case studies of 

pilot projects or innovative community or development projects 

effecting prevalence. 

o. 	 Fertility Implications of Development Programs and Strategies 

concentrating on: specific projects or programs which have a 

likelihood of fertility effects, in which changes at the local 

level can actually be recorded or observed, and which have an 

adequate retrospective data base; and, comparative policy 

analyses of development strategies in terms of fertility 

settings. 

In addition to being relevant for population policies, research 

supported by the Program was to be innovative, and was to eqcourage t.he 

participa~ion of researchers from less developed countries, either alone or 

in collaboration with developed country researchers. 
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Proposals submitted to the Program are reviewed in a two-stage process 

developed by the Program Committee. In the first stage, investigators 

submit a brief prelim.inary proposal which is reviewed by the Program 

Commlttee. The Program Co~ittee determines whether the preliminary 

proposal is in line with the objectives of the Awards Program and is of 

sufficient merit to warrant requesting a full proposal. In some cases 

Council staff members are asked to visit investigators for the purpose of 

providing assistance in the development of full proposals. This technical 

assistance has been particularly helpful in some proposals from less 

developed country institutions. 

Full proposals are first reviewed by a Peer Review Committee, which 

has been appointed by the Program Committee. The Peer Review Committee 

prepares written evaluations of each full proposal and transmits these 

evaluations along with recommendations to the Program Committee, which 

makes the final decision on whether a project is to be funded. Population 

Council staff members also participate in the review of proposals by both 

committees. 

AS ~£ June 1983, 254 preliminary proposals have been submitted. Of 

these, 89 were invited to submit full proposals; 63 were received and 19 

have been funded to date. Table 1, taken from the AID Management Review, 

presents a flow chart of proposals submitted to the Program. 

Table 2, also taken from the AID Management Review, lists approved 

proposals by research priority areas covered by each proposal. Results in 

this table show that although· all priority areas are being addressed by at 

least one project, the projects are not equally distributed across all 

areas. 
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Although most funded projects are still in process, results from a few 

have begun to appear in professional journals, notably Population and 

Development Review. ~st projects expect that books and articles in 

professional journals will be their end product. Some propose seminars and 

conferences as a method of disseminating research findings. 

The above review is intended only as an introduction to the Inter­

national Awards Program. Many of the iS8ues raised will be covered in much 

more detail in following sections of the report. We present our findings 

related to the Awards Program in the next section, addressing each of the 

eight points in the Scope of Work. In Section III we address the ninth 

point in the Scope of Work, future directions of AID's policy research 

program in population. Finally, our recommendations are summarized in 

Section IV. 
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II. FINDINGS 

11.1 Review Process 

~roposals submit.ted to the Awards Program go through a two-stage 

review process. First, investigators are asked to submit brief preliminary 

proposals, outlining the nature of their proposed research and providir; a 

rough budget. These proposals are reviewed by the Program Committee and by 

Population Council staff. Inves~igators whose proposals are deemed 

promising are asked to submit full ~roposals, providing more detailed 

discussions of the issues to be addressed, the procedures to be followed, 

and the estimated costs. These full proposals are reviewed first by the 

Peer Review Committee and the Popula,tion Council staff, which provides a 

written evaluation of each proposal and a recommendation as to whether the 

project should be funded, and next by the Program Committee which makes the 

final decision on funding. 

~he evaluation team was able to observe the Program Committee at its 

December 1983 meeting, during which both preliminary and full proposals 

were reviewed. We also were able to review the written evaluations made by 

the Peer Review Committee of some full proposals. It is clear that both 

Committees provide extremely thorough reviews of all applications. The 

reviews focus both on the scientific merit of projects and on the extent to 

which projects fall within the guidelines established for the Awards 

Program. Both Committees, whose members are listed in Appendix 4, are 

composed of well-regarded researchers in the population field. CQmmittee 

members take their roles very seriously and invest considerable time in the 

review process. The Awards Program benefits considerarly from the 

experience and expertise which the members of the Program Committee and the 

Peer Review C~ittee provide. The thorough, independent, peer-based 
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review system implemented by the Awards Program has considerable merit, and 

in fact is one of the strengths of the Program. 

However, the org~nization of the review process into two separate 

stages has been of some concern, largely because of the time involved. In 

the AID Management Review (pg. 11) estimates were provided of the various 

subintervals which made up the time between receipt of preliminary 

proposals and the execution of final agreements. Of this total interval ot 

14.2 months, 2 months wel'e taken up by t he review of preliminary proposals 

and 2.2 months by the review of full proposals.* Clearly, a two-stage 

review process increases the time it takes for a successful proposal to 

complete the entire review process, but the increase is modest. Further­

more, the two-stage process had advantages both for researchers and 

reviewers. Researchers benefit because they are given the opportunity to 

submit a preliminary proposal without having to spend the time required on 

a full proposal, time that would be required if a one-stage review process 

were.. instituted. Only after a preliminary proposal bas been judged to have 

some promise does an investigator have to invest in the effort of producing 

a, full proposal. Reviewers benefit because they can easily decide, based 

on a short preliminary proposal, whether a study fits the Program's guide­

lines and whether it has merit. They are then able to invest considerably 

more time in reviewing detailed proposals. In fact, if reviewers were ex­

*The interval of 14.2 months is relevant only for those proposals which 
are ultimately successful. For the vast majority of investigators the 
waiting time to a decision is very short. For those whose preliminary 
proposals are turned down, the average interval is only 2 months. For 
those invited to submit full proposals but who are not ultimately given an 
award, the interval iR only 7 months. The majority of the total interval 
for successful applicants, 7.2 out of 14.2 months, consists of administra­
tive activities related to negotiation, approval and execution of subordi­
nate agr~ements by AID and the Population Council. 
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pected to consider a larger number of full proposals, which result from a 

one-stage review, the tutal length of the review process would probably not 

change. 

1n the aggregate, the two-stage review process is the more efficient 

alternative, particularly for the larger projects supported by the Awards 

Program. It is possible, however, that investigators interested in funding 

small projects are not well-served by the present review process. An 

investigator contemplating a large multi-year research project is not 

likely to be as concerned by a 15 month interval between submission of 

first proposal and award as would an investigator intereRted in funding a 

modest, one-year project. A mechanism exists in the Awards Program to take 

care of such situations. The Program Committee can decide to make a 

discretionary award, based only on the review of a preliminary proposal, 

and in fact the Committee has made several such awards. This mechanism is 

an extremely useful and efficient one. Unfortunately, the availability of 

amall discretionary awards is not well-publicized. The Awards Program 
\ , 

should, in future publications, emphasize the availability of such 

discretionary awards and the Program Committee should consid~r the 

possibility of increasing the number of discretionary awards made. 

rinally, the team was alno asked to examine the role and effectiveness 

of the Committees and staff in reviewing and negotiating budgets uf 

proposed research projects. It was clear to the team that the Committees 

did consider budgets in their review and that they did suggest 

modifications. Furthermore, the staff has been very attentive to the need 

to reduce budgets to a minimum. This issue is addressed in more detail 

below in Section II.S. 
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II.2 Solicitation and Development of Proposals 

Ln an attempt to solicit proposals from a large and varied group of 

population researcher~, The Population Council announced the Awards Program 

widely in its first year. In addition to the publication of the research 

priorities statement in PDR, the Population Council sent short announce­

ments to some 19 journals in both developing and developed countries. A 

flyer announcing the Program was sent to 76 demographic research centers, 

to all subscribers to ~ and Studies in Family Planning, and to members of 

the National Academy of Science's Committee on Population and Demography 

and its Panels. A supply of announcements was sent to Population Council 

Senior Representatives and Field Staff and to USAID overseas missions. 

Approximately 14,000 flyers were distributed in 1981, with about half going 

to developed country addresses and half to developing countries. A second 

flyer was prepared in English and French, and 12,000 copies were 

distributed in March, 1982. 

Ln addition, Population Council staff have undertaken extensive travel 

for a number of purposes related to the Program including the generation of 

proposals. Through December 1983, the staff made 27 trips to 19 countries 

in conjunction with the Awards Program. It is significant to note that 14 

of these 27 trips were fully funded by sources other than the Awards 

Program and 5 were supported in part by other sources. The staff has Deen 

able to take considerable advantage of other Population·Council activities 

to promote the Awards Program. A full list of travel is presented in 

Appendix 4. 

That these efforts have .been successful is demonstrated by the fact 

that as of June, 1983, the Population Council had received 254 preliminary 

proposals, Clearly, the activities of the staff do not stop with the 
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submission of a pre1~inary proposal. Many of the trips taken by staff 

members have been for the purpose of providing technical assistance to 

investigators who hav~. been asked by the Program Committee to submit a full 

proposal. This aspect of the Population Council's work has been instru­

mental in fulfilling one of the main objectives of the Awards Progra~, to 

encourage the participation of LDC researchers and research institutions. 

Without the technical assistance provided by the Council staff, fewer 

.proposals from LDC researchers or institutions would have been approved by 

the Program Committee. 

In Section I1.5 below, we discuss one possible modification in the 

Population Council's activities aimed at the solicitation of proposals, 

namely more regular contact with AID regional bureau population officers, 

who are a potential source of information both on investigators in the 

various regions and on topics of particular interest to AID in the regions. 

~inally, we should note that the Population Council's promotion of the 

Awards Program has necessarily been curtailed recently as a result of 

uncertainty about future funding. The Management Review recommends several 

quite appropriate steps, including the preparation and distribution of a 

new flyer, in French, English and Spanish, announcing the Program. Until 

the future funding of the Awards Program is secure, however, no more 

promotion or advertisement would be warranted. 

II.3 Priorities Statement 

~he cooperative agreement between AID and the Population Council 

called for the development of a research agenda that would specify what 

areas of fertility determinants research th~ project would focus upon and 

what researCh topics would receive priority in the awarding of contracts. 
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The types and areas of research were to reflect the evolving research and 

policy interests of AID. 

uur1Dg the firit.months of the project, project staff at the 

Population Council prepared the statement of priorities, which appearea 

first in CPS Notes (April 1981) and, after being reviewed by the project's 

Program Committee and AID's Research Advisory committee, was published in 

Population and Development Review (June 1981). The statement is based upon 

a review of the fertility determinants literature, drawing on such standard 

sources as Freedman's The Sociology of Human Fertility and the United 

Nations' Determinants and Consequences of Population Trends, as well as 

reports by the International Review Group of Social science Research on 

Population and Development and the National Academy of Sciences Panel on 

Fertility Determinants. It includes an assessment of the adequacy of the 

knowledge base about fertility deterinants and identifies major knowledge 

gaps. The statement is a concise and compehensive assessment of the state 

of knowledge about fertility determinants in developing countriea. and 

provides potential applicants with a useful set of guideposts for 

developing research proposals. The summary explanations of the first six 

priority areas fit more clearly into the logic of the review and assessment 

of the knowledge base in the first section of the statement than the last 

two areas (family planning and fertility impacts of development). The 

statement is not as clear about the knowledge gaps in these two areas, or 

on how innovative research activities might contribute to narrowing them. 

The evaluation team discussed the possibility of revising or adding 

areas to the priorities statement with both AID and Population Council 

staffs. The team was particularly interested in the advisability of 

broadening the scope of research support to include other social-economic­
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demographic relationships in developing countries, particularly such topics 

as migration and population distribution, health and mortality, and impacts 

of population on social and economic development. The general reaction to 

the suggestion was, first, that such a broadening would dilute the already 

limited amount of support that was being focused on the priority question 

. of fertility determinants, and second, that other AID projects were focused 

on topics such as the impact of population on development. (While the team 

agreed in principle with the view that the present focus on fertility 

determinants should be maintained, it also felt that directing more 

explicit attention to fertility as part of 'a larger system of reciprocal 

interactions between demographic and socio-economic change could yield 

insights into reproductive behavior that might be neglected in considering 

fertility exclusively in the role of dependent variable.) It may be pos­

sible to fit such ideas into the existing list of priorities. At the same 

time, the research community might also benefit if fertility determinants 

rese~rch issues raised at meetings such as the IUSSP seminar on Income 

Distribution and the Family (Population and Development Review, 1982) or 

discussions at the recent PISPAL meeting in Mexico City (November, 1983) 

could be spelled out in a form that would serve as a guide to applicants to 

the program. 

The evaluation team did not fully comprehend the response of the 

program's managers to the suggestion in AID's management review that the 

priorities statement be reviewed and revised on the basis of experience 

with the program to date. The response asserts that no revision is needed. 

first because AID offered no specific suggestions for change except to 

indicate concern about the limited number o~ projects in the last two 

priority areas (family planning and fertility impacts of development 
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programs) and second because project managers felt that neither their 

experiences in reviewing proposals nor the report of the National Academy 

of Science's fertility determinants panel indicated a need for change. At 

a ~inimum, ~t would have been helpful to have been able to read a more 

detailed justification of this view. It is hard to believe that in the 

process of screening more than 300 preliminary proposals, or in the many 

volumes of materials published under the auspices of the National Academy 

project, there were no significant experiences or insights on which to base 

refinement or redirection of a document that was drafted in the early 

months of the project. 

while major reorientation of the priority statement may not be war­

ranted, some sort of periodic review (pe4baps in the form of a reflective 

essay in the Population and Development Review or further elaboration on a 

priority area for which response has been more l~ited) could be beneficial 

t? potential applicants and should be given consideration if the project is 

extended. Additional suggestions about priority areas in which responses 

have been limited are discussed in the next section. 

11.4 	Orientation of Approved Projects 

Three sets of questions about the orientation of approved projects are, 

raised in the terms of reference for the evaluation: (1) To what extent 

have projects funded by the program adhered 'to stated priority areas and 

program objectives? (2) How might its policy and programmatic relevance be 

enhanced? and (3) How might more innovative approaches be encouraged? 

Questions (2) and (3) touch on two specific program objectives, a third 

being maximization of the participation of LDC researchers. 
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At the time that the evaluation was initiated (late 1983), 20 projects 

were being funded by the prQgram (with some involving more than one 

subcontract; also, two projects were approved but not funded because of 

problems with AID or government clearance). Of these, 5 were submitted by 

LOC institutions, 15 involv~d some form of collaboration between insti­

tutions in developed and developing countries, and 5 were from institutions 

in developed countries. Four of the developed country awards were smaller 

discretionary grants, so that the percentage of funding going to developing 

countries was substantially greater than the percentage of awards to tDC 

institutions. Both the amount of support to and the nature of involvement 

of tDC institutions indicates that the program has taken seriously the 

program objective of involving tDC researchers in the mix of awards that 

have been made. 

~he list of approved research projects also reflects concern for the 

project objective of supporting innovative approaches to the study of 

fertility determinants. The emphasis on innovativeness is particularly 

marked in projects involving developed country institutions. With the 

exception of a few studies for which, in addition to overall scientific 

merit and appropriateness in relation to research priorities, consideration 

was given to the strong involvement of LDC institutions, most projects 

involved some sort of methodological innovation. In most instances 

innovations have focused on the creation of richer empirical bases for 

research than have been"available in the past. Approaches that combine 

different methods of data gathering or that build on a succession of data 

files have been tried in several projects: for example, the linking of 

anthropological data with demographic surveys in the study of migration and 

fertility decline in Bolivia and Argentina, the combination of demographic 
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surveys with information on marketing practices and/or administrative 

records being utilized in the study of infant feeding decisions in the 

Philippines, and comp~rative and/or evaluative analyses of WFS and other 

fertility survey data in the light of cultural, anthropological. and 

historical information about the contexts in whi~h the data were generated 

as i. being done in the work on WFS surveys in Africa and with a variety of 

surveys in Thailand. One by-product of this effort will be a variety of 

unique data files for African populations that have experienced little 

fertility decline. In other cases the innovations relate to the way in 

which information is being analyzed or to the development of new theo­

retical fr~eworks, as illustrated by the study of family structure and 

fertility which seeks to exteud earlier economic models of household 

behavior to examine the role of "tastes" in the context of extended family. 

households. 

Since most of the projects are still underway, it is too early to 

determine whether these innovations will lead to significant methodological 

or theoretical advances in knowledge about fertility determinants. Since 

breakthroughs involve a combination of factors that are har~ to plan or 

program (getting the right person or people to ask the right questions at 

the right place and time with ,the right theoretical and empirical 

approach), it is difficult to make concrete recommendations about how to 

enhance the innovativeness of research supported by the project. At least 

four ways of increasing the chances of hitting upon one of the "right" 

combination of factors would 'be: (1) to attract more European investi­

gators, who appear to be underrepresented in the list of approved projects; 

(2) to open the competition to applicants working on doctoral disser­

tation8j ,(3) to reduce the priority assigned to collaboration with LDC 
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institutions in order to attract innovative developed country investigators 

who might not be intereste~ in investing time and effo~t in collaboration; 

and (4) to continue and expand use of discretionary grants to support the 

development of innovative initiatives that require more elaboration before 

being considered for approval as full projects. 

On the question of adherence of the projects funded under the program 

to the stated priority areas, a review of the list of funded projects 

indicates that the review process has been quite rigorous in insuring that 

projects which are approved conform to that program objective (see Table 

2). Most of the approved projects related to two or more of the priority 

areas, with some covering as many as seven. On the other hand, when one 

examines the number of projects that relate to specific priority areas, the 

coverage is uneven. Proximate determinants of fertility and institutional 

contexts of fertility show up in 13 and 11 of the projects, respectively, 

while the number of projects referring to fertility impacts of development 

and" family planning programs are 2 and 6. The small number of projects in 

these two areas is a concern to AID, particularly since they are the areas 

in which additions to the knowledge base could have a greater potential 

operational interest to the agency. 

4he distribution of projects by priority area is not something that 

can be influenced 6reatly in the process of reviewing and selecting 

projects since it reflects the interests and capacity of the research 

community submitting proposals and not the preferences of reviewers for 

some priority areas rather than others. The limited number of approved 

projects on family planning programs and on fertility impacts of develop­

ment programs reflects the limited number of proposals submitted in those 

areas, and suggests that additional or different types of solicitation 
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efforts may be required in order to increase the n~ber of submissions of 

projects that relate to them. Assessments of knowledge gaps and types of 

research that would be useful are not as well articulated in the fertility 

determinants literature, or in the priorities statement, for these two 

areas as"they are for the other priority areas. These-two areas also 

involve a mix of "ope:-ations research" and "basic research" questions and 

methods, making them s~ewhat less natural a fit in a program that is 

oriented primarily to the latter. 

This issue is closely related to the one of policy relevance and the 

question raised in the terms of reference for the evaluation of how to 

raise the policy and programmatic relevance of approved projects. Atti­

tudes about the nature and importance of the policy relevance of research 

supported in this program varied considerably among those interviewed in 

th~ course of the evaluation. Representatives of the research community 

viewed any significant breakthrough in knowledge about reproductive 

behavior as having policy relevance, and reminded us that the infusion of 

new knowledge into the level of operations is a slow but pervasive process, 

particularly in the social sciences. Understandably, AID x:.epresentatives, 

particularly those with more direct operational responsibilities, were 

anxious to have information that had more immediate and direct bearing on 

programmatic issues and decisions. 

The evaluation team agrees with the view of AID's ~ffice of Population 

that it is important for the Agency to s~pport basic as well as operations 

research on fertility determinants and family planning action programs, but 

·recognizes that the distinction may be a difficult one to maintain when 

dealing with topics such as family planning and the fertility impact of 

development programs. Enhancement of the policy relevance of research will 
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not be well served by attempting to transform basic fertility determinants 

research into operations research on family planning (since the operations 

research area is already given high priority in Office of Population 

projects), or by charging investigators in ?asic social science research 

projects with the responsibility for producing operationally useful in­

formation. Operational and policy lessons from basic research are best 

learned in two ways. First, program officials and researchers can col­

laborate on identifying knowledge gaps relevant to family planning and 

development programs, gaps which could be filled by basic research. 

Second, researchers and their supporting agencies can carry out more sys­

tematic efforts to explore the operational implications of findings from 

completed research projects. Both these approaches require bridging an 

often substanti~l gap between the research community and the progam co~ 

munity. The seminars involving researchers and representatives from AID 

and host country institutions that the Population Council has been 

orga~izing recently ~rovide. a valuable opportunity for this type of 
\ 

communication, and could be used as a mechanism for stimulating interest in 

and undersanding of potential research areas as well as for examining the 

policy implications of completed research projects (as was contemplated in 

the cooperative agreement). 

With specific reference to the two priority areas for which respon~e 

in the program has been limited, this suggests that the solicitation 

process may require more investment in efforts at this type of bridging 

between the research and operational communities to identify targets of 

opportunity in which basic research efforts could contribute to expansion 

of the knowledge base about the fertility ~pact of family planning and 

other development programs. If these topics remain priority areas in a 
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future extension of the project, consideration should be given to the use 

of seminars, working papers to guide potential applicants, and possibly to 

specific requests for proposals in these areas. 

11.5 AID~s Role in the Awards Program 

AID has played an active role in the Awards Program. The Agency was 

involved in the preparation of the research priorities statement. and 

continues to be represented at all meetings of the Program Committee, in a 

nonvoting capacity. This participation has been satisfactory both for the 

Population Council and for the Office of Population. In general, relations 

between the Population Council and the project monitor in the Policy 

Development Division have been extremely positive, and undoubtedly have 

contributed to the success of the Program. 

~he one serious conflict between the ~wards Program and AID occurred 

as a result of actions not of the Office of Population or the Population 

Council but of the AID Mission in Brazil. Although that conflict and its 

outcome seriously compromised the independence of the Awards Program, it 

appears that the role of AID missions in providing concurrence is now clear 

and it is unlikely that such a situation will recur. 

Although contact between the Awards Program and the Office of 

Population has been regular and productive, direct contact between the 

Awards Program and the AID regional bureaus has been sporadic. The 

familiarity of the regional bureau staff with the Awards Program vari~d 

from one extreme to the other. The range of attitudes of bureau staff 

toward the Awards Program had an equally large variation. Some knew in 

considerable detail the results of projects supported by the Program and 

were convinced of the contribution the projects had made and !ould make to 
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both AID's understanding of issues in the region and to population programs 

in the region. Others had extremely negative attitudes towards the Awards 

Program in particular. and population research in general. The attitudes 

toward the Program were based at times on information which represented 

only a small part of the Program's activities and activities which occurred 

in the first year of the Program's existence. In one instance, negative 

attitudes seemed to result from the mistaken identification of a research 

project not supported by the Awards Program as being part of the Program. 

It was clear from our meetings with AID regional bureau staff that 

increased direct contact between the bureaus and Population Council staff 

would be productive for several reasons. First, the Population Council 

could keep the bureau staffs better informed about the progress of the 

Awards Program and projects supported by the Program. Second, the 

Population Council staff could benefit from the views of the regional 

bureaus concerning both research topics of interest to AID in the regions 
" 

and'the identification of researchers or institutions which might be 

approached as candidates for proposals to the Awards Program. In 

developing contacts with regional bureaus, the Population Council should 

consider development planning officers and other program officers, as well 

as the popUlation officers. 

II.6 Management 

The Population Council devotes 2.8 person years annually to the Awards 

Program. Staff activities include soliciting and reviewing proposals, 

participating in meetings of the Program Committee and Peer Review Comr 

mittee, providing technical assistance to i~vestigators during both the 

proposal-writing ~tage and the project stage, and monitoring on-going 
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projects. In addition, the Council staff negotiates contracts and sub­

contracts after the Program Committee has made an award. 

The activities' .~n be quite time-consuming. Appendix 1 of the 

Management Review contains an example of Project Monitoring, referring to a 
. 

project in Togo. Prior to the start of the project the Council staff met 

twice with the investigator, once in New York and once in Togo. The staff 

carried on extensivl:! correspondence n.')t only with the investigator but als.o 

with the SPSS company concerning the installation of software at the 

government computer center, and with Battelle staff who were working with 

the Togolese on the same issue. Additional correspondence followed the 

official beginning of the project in October, 1982. 

Appendix 5 contains another example of the efforts of the Population 

Council staff in negotiating the final budget of an approved project on 

Costa Rica. In addition, the list of travel undertaken by the staff 

(presented in Appendix 4 and described above in Section 11.2) provides 

further documentation of staff efforts. These examples show qu;te clearly 

that the Population Council staff are heavily involved in project 
I 

development, monitoring and assistance. Since one of the major goals of 

this proj~ct is to encourage the participation of LDC researchers and 

research institutions, extensive staff activities are essential if this 

goal is to be achieved. The Population Council has taken this goal 

seriously. 

It is difficult to predict whether such extensive commitment of staff 

time would be warranted in an' extension of the present project. It is 

likely that some staff effort in the early years of the project was related 

exclusively to start-up activities and that as the project matures and 

settles i~to a predictable pattern that less input will be required. On 
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the other hand, our concerns about dissemination plans (discussed below in 

Section 11.7) imply that additional staff input will be required i! the 

Population Council is_to implement a comprehensive, effective plan for the 

dissemination of project results. The Population Council and AID should 

consider the changing nature of staff contributions required by the Awards 

Program and determine appropriate levels and composition of Program staff. 

It is possible in the later stages of the project that fewer social 

scientists but more editors and conference organizers will be needed. 

11.7 DisF.emination 

The team has been asked to evaluate plans for the dissemination of 

results of projects supported by the Awards Program, and to recommend ways 

for maximizing the program and policy relevance of the results. Results of 

only a few projects are available at the present, since most projects are 

still underway. 

A comprehensive plan for the dissemination of results of the Awards 

Program must recognize that several different audiences for these results 

exist, and that plans must be devised to reach each of these audiences in 

an effective manner. There are at least three audiences whose needs should 

be considered: researchers interested in fertility. determinants; 

in-country program officials and policy makers; and outside agencies 

interested in funding popUlation activities. Obviously AID is the most 

important component of the last group, but is not the exclusive component 

since UNFPA and other governmental or nongovernment organizations could 

well be interested. 

Judging from the "Dissemination Plans" sections of project 

descriptions included in the Population Council's "Monitoring Book," the 
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research audience will be very well-informed about the results of Awards 

Program projects. Articles have already begun to appear in Population and 

Development Review and virtually all investigators propose to prepare 

papers and/or books for publication in scholarly outlets. Considering the 
. 

reputations and past achievements of many of the investigators, we expect a 

significant flow of research results to appear in the coming years. Dis­

semina tion plans for the research audienc'e are clear, and likely to, be both 

extensive and effective. 

However, plans to reach the other audiences, namely the program 

officials, policy makers and funding agencies, are less well-developed. 

Population Council staff have indicated their intention to i'sue a 

publication, in the form of Center for Policy Studies "Notes," directed 

toward a general audience and presenting results of Awards Program 

projects. This endeavor will undoubtedly be a useful one, and one that 
\ 

should be encouraged. It is unlikely, though, that it will be sufficient. 

'.In addition to such a publication, the Population Council should 

consider other mechanisms through which the results of selected projects 

might be disseminated. Although the pc1rticular approach taken should be 

tailored to the results of individual projects, several possibilities 

exist. Briefings for both AID Washington staff, including the Regional 

Bureaus, and local mission staffs might be an appropriate way of presenting 
, . 

the results of a project which has implications for AID policy in a country 

or region. Conferences for host-country policy makers and program 

officials might also be arranged. In organizing such conferences or 

briefings, the Population Council should pay particular attention to the 

characteriotics of the audience and focus the presentations accordingly. 

It is important to Dote that individual investigators may not. always be the 
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best presenters in these situations. Population Council staff or 

consultants might he more appropriate. 

we should note that the Council staff have proposed four conferences 

organized around themes common to several proposals. The suggested topics 

include: 1) Determinants of Fertility in Sub-Saharan Africa; 2) Research 

and Policy Seminar on Fertility Determinants in the Philippines; 3) Deter­

minants of Natural Fertility; and 4) Determinants of Fertility in South 

Asia. We expect that these conferences would provide a useful opportunity 

for investigators to exchange results and ideas. However, it is not clear 

that such conferences would automatically be of interest to policy makers 

and program officials. 

The Population Council might also consider announcing results of 

selected projects in widely-distributed publications such as the Population 

Reference Bureau's Population Today, formerly Intercom. The Council's own 

publication Studies in Family Planning as well as International Family 

Planning Perspectives and IPPF's People would also be appropriate. 

The evaluation team has not prepared a set of detailed recommen­

dations in this connection. However, we do ask the Population Council to 

consider the need to disseminate results of the Awards Program project to 

several quite'different audiences and to prepare specific plans for the 

dissemination of the results of those projects which appear to be most 

successful and most useful. Obviously, an extensive promotion campaign is 

not warranted for each of the projects supported by the Program. The 

Council staff should decide which projects would benefit most from such 

promotions and proceed to develop plans. 
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II. 8 Funding 

~he scope of work states that administrative costs were budgeted at 

40 percent of the overa1! project budget, and that actual administrative 

costs are running at approximately 50 percent of the total. The team was 

asked' to review the cost of administering the program relative to the cost 

of the funded research projects, and if appropriate, recommended adjust­

ments to lower these costs. 

One reason for higher than expected administrative costs is a higher 

than budgeted overhead rate for the Center for Policy Studies, the unit 

within the Population Council in which the Awards Program is located. The 

rate increased from 32 percent in 1980 to 42 percent in 1981. However, 

because the 4'2 percent rate was established at a time when the Center for 

Policy Studies had relatively little outside support~, the Council antici­

pates that the next audit will result in a lower overhead rate and an 

overall expenditure on administrative costs in line with wbat was orig­

inally budgeted. In addition, expenditures on administrative costs up to 

the present 'have included a substantial component of "start-up costs." 

As more projects become fully operational, the share of the total budget 

consumed by research projects will increase. 

Although these two points suggest that administrative costs will not 

exceed amounts budgeted, we have not conducted an audit to estimate what 

administrative costs will be for the entire project. However, we are 

convinced that the arguments presented are sound and that administrative 

costs are very likely to be close to what was budgeted. 

Having reached a conclusion on the likely simiiarity between actual 

and budgeted administrative costs, the issue remains as to whether budgeted 

costs ,are appropriate. We think that the administrative costs involved in 

the Awards Program are in fact quite appropriate. One of the three 
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objectives of the Awards Program is "to encourage the participation Of LDC 

researchers and research institutions." The Population Council staff has 

taken this objective quite seriously. They have taken an active role in 

soliciting proposals and in helping LDC institutions to submit higher 

quality full proposals than would be possible without Population Council 

technical assistance. The activities and travel of staff in the solici­

tation and development of proposals have been discussed above in Section 

11.2. Any program which places a high priority on the participation of LDC 

researchers and on the development of research capability in LDCs, as the 

Program does, must inevitably expect to expend considerable effort, and 

therefore considerable money, in project development and technical 

assistance. Furthermore, as we discussed in Section 11.2, AID and the 

Awards _ rogram have benefitted from the Population Council's extensive 

overseas work. A majority of the staff trips involving work for the Awards 

Program were Gupported in part by funds other than from the AID cooperative 

agree~ent. Such extensive staff travel is clearly required for a program 

of this type, and if the cooperative agreement supporting the Awards 

Program bad to cover all the costs of the travel, the administrative 

portion of the overall budget obviously would be higher. 

~n fact, it is incorrect to label much of the Population Council 

staff's activities as "administrative. II They would be described more 

appropriately as technical assistance. An accounting of "true" admin­

istrative costs should not include the extensive technical assistance 

provided by Council staff both on visits to project sites and through 

activities based in New York. Although such an accounting could not be 

gen~rated easily, it is nonetheless important for AID, when evaluating 

Population Council expenditures, to be aware of the range of activities 

undertaken by 'the staff in support of the Awards Program. 
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III. SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH IN POPULATION 

A review of the AID-Population Council International Awards Program 

for promoting research on the determinants of fertility raises broader 

questions about the usefulness, relevance, scope and content of AID's 

investment in social science population research in general. More 

specifically, we were asked to consider future directions of AID's policy 

researcb program in population. 

We have reviewed numerous dimensions of this question and have reached 

several conclusions: 

• That AID's Office of Population should certainly continue its 

efforts to stimulate social science research on popUlation questions in the 

developing countries. Since AID's primary mission in the population field 

is the control of excessive rates of popUlation growth through the support 

of programs designed to reduce fertility, social science research on 

popUlation 1uestions should consume a relatively modest proportion of AID~a 

budget. AID's present level of support through the Population Council's 

Awards Program is roughly appropriate. 

The exact manner in which this supported ~esearch is administered is 

quite important. The model provided by the Population Council's 

International Awards Program has considerable merit on two grounds: that 

the research awards are made and managed by an outside organization, 

guaranteeing the independence of researchers; and that the process by which 

research p~ojects are approved and funded is based largely on the review of 

each project by committees of-experienced and respected popUlation 

researchers. Future research endeavors supported by AID should follow this 

model. In fact, this model is one that mig~t be usefully applied to AID 

supported research on topics other than fertility determinants. 
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• That this research should be sensitive to policy i8sues. This 

conclusion simply reaffirms AID's current orientation but with some 

suggested modifications. We recognize the importance of basic research in 

this field in terms of its contribution to increasing the knowledge base on 

which effective policy should be built. Even though such basic research is 

not clearly supported by anyone public or private agency in the United 

States (NlCBD's Center for Population Research is focused on domestic 

population questions), the mission of AID is clearly not that of the 

National Science Foundation. Nevertheless, we feel that "policy-relevance" 

should not be construed too narrowly, since research which may appear 

abstruse or highly theoretical can yield useful results. Since the 

usefulness of social science research in popUlation is not universally 

appreciated, we believe that it would be highly desirable to commission an 

account of the "success stories" in this field. What are the studies that 

"paid off" for policy directions? Such an account would surely include 

many... examples of research that was not explicitly governed by consider­

ations of its ultimate policy usefulness. Studies culminating in the 

specification of the measurement of proximate determinants of fertility by 

Bongaarts, in the development of regional D)del life tables by Coale and 

Demeny, and in the specification of the effect of high fertility on 

economic development by Coale and Hoover ate only a few examples. The 

implication of this point is not that AID should move more toward the 

support of basic research, but only that its view of "relevance" be more 

liberally interpreted. Not every study should be scrutinized for its 

~ediate payoff for a government program or policy. A wider acceptance of 

the time and the complexity of the process Qf the diffusion of ideas or 

implications is desirable. The fact of having the reset:rch program 
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administered by an outside agency like the Population Council is an 

important step in that direction• 

• That AID's focus on the determinants of fertility is probably the 

most appropriate under the circumstances. The research purview should 

continue; for the present, to emphasize the determinants of fertility. We 

have considered this question at length. The alternative candidates for 

attention are mortality, particularly'infant and child mortality and its 

determinants, and the general consequences of fertility--both micro- and 

macro-consequences. There are many arguments in favor of expanding AID's 

research efforts to include these fields, but there are also several 

serious drawbacks. In the case of the determinants of mortality, the 

subject quickly moves into the public health area and competes with the. 

work of other organizations such as WHO. To determine whether AID could 

make a distinct contribution to this subject, it might be useful to 

organize a small conference of experts to review programs, current efforts, 

unau6Wered questions, etc. Alternatively, this might be conceived as a 
-, 

future AID-supported project in conjuuction with the National Academy of 

Sciences Committee on Population. 

On the subject of consequences, ve feel ambivalent. There are still 

many unan6Wered questions about the social, economic, health, and other 

consequences of high fertility for developing countries. The subject is 

sill controversial in some quarters. There -are unresolved methodological 

issues of how to isolate the impact of popUlation growth and its 

accompanying age distribution· implications with many of the hypothesized 

economic and socia-l impacts •. Micro-consequences such as the impact of 

differences in age at marriage and fertility on the family--its health. 

education, economic well~being, etc.--has shown more progress, and 
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directing more explicit ~ttention to these relations could yield useful 

results. Nonetheless, given the fact that the HAS Committee is currently 

reviewing with AID s~pport the state of knowledge on the interaction of 

population growth and economic development in less developed countries, we 

feel that it would be sensible to await their recommendations for future 

work. 

The recommendation to continue to focus on fertility determinants is 

reinforced by several other considerations: ·the subject covers B very wide 

area; the amount of money being invested by AID in social science 

population research is quite limited; there is a strong argument in favor 

of specializing resources and efforts; and there is a natural link with 

another major effort of AID in its ten-year program of contraceptive and 

fertility surveys • 

• With regard to th~s survey work, we recommend exploring possible 

connections with the Population Council Awards Program in Fertility 

Dete~inants with"that part of the new program of surveys which also 

emphasizes fertility determinants. These surveys will be collecting a 

great deal of data on contraception and fertility and on the so-called 

intermediate variables (nuptiality, lactation, etc.), but in the past they 

have been typically impoverished on explanatory variables. This is partly 

because of the limitations of the survey format, but more generally because 

of deficient theory (the specification of measurable variables that do 

account for variations in fertility). It seems desirable as well as 

feasible to focus some part of the Population Council's Awards Program on 

those countries in Which surveys will be taken and in which there are 

reasons to concentrate research on fertility, determinants. This" could be 

accomplished in such countries by making special efforts to solicit 
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research proposals that would supplement and be coordinated with those 

surveys. This might be achieved by designating some portion of the AID 

continuing grant for such work, to be coordinated with the prime contractor 

on the survey program. 
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IV. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

~hroughout this report we have made a number of recommendations 

concerning both AID's. role in the support of social science research in 

population and the Population Council's International Awards Program on the 

Determinants of Fertility. In this section we summarize all of our 

recommendations explicitly. They fit into three general categories: one 

relates to AID's role in social science research on population; one to the 

Population Council's ge.neral qualifications to administer a research 

program; and one to a number of specific aspects of the Council's 

International Awards Program on the Determinants of Fertility. 

AID's Role in Population Research 

• AID should continue to support social science research on population 

questions in developing countries. This research should continue to be 

focused on the determinants of fertility and should, in a broad sense, be 

rele!ant to population policies in developing countries. 

• The most effective model for the administration of AID supported 

research is the one followed by the present Population Council Interna­

tional Awards Program, namely one' that involves a.dministration of the 

program ~y an independent organization which makes research awards based on 

the review of all proposals by committees of experts in the population 

field. Therefore, any.future AID supported research should involve peer 

review of proposals and should be administet'ed by an independent organi­

zation. 

• AID should commission an account of social science research projects 

which have been important in providing direction for population policies. 

Such an account would provide an authoritative justification for the 

importance of· such research and for its continued support by AID. 
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The Population Council 

• The Population Council collectively represents a wealth of 

experience and expertise in many aspects of population work in developing 

countries. Components of the Population COUnC1! carry out basic research 

in the sdcial sciences, population policy, reproductive biology and con­

tracept1ve development. Furtbermore, the Population Council is involved 

with the delivery of family planning services in developing countries 

through its International Division and regional offices. In addition, tbe 

Population Council publishes two authoritative journals, Studies in Family 

Planning and Population and Development Revle~, which are important sources 

of information on the entire range of issues related to fertility determi­

nants in developing countries. Since the Population Council is uniquely 

constituted to administer a research awards program on fertility 

determinants, and since the Population Councii has bad considerable 

experience in the administration of the present program, a continuation 

of the present awards program should be administered by the Populat10n 

Council. 

The Internatio~al Awards Program on the Determ1nants of Fert1lity 

As our findings and the above recommendations indicate, the evaluation 

team has concluded that tbe Population Council's International Awards Pro­

gram on the Determinants of Fertility is an important p~oject, one which 

has been organized effectively and which should produce useful results. 

Although the project should be continued under the administration of the 

Population Council, the following recommendations address ways in which 

both the Council and AID can improve the Awards Program. 
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• The Populatlon Council should take steps to increase the pool ot 

applicants for the Awards Program. We recommend several specific steps. 

First, the availabili~y of small discretionary awards shoula be publiclzed 

more widely, and the Program Committee should consider the possibility of 

increasin~ th~ number of discretionary awar~s. In addition, the Population 

Council should direct special efforts towards attracting European investi­

gators tu the Program. (This group appears to have been underrepresented 

to date.) Flnally, che Council should eliminate the restriction that funds 

noc be avallable for Ph.D. tneslS research. The incluslon ot Ph.D. thesis 

projects could well increase opportunities for collaboration between 

developing and developed country researchers by supporting the work of 

developing country graduate students studying at developed country 

unlverslcies • 

• The Population Council should es~ablish regular contact with AID 

regional population officers and program otticers, located at the various 

Regional Bureaus in Washington. These officers represent a largely 

untapped resource which could be used both to increase the pool of 

applicants to the Program and to enhance the policy relevance of research 

supporte~ by the Program. Through contacts with AID missions in their 

regions, regional population officers have knowledge both of local 

inyestigators currently conducting research on fertility determinants, an_ 

on population programs in the region which could benefit from research on 

specific topics related to fertility determinants. This knowledge could be 

of cons~derable help in the Population Council's efforts to encourage and 

support research on topics relevant to population policies in developing 

countries and conducted by developing count~y researchers. 
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• The Population Council should prepare detailed plans Ior tbe 

dissemination of results of projects supported by the Awards Programs, 

paying particular attention to the diverse audiences which have an interest 

in these results. Dissemination activities should start as soon as results 

are available. In addition to publicizing the results of ind1vidual 

projects on groups of projects, the Council should also undertake and 

publish periodic review~ of the entire Awards Program. Such reviews might 

contain an assessment of overall progress to date, as well as discussions 

of unanswered questions or newly formulated questions • 

• In preparation for an extension of the Awards Program, the 

Population Council should review the priorities statement which has 

provided the focus for the project to date. This review should consider 

not only the Counc1l's own experience gained from administering the program 

in rece~t years, but also the experience of others who have addressed a 

variety of issues related to fertility determinants. This review could 

take the form of a reflective essay, of the kind proposed above in Se~_ ~ 

II.3. Of particular importance in such a review will be the report of the 

Panel on Fertility Determinants of the National Academy of ScieL;e'a 

Committee on Population and Demography. As part of its activities, the 

Academy Panel prepared "An Agenda for Research on the Determinants of 

Fertility in Developing Countries." Although there is considerable overlap 

between this Agenda and the Population Council's priorities statement, each 

has a somewhat different orientation and the Academy Panel's agenda is con­

siderably more detailed and is based on an extensive set of commissioned 

review papers. 
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Given that the Awa~ds Program has been in existence for some years 

and that extensive start-up efforts are in the past, the POpU!at10n Council 

and AID should reconsider overall staff requirements for the project. It 

is difficult to predict exactly what the future staff loaa shoulri b~ since 

the decreased staff requirements for project solicitation might well be 

balanced by an increased need for staff to carry out the recommendations 

made above concerning dissemination activities. 

Because the goals,of the International Awards Program are compatible 

with some of the goals of AID's support of the collection of survey data on 

fertility and its determinants, we recommend that AID and the Population 

Council seek to coordinate future data collection activities with the 

research activities supported by the Population Council's Awards Program. 

The Population Council and A1D Could, for example, make specific efforts to 

solicit research proposals that would make us~ of ana supplement data 

gathered in surveys. The Awards Program could well focus some activities 

on countries which are heavily involved, under AID auspices, in ~he 

collection of survey data on fertility. 



Appendix 1 

SC9pe of Work for the Evaluation 
of the International Research 

Awards Program on the 
Oetermina~ts of Fertility 

BacKground: The purpose of the awards program is to sponsor 
innovative research which examines factors that determine 
changes in fertility in different cultural settings and under 
varying socio-economic ~onditions·. The Population Council 
administers the awards program. Two committees of social 
science scnola.rs and population experts from outside the Council 
help direct the program and review p~oposals. The revi~w 
process has two stages -- review of preliminary proposals 
followed by invitation and review of promising full proposals. 
To encourage participation of LDC researchers and research 
institutions, first preference is given to proposals from 
developing country institutions and second preference to 
collaborati ve. (LDe and DC) proposals. 

Population Council staff provide technical assistance in the 
develo?~ent of proposals, monitor funded research projects, and 
assist in dissemination of research results. 

Accom~lishments 

a. 	 The Program committee was established within the first 
two months of the program. Members for the Peer 
Review Co~ittee were selected by the ninth ~onth of 
the project.. Selection of ~e!!1bers of both commi ttees 
was :ll,:tually agreed to ~~, the Council and A.I.O. 

b. 	 A research priorities state~ent was prepa:ed by the 
Progra: Committee. The statecent was reviewed by 
AID. The state~ent gives focus to the ?rogra~ and 
e~chasi%es that the funded research should reflect 
AID's research and policy interests. 

c. 	 The review process was set up which in two stages. 
The first involves review of' the preli~inary proposals 
(briefly· stating the proclem to be studied, the 
theoretical basis of the research, etc.) For ·those 
invited, the second is review of detailed or full 
proposals. 

d. 	 Announcement flyers describing the program were widely 
distributed in English and ~rench. Staff have taken a' 
number of overseas trips to meet with researchers, 
solicit proposals, provide technical assistance for 
the development of proposals, arid monitor projects. 



e. 	 Over 275 preliminary propos,als have been received and 
reviewed. Close to 70 full proposals have been 
reviewed~··and 26 were approved. To date, 19 proposals 
nave been funded. 

f. 	 Several of the projects have been completed or are 
nearing completion. Reports and articles have been 
prepared on the following projects: 

The Origins of Fertility Decline by Caldwell and 
Caldwell: 

A Comprehensi ve Study of F.ertili ty Levels and Change 
'in Thailand by Debavalya, Chamratrithirong and Knodel: 

. . 

The Proximate Determinants of Fertility in Tropical 
Africa: Demographic and Institutional Change by Page 
and Lesthaeghei 	 . 

An A.nalysis of Fertility and Childhood Mortality 
amongst Tamasheq Nomads in Central Mali by Sill and 
Randall: 

Women's .Schooling and Fertility in Developing
Countries'by LeVine •. 

Contract and Fundina History: An unsolicited proposal from the 
?opula;ion Council led to a cooperative agreement with AID. The 
progra~ was established in October 1980 for a 3-year period. 
The original budget was 54,774,387. AID's contribution was 
53,946,480 with the remaining portion from the Population 
Council. As was anticipated in the original agreement, the 
project was extended for two years in September 1982. The 
revised ter~ination date for the cooperative agreement is 
September 1985 and the revised ,budget is $9,055,463. AID's 
contribution is 57,340,480 with the remaining portion from the 
Population Council. 

Total obligations to the project through FY 83 are $3,357,000. 
This 	is 5652,955 below the level budgeted for the period fro~ 
September 1980 - September 1983. The planned obligation for FY 
84 is 5750,000 or about one-third of the budgeted level; The 
lack 	of funds to meet budgeted levels will severely ha~per the 
project's work. A strong case has made by the Population 
,Council. and within AID to add considerably more funds for FY 84 
(another $1.5 million) to enable the project to continue. 

, 	 ' 

Contract Assess~ent: A scheduled management review of the 
project was c:arried out in May-'June 19.83 by the project 
monitor. The purpose 0: the review was to assess the progress 
of the ?roqrac, identify problems, and to =a~e reco~enda~ions 
for c:ontinuing'or Modifying the project. The =anage=ent review 
concluded that the progra~ was :eeting AID's expectations, and 
recom:1ended that the program be extended to :.larch 1986. 



Prooosed ~val~ation 

The AID project paper authorizing the Populatio~ Policy Research 
project will end in-March 1987. The International Research 
Awards Program on the Determinants of Fertility is carried out 
under the authority of the .~D project. It was anticipated that 
the awa=d~ program would be extended one and a half years beyond 
the scheduled termination of September 1985 as a result of the 
~IO management review. The awards program and the authorizing 
AID project paper would both end ~t the same date March 1987. 
Extension of the awards program, as recom~ended, is in question 
because of the severe limitations of funds for the program. 

This evaluation is scheduled to assess the effectiveness of the 
awards program, to provide guidance in modifying the program and 
to make reco~endations for a follow-on project to be developed 
by AID. The effectiveness of the program will be evaluated in 
light of the following three objectives of the program: 

,.
1. 	 To sponsor innovative approaches to the study of 

fertility determinants, 

2. 	 To support research relevant to population policy 
considerations and 

3. 	 To encourage the participation of Loe researchers and 
research institutions 

More 	 s~ecifical~y tr.e tea~ will be asked to examine. 

1. 	 Review Process: Two review committees were established to 
ensure a thorouch scientific review and adherence to the 
program's objectives. The review process involves a 
two-phase review: 1) review of preliminary proposals by 
the progra~ committee and 2) for those proposals judged 
appropriate and promising, review by both the peer review 
co~ittee and the progra~ committee. The team is asked to, 
e~ami~e the composition and work of the com:ittees to ' 
deter~ine how effective the reVlew proc~ss is in meeting 
the objectives of the program and to recommend changes if 
'ecessarY., The team is also asked to examine the~ole and 
~ectiveness of the committees, and staff in rev' win and 

negotiatln u ae s 0: orooosa research projects .. Because 
• funding pressures, .AID has place lnc emphasis on 

the need to scrutinize and negotiate budgets. 
B

2. 	 Solicitation and Deve100ment of Prooosals: Announcement 
flyers and staff ~ravel have been the prlmary means for 
in:or~ing researchers about' the awards program and :or 
obtaining proposals. The team is requested to assess the 
aceauacv of these efforts and to recomwend additional 
e::orts·o; ways in which =esearc~ proposals ~an be 
de~eloped t6 better address the objectives 0: ~he program. 
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3. 	 Research Priorities Statement: A priorities statement was 

prepared oy the Program Cocmittee to focus the awards 
program in keeping with the research and policy interests 
of AID. The team is requested to review the statement to 
determine whether it provides adequate direction to the 
program and t9 suggest other priorities areas or 
refinements of the state~ent. 

4. 	 orientation of Aocroved Projects: Fewer than ten percent 
of preliminary proposals resulted in approved and funded 
projects. The research priorities state~ent and the 
objectives of the progra~ (emphasizing innovative 
approaches, policy relevant research and LDe participation) 
are key factors in the review and approval of projects. 
The team is asked "to review the·"approved and disapproved 
projects to assess the adherence to the stated priority 
areas and the program objectives and to suggest whether and 
how the orientation of approved projects should be 
changed. For example, how ~ight the policy and 
programmatic relevance of approved projects be enhanced? 
How ~ight more innovative approaches be encouraged? 

5. 	 AID's Role in the Awards ?rogra~: According to the 
coop~rative agreement es~ablishing the awards program, AID 
vested the scienti:ic and technical review o~ projects in 
the Population Council. " AID has participated in all phases 
of the program including selection of co~mittee ~embers, 
·review 	of proposals (non-voting participation at review 
~eetings) and U~AIO ~ission concurrence according to the 
rules and regulations of the foreign assistance 
legislation. The tea~ is requested to assess A!D's role in 
the awards program and to consider whether this rol~ needs 
to,e modified to advance the objectives of the~pro9ra~. 

6. 	 ~anac~~ent: The Pooulation Cou~cil devotes 2.8 person 
years annually to the ad~inistration of the progra~. Staff 
have been.involved in soliciting 1:roposals, providing 
technical assistance for the development of proposals, 
~onitoring projects, and in disseminating research 
results. ~e team is asked to evaluate the performance of 
the staff in light of the program's objective and to 
reco~end ways the staff's efforts might enhance the goals 
of the pro9ra~. 

7. 	 Disse~ination: Results :rom some of the research projects 
are becoming available. 7he team is requested to evaluate 
disse~ination plans and to reco~end ways for ~aximizing 
the progra~ and policy relevance of the results. 



8. 	 Funding: The ad=inistrative cost of the award~ program was 
budgeted at about 40 percent of tne overall program budget 
with the rernai~ing 60 percent available for funding 
research projects. The percentage of funds devoted to 
administrative costs has exeeeded the level budgeted by 
abou~ 10 percentage points. The team is requested to 
review the cost 0: administering the program relative to 
the cost of the funded research projects, and if 
appropriate, recom~end adjustments to lower these costs. 

9. 	 Future Directions of AID's Po1icv Research Proaram on 
Poouluation: AID is planning to develop a follow-on 
project to the Population Policy Research project under 
which the awards program is authorized. This project has 
served as an umbrella for other research efforts including 
the NAS project on the Determinants of Fertility in 
Developing Countries and the new NAS undertaking to study 
the relations between population growth and economic 
development and the effectiveness of family planning 
programs. The team is requested to consider the future 
directions of an AID policy research project and recocmend 
mechanisms for developing and sponsoring research. Should 
a research awards program continue to be part of AID's 
population program? Should a research project incorporate 
a workshop component for developing proposals patterned 
after ~he ~iddle East,Awards Program? 
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Persons Contacted by the Evaluation Team 

1. Briefing, December 5, 	1983 

AID Office of Population: 	 Steven Sindig 

Sarah Clark 

Judith Seltzer 


AID Regional Bureaus: 

2. Meetings with AID Regional Bureaus and Office of Population, 
January 16.and 18, 1983 

Near-East Bureau .. 
Africa Bureau : 
Asia Bureau : 
Latin America Bureau: 


Office of Population: 


Charles Johnson 
Bill Bair, Gladys Gilbert 
David Oot, Ed Huniak 
!!aura Brackett 

Steven Sindig 
Duff Gil~espie 
Sarah Clark 
Judith Seltzer 

3. Meetings with Population Council Staff, January 3 and 4, 1984 

Council Staff: George Zeideustein 
Mead Cain 
Geoffrey McNicoll 
Paula Bollerback 
Moni Nag 
Odile Frank 
Ellen Boffstadter 



Ap~endix 3 

International Awards Program: 

Membership of Program Committee and Peer Review Committees 


Program Committe~ 

Ansley J. Coale 
Office of Population Research 
Princeton University 

Rodolfo A. Bulatao 
East-Population Institute 

Paul Demeny 
Center for Policy Studies 
The Population Council 

Richard Lieben 
Department of Anthropology 
University of Hawaii 

Peer Review Committee 

Bryan L. Boulier 
Department of·Economics 
George Washington University 

Larry Bumpass 
Center for Demography & Ecology 
University of Wisconsin 

Krishnan N. Namboodiri 
Department of Sociology 
University of North Carolina 

Jason L. Finkle 
Center for Population Planning 
School of Public Health 
University of Michigan 

Ronald Freedman 
Population Studies Center 
University of Michigan 

Robert Lapham 
National Research Council 

Lucile F. Newman 
Division of Biology &Medicine 
Brown University 

Raul Urzua 
Area of Population &Develo?ment 
CELADE 

Vijay X. Verma 
Statistical Office 
United Nations 
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DETERMINANTS OF FERTILITY PROGRAM 


Staff Travel Which Included the Following Activities: 

Generation of Proposals, Technical Assistance, and/or Monitoring of Projects 


NAME 

Mead Cain 

Mead Cain 

Moni Nag 

Charles Keely 

OdlJe Frank 

Paula HoJJerbach 

Moni Nag 

Odile Frank 

Mead Cain 

Axel Mundigo 

Anrudh Jain 

Mead-Cain 

Moni Nag 

Mead Cain 

Odile Frank 

Mead Cain 

Axel Mundigo 

Moni Nag 

Mead Cain 

DATE 

Dec. 1983 

Oct.-Dec. 1983 

Oct. 1983 

Oct. 1983 

Oct. 1983 

Sept. 1983 

Aug. 1983 

June-Aug. 1983 

June 1983 

June 1983 

May 1983 

April-r..1ay 1983 

March 198) 

February 1983 

December 1982 

D\~cember 1982 

October 1982 

Aug.-Sept. 1982 

August 1982 

LOCATION 

I
Bangladesh 

1Incfia

India (Gandhigram, VeJJore, 
Bangalore, Delhi) 

Egypt 

Uganda and Kenya 

Mexico City 

1
Quebec, Canada 

London and Africa (Ivory Coast, 
Cameroon, Upper Volta, 
Mali) 

1
England 

2
Lima, Peru

Bangkok) 

-Jamalca1 

4
India (Gandhigram, Delhi, Vellore ) 

1India 

2
London and Brussels

1England

2
Buenos Aires, Argentina

Incfia (Ahmedabad, Bangalore, 
Bombay, Calcutta, Delhi, 
Gandhigram, Hyderabad, 
Madras, Tirupati, Trivendrum) 

- 1MeXJCO 
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Mead Cain June-July 1982 BangJadesh 

Mead Cain June 1982 India 

Mead Cain February 1982 BangJadesh 

Odile Frank Jan.-F eb. 1982 Africa (Mali, Upper VoJta, 
I vory Coast, Cameroon, 
Togo) 

Axel Mundigo October 1981 BraziJ 

Mead Cain August 1981 Brazill 

Axel Mundigo Mar.-Apr. 1981 Brazill 

Mead Cain October 1980 India, Bangladesh' 

I 
Funded by sources other than the Research Awards Program on the Determinants 
of Fertility' in Developing Countries. 

2Per diem and part! al travel expenses covered by the Research Awards Program. 

3per 'diem, local travel within Bangkok, and 50% international airfare funded by 
the Research Awards Program. 

4
Only per diem and local travel funded by the Research Awards Program. 
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Example of a major reduction in a proposal's budget 
because of Council negotiations 

Proposal No. 82/082 - "The Impact of Child-Mortality Level of Fertility 

Behavior and Attitudes in Costa Rica" 

PIs: David Beer, University of Southern California 

virginia Rodriguez de Ortega, Departamento de Diseno y Analysis, 

Direccion General de Estadistica y Censos, Ministerio de Economia, 

Industria y Comercio, Rep. de Costa Rica 

Preliminary pro~osal submitted in October 1982 - budget for 18 months 

was $144,694. 

Invited'to submit full proposal. Full proposal received June 1983 ­

budget for 18 months was $122,656. Member of Peer Review Committee found 

the budget extremely high and the length of time assigned to the study was 

too lengthy. August 1983 - the full proposal was approved by ~he Pr~6ram 

Committee subject to a reduced budget. Specifics conveyed to PIs at both 

the developed and developing cou~try institutions (see attached letter of 

8/16/83). There were many exchanges over the telephone between David Beer 

/"Ind E. Bofstatter. September 15; 1983 revised budget submitted for 

University of Southern California portion: budget trimmed by US $35,983 

(from $122,656 to $86,673). 

David Beer continued to pursue suggested budget reductions with thp 

Costa Rican PI. The Committee's suggested cut in the computer costs for 

the Ministerio ($6,425) were countered by the Costa Ricans--for the sake of 

the quality of input of data it is extremely important that the budget 

remain at its original level. 



After several exchanges between the Costa Rican institution and the 

Population Council, with David Beer serving as the liaison, in mid-December 

1983 the Council received a letter and a revised budget from the 

Ministerio. The overhead recov~ry rate was reduced from 40 percent to 21.1 

percent, resulting in a us $3,087 cut in the budget for the Costa Rican 

portion. An agreement will be written between the Council and the 

Ministerio and another agreement betwe~n the Council and the University of 

Southern California. 

Full Proposal Stage - Savings from original budget to revised budget 

through negotiations U.S. portion - $35,983 

C.R. portion - 3,087 

$39,070 



On,·1>:t~ Hammal'Skj"ld Pla!.a ~,.The-Population Council 	 N,·~· Y,,,.k , N,''''' y,)I'k 1rJ(J1i 
Cultl,·: POJ,,"ollndl. N"wY"ri< 

1j.J"I.hnn,d 21~ IG111:iO(J 
Cent.er fOJ' Policy Studies ·n·ll'x: ZH722 )lOCO UR 

August J6, 1983 

Dr. David M. Heer Dr. Virginia Roddguez de Ortega 
Population Research Laboratory 3efe, Departamento de Diseno y 
University of SaJthern Califorria Analysis 
Los AngeJes, California 90007 Direccion GeneraJ de Estadistica y 

Censos 
Ministerio de Economia, Industria y 

Comerdo 
Republica de Costa Rica 
Apartado 10163 
san Jose, COSTA RICA 

Re: International Research A....·ards Program on the 

. Determinants of Fertility in Developi~ Countries 


Proposal No. 82/0821 


Dear Drs. Heer and Rod-'iguez de Ortega: 

The Committee for the International Research Awards Program on the 
Determinants ~f Fertility in Developing Countries met on August 4-', 1983, to 
evaluate full proposals which they had invited. We are pJeased to inform you that 
the Committee has approved your proposal entitled, "The Impact of Child-Mortality 
Level o!" Fertility Behavior and Attitudes in Costa Rica," subject to a reduced budget. 
This approval means that your proposal meets the scientific standards of the 
program. The actu~ award is subject to the availability of funds. 

In their evaluation of your proposal, the reviewers approved funding subject 
to a reduction in the budget. A suggested revision is provided below; however, an 
alternative budget based on your own assessment of costs can be substituted for 
the one suggested. The suggested reduction for the University of Scuthern California 
budget would include the omission of the second research assistant ($3,428 for year 1 
and $',142 for year 2 = a $8,'70 savings); omission of two of the three trips ·to 
Costa Rica (a $3,180 savings); and reduction of comPJter time for U.S.C. from 
$14,8'0 to $',000 (for a savings of a'pproximately $9,8'0). A similar reduction in 
the total computer costs for the Ministerio from $7,42' to $1,000 (for a savi~s 
of approxif1iately $6,42') would result in a totaJ reduction in the proposed budget 
for both institutions of $28,02' plus indirect costs. 

A few points regarding your budget also require clarification. First, with 
regard to the costs allocated for transportation and related travel expenses, you 
should submit a revised budget indicating separate costs for round-trip air fares and 
daily per diems for B spe-cified number of days. These travel expenses include the 
round-trip coach air fares from: 

1. 	 Los Angeles-San Josi-Los Angeles and the nurrlhe-r of days or we-eks there. 
(PJease note that the maximum AID allowable per diem for 
Costa· Rica is $70.00) and 

••• /2 
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2. 	 Los Angeles-SoMon-los AngeJes for the PAA meeting in Boston. (Please 
note that the maximum AID per diem is $66.00 in BOston.) 

. Second, a de-cision should be made on whether one agreement (to the University 
of Southern California with 1 subcontract to the Ministerio de Economia, Jndus'~ria, y 
Comerdo, C~ta Rica) or two se;>arate agreements wiU be established. In the firsi 
case~ the Minis terio would be responsibJe to U.5.C. for alJ substantive and financial 
accounting. In the s.econd situation, separate budgets would be established for each 
institution and each insti tution would be responsibJe for submitting financial reports 
directly to the Council, although the filjng of periodic substantive reports can be 
undertaken as joint reports. 

Third, we will (~uire a copy of a recent mgotiation agreement between 

the University of Southern California and a U.S. government agency for documentation 

of the overhead rates and benefit rates incJuded in the proposal. In previous 

correspondeoce, dated March 30, 1982, pertaining to a previously submitted proposaJ, 

a copy of such an agreement had been provided. That document showed a .5396 over­

head rate, the same as that requested for this particular proposal. If a more 

recent document is not available, we can utilize the one previously submitted; however, 

no official document is avaiJabJe indicating current fr~nge benefit rates at U.S.C. 


Finally, in the full proposaJ a 40 percent overhead rate is aJJocated to the 
Ministerio de Economia, Industria, y Comercio. In order to meet auditing requirements, 
USAID requires that a Jisting of the components and dollar amounts allocated to 
various inclirect cost items (v.'hkh may include ,(terns such as office rental; telephone, 
electricity, gas; taxes; equipment and furniture purchases, maintenance, and 
amortization; library; cJeani~ and maintenance) should be indicated and justification 
provided for the specified items comprising the indirect costs. This should be 
(X'0vided -.in a letter from the institution to the Council. T~ letter should also 
include the sum total of the institution's indirect costs in US doHars and the 
institution's total expenditures (e.g., direct costs) for 1982, also in US doJJars. 
If you require further information on the formulation of indirect and direct costs, 
you 	 may contact me. 

Once you have provided the information requested we wilJ initiate the 
process of preparing the documents for the formal a\1r'ard. I remind you that, if 
any host government cJearance is necessary to condJct research in or provide funds 
to an institution in a host countr)', it is the responsibility of the proposers to 
secure that clearance. (Please consult the "Instructions on the Content and Format' 
for Invited FuJJ Proposals" beginning at page 8.) The Populatit'n Council must be 
noti! ied before an award can be made. 

J wiJJ inlorm you ""'hen a final determination is made on the availabiHty 
of funds. A copy of the formal agreement between the Population CounciJ and 
the institution(s) will be sent to the responSible official at the institution(s) at 
that time, with a copy to you. Assuming, mu.tual agr~ment on the terms of the 
award between the institutions, the award will be made and funding will begin 
accorcling to the schedule in the agreement. 

••./3 
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On behalf of the Committee and the Population Council, we thank you 
lor your sustained interest and for submitting your proposal for consideration by the 
?mgram. We also congratulate you on the quality of yoor work. We look forward 
to being able to make an· award for your project. 

5i ere!y yours, 

. 71~
Charles B. Keely 
Program Manager 


