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Summary of "From Old to New Directions;
 
Comparison of 1973 and 1979 Portfolios"
 

To gauge AID's response to the New Directions mandate we have compared 
along several dimensions the current project. portfolio, FY 1979, with 
the last "Old Directions" portfolio, FY 1973. At one level of comparison, 
.a New Directions change is evidenced by the increased proportion of funds 
allocated for projects in the food, health and education sectors. As pro­
-posed in the 1979 Congressional-Presentation, 88 percent of the functional 
program funds were in these target categories, compared ith 39 percent in 

the 1973 CP. At another level of comparison, we analyzed Agency activity 

by evaiuating project proposals themselves (as summarized in the 197Z and " 

79 CPs) -or their responsiveness to -si= selected New Directions -criteria: 

participation of the -poor, Tural -poor beneficiaries, urban poor bene­

-liciaries, nutriti on, women -eneficiaries, and specific sectoJ.2Morms 
exp:,.,essed in -sections 103-106 of the 'AA. We examined only -each year '. 

-new project proposals. Otherwise, twe would :be including legacies from 

previous policies -ather than measuring current responsiveness. By rating 

-projects from 0 to :S on eachi zojct- cr 
-that allows simultaneous consideration of several Congressional -objectives. 

At the same time, because these objectives are sometimes disparate .-(as 

reflected in severxal negative and near-zero correlations between pairs of 
:criteria) it is difficult to compare projects and aggregations of -projects. 

In order to validate ar, scoring procedure, we used -two kinds of "quality 

controls." Comparing CP-based scores with ratings of the same documents 

based on PPs and PIDs., we found the former to be lower, -ut not sign:ficantly 

different for most criteria. The -exceotions were "nutrition (t = 2.45) 

and "participation" (t = 2.00). A check of scorer reliability by comparing 

our scores on ten projects with scores of four division colleagues found 



only the "special sectoral norms" criterion to have an insignificant
 
correlation between judges. 
 Given these results, we are able to present
 
the following findings:
 

** New FY 1979 projects are considerably more reponsive to 
New Directions concerns thaIu were new FY 2973 projects. The former 
score three times higher on the criterion of Ibeneficiaries are rural 
poor"-the major emphasis of New Directions and a criterion validated 
by our quality coitrol. The overall improvement is reflected across 
every region and type cf'project we examined. Compare.­

?at 3 R -.U -Nutr -3W Spec 

1973 average scores .7 .7 _4 .2 1.10 

1979 average scores .2Z .2 7Z 2.4 

Despite this improvement, in noregion or sector do new Y7'979'. 
-projects average an outstanding degree of compliance with any -ofthe 
,criteria examined. For 7Y 1979, 71 percent of the proposed spending for 
mew projects is allocated to projects that receive a 1'3"1 in at least ,one 
-criterion. For TY 1973 -thefigure is 2 percent. This comparison perhaps 
"bestdemonstrates both -he change since New Directions .and the room left 
for improvement. 

Asian projects aremost responsiveto Vew irections in FY 1979 
and show the most improvement over FY 1973. The Asia Bureau :4so has -the 
highest funding level for new projects, and is therefore -most responsible 
for the higher overall FY 1979 scores. A Regional comparison shows: 



. _AFRICA ASIA L.A. NEAR EAST 

1973 scores* .7 .5 .6 .1 1.3 .1.8 -i 1.2 .. 2 . ­.4 .3 1.3 .9-- -5 .6 .1 1.4 .5-- .1 

1 o -9 2.3 .2 1.7 2.Z1979.scores .7 .4 2.3 
.2 1.6 2.2 .4- 1.3 2.0 .-5 .1.2 2.5 .7 -2 2.5 .5 .8 2.2 

fi 

Among sectors, Agriculture and Health hadthe highest scores in 
both years and the highest funding levels in TY 1979. A sectoral com­

parison shows: 

Selected
Agriculture Health, Pop Educati'on -Activities 
1.0 1.2 .8 -77*--s c or es 09 .i .6 --- " .- - -- . 1 

'1.0 

.- . _.3 - 8 .- .scoreS -197S .s:
 
-7 c .. 1 2.4 .4 
 2"4 2.4 -2.4 .6 2.2 -

7n TY 1979 a different region is associateawith -thehighestscores 
-in each of the three main sectors. Zn Agriculture, Asian .projects do 'best; 
i 'Health and Population, African projects -average :stme 4f the hi-hest. 
scores; .and in Education, i-atin America pr'ojects iighest.-core 

Security Supporting Assistance "projects do -not meet the New
 
Directions mandate. 
 In fact, FY 1979 SSA -projeets are little better -n 
this account than those :in -FY 1973. Compare: 

*Mean ratings for six criteria (along which projects were graded from 0 to 3): 

Participation Benefits to rural poor Benefits to urban poor 
Nutrition Benefits to women 
 Specific sectoral nonms
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SSA FY 1973* 
 SSA FY 1979*
 

.5 . - .2 .4 -2 

- - .7 -3 - .7 

* Although the multiple sccres hinder compariability, within most
 
sectors, the Agenc, is allocat'in most new 
money to those subcategories
 
that are most responsive 
to -the New Directions mandate. See Table B. 

Grant activity fares the projects funded by loans.same as Compare: 

Part B R 3 U Ntr BW Spec 

Newly roposed grants 1_2 2.Z " 4 . .5 2.5 
All FY 297-9 new projects, .2. .2 2.42.3 7..7Z 

The Agency's automated data systems are oflitea-value in 
identifying1 onritudil trends. In paxticular, several -special concerns 
codes .examined have little -validity as indicators that -projects so coded 
address these concerns -with major ,emphasis. 

Other comparisons led to these findings: 

The xural infrastructre -subcatego y-mwitb.- AgrS=ltn-e has -by far 
the 3argest -percentage allotmentof new project funds for Y *979-3 percent, 
up from 4 -percent in 77 1973. This .change contrasts with the finding in 

*Mean ratings for six criteria (along which projects ere graded from 0 to 5):
 

Paaticipation Benefits to rural poor Benefits to urban poor 
Nutrition 
 Benefits to women 
 Specific sectoral norms
 



the recent "Agriculture Development Policy Paper" that the wajor increase
in the Agriculture sector has been in other subcategories. (The scope of 
projects analyzed is different.)
 

In FY 1973, 84 percent 
of the new (non-SSA) project frnds
proposed for countries 
were
 

or regions with GNP/Capita less than S150 (in
1975 dollars) or life expectancy less than 50 years. 
In FY 1979, 52
percent of new project funds is allocated to such countries. These poverty 
indicators, however, may not be valid.
 

We concluded that at the very least, we were able to quantify the change in
Agency rehetoric and to point out where and how New Directions policies are

being -putinto words in designing and presenting new Projects. 
We were not
able to answer how valid these words are and how"projects themselves have
changea "long with the words. In the pursuit of this larger question, wesuggest that upcoming Studies Division reports -employ an evaluation strategy
that accounts for multiple and changir.- objectives. The New Directions
criteria can serve as measuring rods of program effectiveness and could be
-examined as cross-cutting issues in various studies. 
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TABLE A-1
 

NEW FT 1973 PROJECTS RATE POORLY 
ON NEW DIRECTIONS CRITERIA
 

Key: 
 Each cell gives mean ratings for six criteria (along which projects were
graded from 0 to 3) and size and number of projects:
 
Participation 
 Benefits to rural poor 
 Benefits to urban poorNutrition Benefits to women 
 Specific sectora! norms
(Proposed funding in. $ m) (Number of projects) 

S .... -. •. .. . .. 

.fZA. 

1** 
.. 

1. 
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- -

f 
_________________w 

aTl~ ' 

.i- .8 
Edumtiona[J=b "'-- c 
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.31.3 
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-') 

1.3 
(7 

..SUA 

L.A. 

L.A -

S(I.l) 

*2.0 
A 

.1 .7-
7s- *5 

(4) 

0-. 

-

- .3.0 
.2.0 '2.0 

(30o04)) 

.1.0 1.0 .1.0 
=4 .2.0 .2.0 

- 4 *.4 

( .5) 

. 
-= 

.A 

.4 

(4) 

4I­

-

(20.2) 

-

-
-

-

C1 

.1 . 

.5 

fsz.s) 

1.2 

. 

. 

(10) 

.1 

S1.4) (2) (1) (-.7) i4) (32.2) 3) 
1.0 - - 2.0 . . . . .2 .3 -

(30.) - (2) (30.). 
-.- () 

. 1.0 - .a ­ .. .-­ 3 .7 . 

(S62)= 

'(261)
.) (18 (30) (2) S1.) (51) 

I, 
•
 

" 

(11.5) (10) 

-Note: 

-- Overall FY 1973 projects rate poorly on all -criteria. 

-Among 
regions, Latin American projects -farebest.
 
The average scores for regions and sectors _are 
meaningful. 
Due to -hesmall number of projects in mos" individual cells (e.g., Africa--Health £?ovulation) these scores are not rebust. 
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TABLE A-2
 

NEW FY 1979 PROJECTS RATES HIGHER
 
ON NEW DIRECTIONS CRITERIA
 

Key: Each cell gives mean ratings for six criteria (along which projects were.
graded from 0 
 to s) and size and number of projects:
 

Participation 
 Benefits to rural poor 
 Benefits to urban poor
Nutrition Benefits to women 
 Specific sectoral norms
 

*"t-
VIfe At -.. 

Ar.ZoA A .1 2.1 -.. I .. .I­ . 9.. 3
__________ )_1(7 ( 
: S ,2

" 
 1? (33) (5)
S.5 .2.8 - .5 

-- ) (3261 (60)
.6 .4 1.4 ­ 3.0 .. -
 1. 2.5 -ASIA .. 1 .4 2.4 -.4 1.7 2..d - 14 .2 -~ A .2 2.5 

_________________( 1)(2) (a) 3.) 41(1) 

1 .3 .. 5 1. .*2.4 
. -U4 .1 .0 .. o .. T.4 .OI-A .2 

"21IA20 2.5 S 
A .- .107 -14= .2 5 

-. 
Z" -

­

I.0....
 

-
. : "- '--'-. S A 

-3 ". 
 ,-
 3 ­
.. MA
'2. 
 -A a 4- . . ' 2- - , 3 4 --, 

•. ,
 .
 .
 

~*- * *(37"7) 1.34) 

te: 
-Overz12, evez7 triterion but "Benefits -to -.3-973. urban moor" z-hows :imProveMentThi-s is ~AlSO .overtrue -for-almost 'every -"egn0 n sct 
-Average scores for every region and sector -are :Less than 2.4.-.
 
-Asian 
 -and Latim American projects generally :fare b~etter than African 2ndNear East projects.
 
-Agriculture 
 and Hea-Ith & Population Projects veneral12y f ar-e best among -sectors.-The Africa-iiealth & ?0pclation cell has the highest scores -among in;dividualcells..
 
-A diferenz regi on 
 is associated with the highest scores 5--1 each oAmain sectors. the three 

-Securit:y Suporting Assistance scores are ve-.y low. 



From Old to New Directions;
 

Comparison of 1973 and 1979 Portfolios
 

As part of the Bureau's ongoing review of Agency effectiveness, we
 
have compared the current New Directions (ND) project portfolio,

FY 1979, with the last "Old Directions" portfolio, FY 1973. 
 How
 
well has the Agency responded to the Congressional mandate? 
How
 
are Agency policies being implemented in project design? 
What regional

and sectora 
programs are most attuned to ND concerns? 
 The answers
 
are needed to satisfy Congressional queries ­ iore so to guide

internal policy planning. 
At one level of analysis, a New Directions
 
change is evidenced by the increased proportion of funds allocated
 
for projects in the three key areas of basic needs-food, health
 
and education. 
We document this 
crend and suggest.more useful ways

of analyzing the Agency's portfolio. 
Besides recommending an
 
increased emphasis on these three functional categories, Congress

asked the Agency to stress 
various concerns such as ensuring the
 
participation of the poor in development, meeting basic needs of the
 
poor majority, and.integrating women into development. We analyzed

project descriptions in order to assess 
changes along these lines.
 

METHODOLOGY
 

Initially we had hoped to use the Agency's automated Activity

Identification and Classification System (AICS) to categorize
 
projects and identify trends. 
 We found the automated systems of
limited value in this task and instead used the information summarized
 
on the project activity data sheets included in the Congressional
 
Presentations 
(CPs) for the respective years. 
The CPs are easily

accessible and internally consistent. 
They are also the only documents
 
that describe in some detail the portfolio as it is formulated before
 

/ 



Congressional changes and mission-level modifications. The CPs are
 
therefore the best data source for analyzing Agency policy.
 

Short summaries have disadvantages. Much information is lost. 
(See p. 15 for a discussion of the validity of the summaries.)
 
Furthermore, relying 
on the Congressional Presentation as a baseline 
source overlooks the fact that many of the projects presented either 
drop out or .are altered along the way to implementation. Perhaps 
half of the projects presented to Congress are never funded. (For

example, only 27 of the 51 projects newly presented to Congress for
 
FY 1973 had obligated expenditures in either of the next two years.-*) 

We examined only each year's new project proposals.** Otherwise ve 
would be including legacies from previous policies,rather than gauging 
current thinking..­and responsiveness. Thdx -method afforded a Teasonable 
poliqW comparison -and allowed us to focus on a more manageable :number
 
of -projects.
 

'*Ifthe drop-out rate for new projects is this high, ?PC staff

concerned with expansion of the Agency's budget might profitably
regard this tendency as a variable over which they have .someleverage. Because new projects claim nearly 40 percent .of theproposed FY_1979 funds (see p. -6 ), a -high drop-out mate 1=is
important policy implications.
 

**New -projects are most of those identified in the activity data
sheets as new. We excluded several FY 1979 Sahel projects thatwere identified as new but that had pr'ior funding from the ForeignDisaster Assistance Act of 1975 or from the regular -program. Amongthe projects counted as new in both years were projects presentedto Congress previously that never were implemented for one reasonor another. These we included because they represented new funding
decisions. 

ft 
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Each project was rated from "0" to "3" along the following six
 
criteria:
 

-Does the project support participation of the Door in developmentthrough participation in project planning or participation in thedevelopment process (self-help as 
opposed to welfare projects)?
Projects that emphasize strengthening relevant local institutionsiguaranteeing small farmer access to credit, or training the Doorfor productive employment, for example, were graded high on this
 
criteria.
 

-Are the project's beneficiaries the rural poor? Because any
project might claim to indirectly benefit the rural Door through
trickle-down notions, we distinguished between projects generatingimmediate benefits directly to the poor, and those providing only
indirect benefits with the bulk of the immediate-benefits goingto other groups (government employees, for example) who receive jobsand training. Projects were graded high on this criteria only ifthey were of immediate and direct benefit to the rural poor. 

-- Are the project's beneficiaries theurban poor? Again we distinguishedbetween direct and indirect benefits. The urban and rural poorbeneficiaries criteria are exclusive except in cases where projectswere aimed at benefiting the poor without distinguishing betweenurban and rural beneficiaries. These projects were usually rated
 
-as "I" or "2" on both criteria.
 

-- Will improvement in nutrition standards be an important by-product
of the project? Agricultural projects aimed 
 at increased productionfor domestic consumption scored high thison criterion as did healthprojects t'irected at nutritional improvement. 

Are women exected to be the main beneficiaries? By definition,most family planning projects were scored as "2" on this criterion. 

-Does the project meet the specific sectoral norms stated insections 103-106 of the Foreign Assistance Act with respect tofour functional areas? (See Appendix I for excerpts 
the 

from legislation.) 

The -above list, we think, incorporates the major emphases of 
New Directions. We considered including several other criteria­
use of appropriate technology, equity, sustainabilit. and 
replicability-.but found during trail attempts that they were too 
difficult to judge objectively. 
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The AICS coding system is supposed to contain useful codes for the
 
six criteria chosen, 
 as well as other special Congressional concerns. 
However, because of large gaps in the availability of FY 79 PIDs
 
(from which projects are 
usually coded), the limited history of
 
automated project planning 
data (back to 1977) and uneven coding
 
procedures, 
 the special concerns codes turned out to be of little
 
use in our study. 
We checked FY 1979 projects identified with AICS
 
special concerns codes comparable-or identical-to our criteria
 
to see how they fared. "Not much better than the average project",

is the answer demonstrated in Appendix 2. We 
 conclude that none of
 
the AICS coder examined has much validity 
as an indication that 

,projects so coded address these concerns with major emphsis. 

In rating projects, a score of "3" meant the criterion was the major

focus 
 of the project. Integrated or multifaceted projects received
 
a "13" only if 
 all parts emphasized the criterion. Projects were
 
graded as "I'"if 
 -e could reasonably infer that some of the intended
 
beneficiaries were rural poor, say, 
 but that the benefit incidence
 
would 
 be long-run and indirect. A "I" therefore meant "!minor
 
emphasis".. "'A "2" was 
used for the gray area in between 'major emphasis,

3" and "minor emphasis, ."1. was
A 1'0" assigned to projects that made 
no mention or hint of the criterion. 

By judging along six criteria, we came up with a 6-digit -score for 
each project that allows simultaneous consideration of several of the 
sometimes disparate objectives of the Congressional mandate. Projects
graded high on involving women in development, for example, rarely scored
 
high on the other criteria. And "benefitsour to urban poor" criterion 
was negazively correlated (though only slightly) with the first t"hree 
criteria listed. (See Appendix 3 for correlations.) Rather than
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judge which of the six criteria are most important, the multiple 
scores allow different conclusions. 
 In this way our procedure
 
avoids some of the criticism directed at a previous project grading
 
scheme by Ray Prosterman of the University of Washington. In 1977,
 
Prosterman graded 200 Agency projects along an A-F scale reflecting
 
his interpretation of their appropriateness of New Directions. 
AID's 
overall program merited a C+, he concluded.* Although our scores
 
are also subjective, we hope our biases are diffused by giving each
 
project six chances to prove itself.
 

RESULTS OF COMPARISON BY ATTENMON PA= TO NEW DIRECTIONS CONCERNS
 

Tables A-1 showand A-2 how the newly proposed 'Y 1973 and FY 197Z
 
projects 
came out on the .six criteria by region and sector. -When
 
aggregating, .all scores 
were weighted by project size. 2f our
 
rating procedure is valid, the following 
 conclusions -can be .made: 

1. FY 1979 Drojects fared considerably better on aU criteria
 
-except "benefits to urban poor", 
 -an indication of the rural orientation 
of the current portfolio. On the criterion of "benefits to rural Door"- ­
the major emphasis of New Directions ­ the current mortfolio has
 
.a.core three 
times higher than the FY 1973 portfolio of new projects, 
with every region and sector contributing to the improvement. A 
responsiveness to particular New Directions oncerns is demonstrated
 
.by the FY 1979 score -of "2.4" in 
 the 'specific" .criterion, M
 
variable highly correlated (.74) with "benefits"to rural poor.",
 

Compare: 

Part B R B U Nutr B W Spec1973 average scores 7 .4
- .7 .
 .2 1.0
 
1979 average scores 1.5 2.3 
 .2 .7 
 . 2.4
 

*R.L. Prosterman and C.A.Taylor, "'Grading , Bureaucratic Compliance:

A Briefing Paper on AID's FY 1977 Presentation to Congress", March 11, 1976
(draft). Prosterman appears to have few admirers in the PPC Bureau.
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TABLE A-1
 

NEW FY 1973 PROJECTS RATE POORLY
 
ON NEW DIRECTIONS CRITERIA
 

Key: Each cell gives mean ratings for six criteria (along which projects weregraded from 0 	 to 3) and size and number of projects: 

Participation 
 Benefits to rural poor 
 Benefits to urban poor

Nutrition Benefits to women Specific sectoral norms 
(Proposed funding in S m) (Number of projects) 

. . ., 
i.. .. .- . 

~Agt* u Reflh ftp -fEucatin .6. .7 .7 1.1 - Aciveati J AVERAGES7 . . 

;( 	 :4I(151 ( 52 .) (1)(5 ) T I ) I SCs~1~) (1 )) 
.1~~~~ 

__Z4.3)___ 
 _ (10)
AIA.1. -.7 o .-1 . 1.0.0 -A -- .4 -. - - - .3 I 1.5o .3 

( . 2 (1) (S2. ) ( )
( .4) (2)4 	 ( .1 3 (1) (0.,) (4) 

- . 0 ..1.0 -. - .0 
2 

.0 Z.l.02.0 . -.. 


(30.5) (2) 	 (30.3) (1) (31.2) 13) ($2.1) ( S) 
1.0 1 2 - 1 . -
.7 .4 ... , -- .- - .7 0 

(S3.6) (23) (53.4) 4S) {.3. (Ia) (0.3) (2) (S19I2) (31) 

.7 .. %.A.----

(514.5) (10) 

'Note: 

-- Overall FY 2973 projects rate poorly on all criteria.
 

--- Among 7regions, Latin American 
projects fare best.
 

-The average 
 scores for regions and sectors are meaningful. Due to -hesmall number of projec-s in most individuai cells (e.g., Africa--Heal-th
?opua:ion) these scores are not rebust.
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TABLE A-2 

NEW FY 1979 PROJECTS RATES HIGHER 
ON NEW DIRECTIONS CRITERIA 

Key: Each cell gives mean ratingsgraded from 0 for six criteriato 3) and (along which projectssize and number of projects: were 
Participation Benefits to rural poor .3enefits'to urban poor 
Nutrition Benefits to-women • Specific sectoral norms 

S... 1 ,1.1.1 . 2 . _.2.. 1 2. 3 -- , . ­(533) 2-A. .2.3.2(U.) (=ao) Q1T ) (a) (32) (4) (Sid6) (60) 
.6. .6 1.2 

A ." 1 
-. 

.3A1" -41.7 -..((1 3o3.010 1)((31. (1 ( 
2.S .1 

(=W0 441.24.1 
2.. 

3. .11 .. 4 . .I *6 . 4 . 

((10)1,--U,'- . 
" " (5 tSO.5 (1) (31) CzT) 

2)"_ 1. Z . 5..-. " . 
(3) (M 1 .5 () (2323)"2. ".3""."4 "4• - .Lo- (1

S ,.2 . - .•. .. 1 .. " .4 .J1.4 .2.5-
'I 

Not:e: 
-- Oveafl, every criterion but "enefits o urban -oo" -howsThis is1.I7T. improvement ,overtue for ,lmost2also .every egion and ector.2
 
-Average scores .for every regicn and sector are !.s ta 
 2. 

-Asian and Latin American pojecs eneraly fare bet-ter han African and 
._Near'East projects.


-Arcl - r d 
 Health &Poujla..ic projects :gene.-jjly fare best among secors.
-The Africa--, al.h Population cell has the hihest sCores among individua!.cells. 
--- d r...
1, region is associated with the highes 
scores in each of he three 

maiyn sec-ors. 
-Securiay Supporting Assistance scores are ve-y low. 

- s a aa
 



2. No region or sector rates outstanding on any criterion.
 
The absence of any score higher than 2.5 indicates that the Agency
still has a way to go if Congressional concerns are to be entirely 
satisfied, although scoreslow are at least partly explained by the 
impossibility of satisfying all criteria at once. One way to avoid 
this problem is to ask whatpercentage of projects recieved a "3"1 
on any criterion. In 7Y 2979 71 percent of the total proposed
spending for new projects (exclusive of SSA) alloted towas projects
that received -at least one "3". 7or FY 1973 the figure is 9 percent.
This one comparison perhaps best demonstrates both the change since
11ld Directions", and the room left for improvement. 

Z. _Among regions, Asian projects generally do best in 'F" 1979 and
 
shows most improvement over FY 
 197Z when most of their scores vere
 

.Jowez' than scores 
for projects in Africa and Latin America. 3ecause 
-morethan half the funding formew projects. (exclusive of. SSA) dn


TY 197S is for -Asia, that -egion's showing 
raises the overall average. 
Compare:­

, - - .. - - -.- -.. 

AFRICA 
. .. 

ASIA -. A. NEAR EAST19S7 scores .7 -8 .8 -1-4 z ... ---.- .l.Z -1.2 .1 .2 .. -5-.1a.4 _5 --- . 

.1.9 s e -9 24. .2 1.7 2.5 -i 1.5 .. 2 -4 i.3 .. 0 .1.7 4 ;2- _t.22 :5 . i 2:2-L:- -82.2 

-4. Among sectors, Agriculture and Health projects had the hiehest 
scores in both years, probably because these sectors are inherently 
more likely to have poorer .beneficiaries than the Education sector, 
.a large -focus of which is still directed to programs of higher learn-ig 
Compare: 

Agz-culture Health, Pop I SelectedjEducation Activities 
!973 scor-es 1.0 1.2 -1.0 - 1.2 .! .8 .6 .7 - .4 - ­- - l5 ­ - .4 -. .
 .
 

sco.es. 1.7.8 252.4 .8 1 - . 
.8 .1 24 .4.. 2.4 - : 6 .. 2:4.2. 



5. In FY 1979 a different reeion is associated with the highest
 
scores in each of the three main sectors. In Agriculture, Asian

projects do best, and within Asia, Agriculture projects are highest.
In Health and Population, African projects have some of the highest 
scores, and again, vice versa. Zn Education, Latin American projects 
score highest-. 

6. Securitv SuDortine Assistance (SSA) mroiects do not meet
 
"he New Directions 
mandate, despite directives to the contrary.

Izi fact, the 
current portfolio of SSA projects looks worse on the

"participation" criterion than in 
 Ff 1973, and not too much better
 
on any other criterion. 
 Even .el/minating from consideration a
 
$250 million comodity support program 
for Egypt that strikes
 
out on every criterion does 
not bring the FY 1979 SAA scores
 
appreciably higher than the 
comparable FI 1973 scores.
 
Comare:
 

SSAFY 1979 minusSSA Y 
- ­.173SSA 'FY 1.979 j Comodity Zmport Program 

.5 .3 ­ .2 .4 .2 -4 -6 -Z
"-- .71 - "- .7 .4 - 2.0 

Disaggregation by Subcategory
 

To see -what -kinds of projects within -each sector -best meet the New 
Directions criteria, we disaggregated by the subcategories that 
PPC/PB staff used to classify FY 1979 -Functional account projects.
The subcategory scores along with the -unding levels proposed for 
new projects in each subcategory -re given in Table B. Two conclusions 
can be drawn from this breakdown: 
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1. Multi-attribute objectives, as reflected in multiple scores,
 
preclude simvle comparisons. Within the Agriculture sector in
 
particular, the subcategories cannot be ranked for responsiveness
 
before the objectives themselves are ranked.. Within this sector, 
nutrition projects, for example rate lowest in "participation" and 
benefits" to rural poor", and next-but-lowest in "special sectoral 
norms". 
They rate highest, however, in "nutrition" (obviously),
 
"benefits to women", and "benefits to urban poor"'. 

2. Within most sectors, the Agency isspending most new money
 
in those subcategories that best meet New Directions 
if our
 
six criteria -are ranked to give most 
emphasis to benefi ting the 
rural poor and meeting the specific norms spelled out in -the 
legislation. If objectives are weighted differently the conclusion 
-is less clear, but the most heavily funded subcategories -fare well 
in any rafking. 



TABLE B
 

SUBCATEGORIES OF NEW FY 79 PROJECTS FUNDED MOSTHEAVILY RATE HIGH ON NEW DIRECTIONS CRITERIA. 

(Sm) Part BR BU Nutr EW Spec
 
FOOD PRODUCTION & NUTRITION
 
Rural Infrastructure 
 ($200) 1.8 2.7 
 - .5 - 2.7Crdt. Input Supply, Mktg. etc. 
 (S 89) 2.1 .2.5 .1 1.3 .1 2.6
Dev. & Diffusion of New Tech. (S .852) 1.8 .1 1.1 .1 2.0Local Institutions & Land Refrm (S 32) 2.5 
 2.5 - 1.2 - 2.6Planning & Policy Analysis 
 (S 21) 1.1 1.5 - .6 1.6Nutrition ­

($ 2) .5 1.4 1.2 3.0 1.7 2.0 

HEALTH
 
Health Delivery Systems 
 (S 40) 
 1.6 2.5 .1 .4 1.3 3.0
Environmental Health 
 (S 14) 1.2 -1
2.8 ._5 1.0 2.9
Disease Control 
 ($ 9) - 1i 1.1 -- 1.9 2.1 

FAMILY PLANNING
 
Training & Institution Bldg. (SS.z) -5 .8 .5 
 1 1.3
Population Delivery Systems (S4.8) ..z 1.2 

-L 
-9 - .1 .9Research 
 Data Collection ($3.5) - 1.0 - - .8 -Contraceptives & Supplies 
 ($2.8) 
 -4 1.1 .9 - 2.0 .4Administrative & Mangerial ($1.6) 1.0 1.0 - 1.01.0 2.0 


EDUCATION 
Elementary 
 (S 10) 1.0 2.4 - ­ - 3.0Professional & Scientific 
 (S6.6) 
 -Z .9 .1 - 1.4 1.1Vocational & Technical 
 ($4.9) .9 .7 .2 - .5 2.0Administrative & Managerial 
 ($1.6) .5 1.0 ­ - 1.1 1.0Research 
 (S .9) - 2.0 1.0 - - 2.4Adult & Community (S .2) 3.0 3.0 - 3.0 - 3.0 

SELECTED DEVELOPED ACTIVITIES
 
Appropriate Technology (5 14) 2.3 - 2.7 - - 2.8
Urban Dev. & Housing (S7.9) .8 
 .8 1.2 - - 1.1Research 
 ($6.9) 
 .1 1.7 1.7 - - 1l8Private & Voluntary Orgs. (S2.4) 
 1.0 1.0 - .7 3.0
-
Other 
 (Sl.O) 1.1 1.5 .8 ­ - 2.2 

Note:
 
- Few subcategories within each sector are 
dominated on all six criteria.
 

- Subcatezories with highest funding levels generally have high scores,
particularly for "B R-benefits to rural poor," and "Spec-special 
norms.'
 



Loan t Grant Similarity 

We were surprised to. find that grant activity -fared no better on
 
our. criteria than projects funded by loans.
 
Compare:
 

__ .P.rt B .R B U Nutr B SSpec 

Newly proposed grants 1-2 2.1 .4 .5 
 .6 2.5
 

All FY 1979 new projects 2.5 "2.Z .2 ;7 Z 2.4 

-oo. ...-

QUALITY -CONTROL 

Zn -orderto validate our scoring -procedure -we used two JIdnds .of 
"quality .ontol". One -methodtested the validity of the -P summaries 
by .comparing how identical projects ere graded based .on their 
-descriptions in other document . -Another method checked sco-er 
reliabili-y"by comparimg how .different -eople scored the :same ten 
-rojects. Neither test proved that .ur -procedure is valid; -- ther, 
using -the double negative hedging -eculiar to statistics, the tests 
showed that our zcores -are ndt invalizL 

Validity of CP Summaries 

We mated Z1 -projectsbased on their -project-papers zand compared 
the results with scores based on the Congressionl P-esentation 
:summaries of the projects.same CP ratings were slightly -lower 
acros-s all criteria and the correlation between pairs of scores 
was not very high (from .=-.85 for "benefits to urban poor" =o 
r=-.42 for "benefits to women"). On :lhe other hand, the scores 
weren't dIvergen- enough to force the conclusion that the two 
sets of documents described different projects. A t-test of 



significance between mea, scores showed the difference .between
 
CPs and PPs to be significant only for the "participation" criterion
 
(t = 2.11). When scores were transformed to rankings to account
 
for the ordinal nature of scores-, and a Mann-Whitney test performed,
 
no significant difference in scores was apparent (Z =-.95 for
 
"participation"). 

Checking 12 FY 1979 CPs against PIDs rendered the same results 
-
a similar pettern of lower scores for the CPs, but no evidence
 
of statistically significant differences-except fnr the '!nutrition"
 
criterion,-which did show significant differences (t
= 3.28, . = 3.64). 
'Pn-tingthe two samples together obscures the differences if only 
ranks Are considered (Z= 2i for "participation" ; .Z= 1.36 for
 
"nutrition"), but the raw 
scores still show differences (-t = 2.0 
Ifor "partcimation"4 I =2..45 for "nutrition"). These two criteria 
should therefore be eyed with some suspicion. Appendix 4 contains 
the results of these various tests. 

Reliability of ratings
 

The check of rater reliability by comparing our scores on ten .projects 
with scores of four division colleagues found a 'widervariation 
than we would have hoped for. -xcept for-the "specific sectoral 
norms" criterion, however, all variables had significant correlations 
be-cween judges, based on the Friedman index for ranked scores. 
By ranking the scores of each judge, then comparing rankings rather
 
than raw scores, this statistical test controls for individual
 
tendencies to rate consistently high or low. 
 (Our scores tended
 
to fa-l 
between the extremes of the other judges.) With sample
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size of ten, the Friedman index must be larger than 16.9 for
 
95 percent confidence. Our 
 quality control found the following: 

Part B R B U Nutr B W Spec 
Friedman index 17.8 24.1 43.5 28.3 22.8 10.1
 

The exception for "Special sectoral norms" is toreason disregard
 
it in presenting the results. 
 We have left it in, rationalizing
 
that we did not. fully explain the scoring rules to 
the other judges, 
but caution that scores of this criterion should be treated with
 

some scepticizam. 

Based on our scoring criteria, some meaningful statements can be 
made about portfolio trends. The conclusions stated above regarding 
Table A are valid as indicators of New Directions responsiveness

in -project design. Conclusions of another sort Cerive from the 
control testing procedure itself. 
In several cases where no mention
 
of New Directions concerns was expressed in the C? we knew from
 
other evidence (Project Papers, PIDs, Agency professionals) that 
projects clearly addressed these priorities. Given the need for C? 
brevity., the oversight may be inevitable. In addition, CP write-ups 
serve little function other than PR and undue importance should not 
be placed in their preparation. If we are right, however, in supposing 
that Agency policy should be reflected in the CPs, the variations 
found in both control tests might indicate the need for more clear 
policy delineation. 
Given a clear Agency policy for supporting
 
participatory development, for example, it is reasonable to suppose
 
hat this emphasis would be evidentmore throughout Ithe documented 

histon- of projects. 



Validity of Rhetoric
 

Although the finding that CP summaries are less rosey than PP and
 
PID descriptions suggests that the former are not simply exercises
 
in rhetoric, it does not prove that the summaries are valid indicators
 
of what projects actually accomplish. We had hoped to be able to
 
take one bite at this question by .looking at implementation and
 
evaluation documentation for a sample of projects identified
 
as 
strong in meeting New Directions concerns to comare them with
 
projects weak on our criteria. Due to inconsistencies in availability

and content, however, the evaluation documentation available in
 
AID/Washington cannot easily sustain such an effort. 
We could not
 
find up-to-date evaluations of most projects selected for a sample
 
check. 
The PARs that are on hand generally state that said program 
has.not been in operation long enough to provide explicit evidence
 
of impact on the goal level-where New Directions concerns are most
 

evident.­

*The impression gathered from reading 20 or so evaluations is that
 
the New Directions concerns are more difficult to implement.
See, for example, the March 1978 evaluation by Development Alternatives, Inc.
of the Latin America Regional "Agriculture Information Management"

project, 5960048
 

It is difficult to find the connection in this project between
work that has gone on and the small farmers. The market news and
techpac components were to be directly responsive to the needs of
small producers. Subsequent study has shown that this may be very
difficult to do for the market news component, and that much more
work remains to be done before the techpac becomes a reality. Many
of the officials we 
 talked to considered the project to be relatedto small farmers in only an indirect fashion.
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OTHER PORTFOLIO COMPARISONS
 

Comparisons by Functional Categories 

Table C compares -he .179 new FY 1979 projects (non SSA) with the
 
54 comparable projects from FY 1973. 
 (We classified by hand the 
FY 1973 projects into the nomenclature currently used by PPC/PB.) 
Because the totals are so disparate, almost every category and 
subcategory shows a huge increase.* Which increases are most
 
significant is 
 indicated by the relative percentage mix of total 
yearly funds. Allocations for the "rural infrastructure,, subcategory 
increased most, from 4 to 38 percent-far more than any other 
subcategory. Within Agriculture, "asset distribution -and access", 
and "credit, input supply, oetc." also -show percentage increases. 
'These figures contrast with a finding in the recent Agriculture 
Development Policy -aper which stated that the major increases 
since 1975 has been in "asset distribution and access", '!anning 
and policy analysis", and "development and diffusion of mew 
technology." (The years and the -scope of project zmalyzed are 

different.) 

*The striking contrast between the totals, *I9 li-on inSIS FY 1973 and 
.S530 million in.FY 1973 is misleading because -although -4/Sths of the
FY 1973 program -was for loans-much of which were mew activity­
the 1973 CP contained no summary descriptions of loan activity.
$19 million figure is 

"The 
best considered as 9 percent of the $221 milliontotal amount proposed for grants in FY 1973 (excluding SSA). For

FY 1979, $530 million is 39 percent of the overall total, but the 
percentage of new grant ctivity to total grants is 20 percent, or
25 percent if centrally funded grants -are excluded. 
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TABLE C 
NEWLY PROPOSED PROJECTSCONPARISON OF FUNCTIONAL BREADM 

T 	1973 

AGRICULVIE & RURAL DEVELOPMENT S(S =) 

Rural Infrstructmre 
land C water day Z conservation (.46)
rural electricity 
rural roads 

Sum: Rural Iinraructure .86 4 

Credit, .aput Supply, Nkti, etc. 
credit -
input: Supply 
marketing & atOrage
rural industry 

Sum: Crd:, inp: sup. uktg, rr in d 

f{.4 ) 
(1.4 )
( .16) 

3 16 

Oevclopment G Diffusion of mnew tech
invernational .centers (.•5)
education Z extension (.75)
resear-ch by U.S. institutions -

support of .DC research -(.56) 
Sum: Dev . Difusion of new tech 2.3 • 2 

Asset Di'zibution & Access 
lOcal ist:utions (-1) "(426
land reform 

Sum: Asset Distribution 4-Acoess .35 •:3 

Planning & Policy Analysis "..10 

-- n" 

AGRICULLTURE C.RURAL DEV-aLOPrT 8.6 44 

Healith Oeiivery Systems 
Environmenatl.lealth .(WaterSup) -
Disease Conural .04. 
*PLanning Z Policy ,Analysis 1." 

AT.7 8 

0OPULATI"W 
Traz.ng Z Ins.i-urion Bldg .38"
Popul.az.on Delivery Systems -.17 
.onraceptives &-Supplies .29 
Research-
Zducation & Information -.. 
Desograpnu c 3 aCllecton ... ,40 • . 

PO1PATN 1 .-7 9 

:WUCATW0N .. 
Elwmenx ua"'21-
Professional .C Scientific •,.1- "'.6 
Vocational Z "Tect." .al. 
Administrative z xanagerial .2.9 
Research -
-Adult & Co==uity
Planning &£Policy Analysis .5 

EDCATION T 76 

3 	Z.."%.. DEVr.LOP,%MFT A=.V."TZ=S 
Appropr~aze Technology -
Urzan Development Z.Houstng 
 -
Researcn -' 
Z-iva:e & Voluntary O-.aniza::ons ­
:ndus:t- .30
 
?rogram Suppor-	 . --

FT 1979 

(S a) 

(95) 
(62)
 
(43) 
200 38 

(37 3 
(26) 
(.z )3
(1.9) 
69 17 

(22) 
(19)
 
(L..)
 
-

152 10 

( .4.5) 
32 6 

"21 .4. 

1PJ, -­.1 

390 "74 

.-.40 

. ...
 
-


-64 .2 

".Z
 
-A.3
 
-.2,8
 
'.7 

.:77 

-4.9 
1.6 

.93 

.15
 

24 

14 
7.9
 

.0 

2.4 

.:---7Y -.SUP0 A:cS :STC::-.!---.-:-£ .R! 

http:Popul.az.on


Comparison by Region and Poverty Indicators 

Again, using only the new projects for each year, Table D shows 
the- regions in. which the Agency has- directed its latest efforts. 
Note that while most new funding in FY 1973 was for projects in 
Africa, most new funding proposed in FY 1979 is fur projects in 
Asia and Latin America. A comparison by rough poverty indicators 
of GNP/capita and life expectancy surprisingly shows that FY 1973 
projects did better on the criterion of aiming at the poorest 
countries. in FY 1973, 84 percent of the new (non SSA) project
funds were proposed for countries or regions with GNP/capita less than 
$150 (in 1975 dollars or life expectancy less than 50 years. Only 
52 percent of new project funds in FY 1979 are allocated to such 
countries.
 



TABLE D 

NEWLY PROPOSED PROJECTS
 

COMPARISON BY REGION AND POVERTY INDICATORS 

FY 1973 

Africa Asia L.A. N.E.6 Total. 
GNP/capita $150 " 19% 9% 0% 48% 18% 
and life exp 50 

GNP/capita 
or life exp 

S150 
50 

81 45 65 0 66 

GNP/capita 
and life exp 

$150 
50 

0 45 35 52 16 

Region % of total 64% 15% 12% 9% 

FY 1979 

Africa Asia L.A. NE. Total d 

GNP/caoita :S150 C 41% 21% 0% 0% 1%
and life exp 30 

GNP/capita O150 '59 -47 22 51 41 
or life exp 50 

GNP/capita $150 0 42 78 49 48 
and life -exp 50 

Region % of total 27% 44% .36% 3 

Key:
 
a) GNP/capita in 1971 (when FY 1973 projects first identified). Esti­

mates based on 1970 exchange rates with GNP inflated to 1975 dollars. 

b) No Near East Bureau in 1973. Projects in Tunisia, Afghanistan nd
 
Turkey included in N.E. figues for comparability here. 

c) GNP/capita in 1975. 

d) Total excludes cen-rally-funded projects. 
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Given the weakness of GNP/capita as a poverty indicator (it doer 
not account for income distribution, irregular exchange rates, etc..),.

data collection problems 
 for many of these countries, and the
 
supposed- better targeting 
of FY 1979 projects on selected poor
 
populations within the 
countries as is demonstrated by "ruralour 

poor beneficiaries" scores) we do 
not place much weight on the comparison 
by poverty indicators. 

Comarison of all FY 73 and FY 79 Projects by Functional Accounts 

Table E presents a comparative breakdown of all proposed project

funding by major categories as they are summarized in the 
Congressional
 
Presentations 
 for the two years. It .shows the change in the-sorts of
 
projects presented; note also, 
 however, that the names of the functional
 
categories themselves have changed, 
 a factor hindering comparability.. 

The table shows a major shift toward the three key areas -of prime 
connern to the poor-agriculture, population and health, ;and
education-as called for in -the New irections legislation- While 
3540 m was -proposed for these categories in FY 73, the TY 79 program
budgets $1,200 more than twice as =uch. Most of the increase was 
in the agricultural sector, which more than doubled its share of the 
total development assistance program (.exclusive of Yood for Peace, 
Security Support, or Foreign Service 0fficer retirement funds). 



PROPOSD AID DZVEL0PM04 ASSZSTANCS PROGRAMS
 
AS PRES ,'TD TO CONGME5S
 

FT 1973 (Sa) (l) (SM) (%) FT 197. 

Av & Rural Develcsent S277 17 S734 Fo,, 9 f,-tion /a, 

Halth, xuzrition C Pop.
hralth&£mutritiou 

o.vlatuoe hi 
Swa: 111th. Nt-n. Poo. 

3 
(A) 

1.32 9 

(2.57)
(175) 

333 17 

Health C Pnplton 
health A. 
population lb 

Stm: Hoalth C , 
Ed C AM.owerTrinin, 2.10 7 109 6 Ed Z huun,- Resour*s 
selft6td D.v, Activities/c 

indrr., -=%p.9 zzrb dev .(2 4)
dister aIs-anc Id (U30) 
program dc" C support (106) 
resea c (11)
other (2.) 

114) "114) 
(21-) 

(275) 
(17) 
(73) 

"uban 
Selected Zev Ac-. vi-ij.s/c 

dev Z housi g 
disaster assistance 
operating txpenues 
-r eam-ch 
-other 

S=a: Selected Dev Acwvts 492 30 404 '21 Sum: Selected Dev Actwts 

Selected Counres ­ 0rtseece 
Snoproject loans .(345) " -pvate drv .ast support I.=) 

S=: Sol. CounTrIs & Ors 358 "22 

(42) 

.42 2 

.Prv-dv= 

S: -Sel-

s-Csutr'0g 

s. support 

-ed"os. 

-.ntl Oris C .­ _ iT' 1s/b27 1 '312 i6 7ntl =ts C P . .ram. 
Am Schools -Hos broad. 16 1 .4 A 'Schools Z -Hos= Abroad 

I,-1 Nar=eo-ics Cnoi -ol -37 

TUTA629 99 -Sl1.962 '100.4% TOASe 

So ,ce: A Zongres2imal 
resentati s -"73. 77-79

No t'es: ( - ,
.a) 390 -roposed3" -for the Sahel "evel:opitent Program, 381 Is .included .in -the 

Tood and 14utrition -category, and .29 in eath 

An .additional :39 =:in 7Y -n oand 220 = i 77 79 -eurorked -fzrMN~ populazionprogr=as -hat we included n .-.be Intl Organat.ions .4 Programs :categrv
-is included .=mder Populatioan in -te ZConressios.1 Presnaion zumazy zab' s/ 

c) Sel-ecated- 'Dev .A-Ivities not icluded -as -a-sepa-te lunc .onal-cct = TY73. Tcr n? "79-we tave 4.nucLAdd .fands 4er..-n ---h1os .ea.-ked or -Sec. 106-of the 7oregn Assistance Ac. 

d) 347 a -for7mrgrmidevlont support.f.r:in -regional rtaus; 29 = rogram 
-sapport, =&aily i.n Washigton. ­

-0 'Totals -eclude Secux"Ity 3uppoi-e Azzistance -nd ?-.. -450 i.ands. 
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'The shift in AID emphasis toward basic needs was already established
 
by 1975. 
 The 1975 report to Congress, "Implementation of 'New 
Directions' in Development Assistance", included the following 
table demonstrating that 92% of the fumctional program fundS 
proposed for FY 76 were in the three target categories:
 

Table -F 
UVT.KT 'A SZSITANCr MCTIONAL PROGRAMS, ?ISCAL =ARS 1M73 TTROU=u 1976 

(Do~lar ja.un in millions) 

fiscal year 
1973 1974 1975 estimate 1976orooosedAmount Per.ent AMaW, Per=ent AoMwt P-ercenr AAmunC Pert 

Food production and nutrition... 25.4 26 .274.4Population planning 25 .410.3 54 582.3and health..154.1 18 181.8 • 3Education and human resources... 88.4 10 
166.0 22 201.5 .19.0 12Selected development problem.. .2292 
79.6 11 95.3 it25 119.7 .15 40.V t$ 46.8'1Selected cmintries a4d

organizations 2...3. 2 2.7=--Y.S 
 .15 =8.% .i.1 

"1"tall.. 
 ... '874.3 .100 773.4 l0 754.5 
 100 957-S aoc 
:LFor purpose of comparability fiscal youzr 1973-75 data excludes -operating .xenengs. In fiscal 7"ar a976-operating -expenses .a-e proposed as a separate :accmnt. -

Source: -AXD, "Implementation of 'New Directions' in Develocment
 
Assistance", July 2., 2975, p.. .o 

The 1975 report seems to show a 'more st=iking change than =ur
 
Table Z .because it 'excludes 
 from the 200 -percent baseline iguLre

-miscellneous categories 
mot strictly assigned to the -5mctiona!
 
.accounts. Deleting -these fro 
 Table : we -see -the Fo1owi-ng
 

compaz--son:
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TABLE G 

PROGRAMS AS PRESENTED IN FY 1973 and FY 1979 CP 

FY 73 TY 79 
Amount Percent Amount ?ercent 

Sec. 103. 
Food production $ 287 m 22% S 7 , 4 ,a 55% 

Sec 104.
 

Population & health 11l 
 333 b 25 

Sec. 105.
 
Education C Human - .
 
resources 109 1. 109 

Sec. 106 
Selected develop­
-ment-problems -418 3 12 

Selected countries z 
=nd organizations 358 .28 42 " 

OTALS Sl.,283 200% S1,369 .9% 

Key:
 

a) Includes S81 m of Sahel Development Program. 

b) Zncludes $9 m of Sahel Development Program. 

c) Mainly non-project Ioans. 

d) PV0 support. 
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CONCLUSIONS
 

Although caveats abound, we conclude that evaluating project,design-by 

rating CP summaries is a meaningful way of analyzing Agency programs. 
At the least, our scoring procedure is a means of qtiantifying the change 
in Agency rhetoric and of demonstrating where and how New Directions 
policies are being put into words in designing and presenting new pro-

Jects. The question we were not able to answer is how valid these words 
are. Answering this question is, we suppose, a principal task of the 
Office of Evaluation, and not a question we could satisfy in one summer 
in any case. In the pursuit of this larger question of-effectiveness., 
we hope the findings summarized in preface to this report are of value. 
Iii -addition, we modestly propose that our report might be helpful in 
emphasizing the importance in upcoming Studies Division reports of 

considering: 

-the multiple and -changing objectives of the Agency and their potential 
trade-offs;. nd = 

-Congressional interests -and concerns. Congressional -concerns, as 
stated in the New Directions legislation, .can -serve as measuring rods 
of project and program effectiveness. 7The :New Directions criteria .oF 
benefit incidence, participation of the poor., and sustainability could 
be examined as cross-cutting issues :i various studies. 
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APPENDIX
 

EXCERPTS FROM FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT
 

As one of six criteria, projects were rated from 0 to 3 according to
 
how closely they followed the.specific norms prescribed by Congress.
 
for the four functional areas-. 

Sac. 103. Food and Nutrition.-(c) Assistance provided -under
this section shall. be used primarily for activities which are speci­fically designed to increase the productivity and .income of the rural
 poor, through such means as creation and strengthening of local insti­tutions linked to the regional and national levels; organization of a
system of financial institutions -which provide both savings and creditservices to the poor; stimulation of small, labor-intensive enterprises

in rural towns; improvement of marketing facilities and systems; -expan­sion of local or small-scale rural infrastructure and utilities such as-farm-to-market roads, land improvement, -energy,-and storage facilities;
-establishment of more -equitable and more secure land tenure arrangements;
and creation and strenghening of systems to 
-provide other services and
supplies needed by -f--mers, such -as -extension, research, training,
-fertiL.'er water, and improved seed, in ways which -assure access to them
 
by small farmers.
 

Sec. 103A. Agricultural Research.-Agricultural research -carriedout under this Act shall (1) take account of the special needs of small-farmersin the determination of research -priorities, (2) include research
on the interrelationships among technology, institutions, and -economic,
social, and cultural factors affecting small-farm -griculture, and(Z) make extensive use of field testing to adapt basic research to localconditions. 
Special -emphasis-shall be -placed on disseminating research
results to the farms on which they :can -be ut to use, and especiallynninstitutional and other arrangements needed to assure that small farmers
have effective access to both new and existing improved technology. 

Sec. 104. Poulation Planning and Health.-(c) Assistance providedunder this section shall -beused primarily for -extension of low-cost,integrated delivery systems to provide health and family planning services,-especially to rural areas and to the poorest economic sectors, using para­medical and auxiliary medical -personnel, clinics and health posts, commer­cial outreach; health -programs which -emphasize disease prevention,

environmental sanitation, and health education; and population planning
programs which include -education in responsible parenthood and motivational
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programs, as well as delivery of family planning services and which arecoordinated with programs aimed at reducing the infant mortaility rate,providing better nutrition to pregnant women and infants, and raising
the standard of living of the poor. 

Sec. 105. Education and Human Resources DeveloDment.-(b) Assistance
provided under this section shall be used primarily to expand and strenghennonformal education methods, especially those designed to improve produc­tive skills of rural families and the urban poor and to provide them withuseful information; to increase the relevance of formal education systemsto the needs of the poor, especially at the primary level, through reformof curricula, teaching materials, and teaching methods, and improvedteacher training; and to strengthen the management capabilities of insti­tutions which enable the poor to participate in development. 

Sec. 106. Technical Assistance, Energyr Research, Reconstruction,and Selected Development Problems.-(a) 
The President is authorized-to
furnish assistance, on such terms and conditions as he may determine,
for the following activities, to the ext.-nt that such activities are not
authorized by sections 103, 104., -and 105 of this Act: 
(1) programs of technical cooperation and development, par­ticularly the development efforts of United States private andvoluntary agencies. and regional and interatiolfa .development


organizations;
 

(2) programs ;o help developing countries alleviate theirenergy -problems by increasing their -production and conservationof energy, through such means as research and development of suit­able -energy sources -and conservation methods, collection and analysisof information concerning countries' -potential supplies of -and -needsfor energy, and pilot projects to test new methods of production or
conservation of energy;
 

(3) programs of research into, .and-evaluation of, the -process
of economic development in less developed countriez and areas, into
the factors affecting the relative success and cost of development
activities, and into -the -means, techniques 
-and -such other aspectsof development assistance as the President may determine in orderto render such assistance of increasing value and benefitl 

(4) programs of reconstruction following natural or manmade 
disasters;
 

(5) programs designed to help solve special development -problems
in the poorest countries and to make possible proper utilization ofinarastruct-ure and related projects -nded 
with earlier United States
 
assistance; and
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(6) programs of urban development, with particular emphasissmall, labor intensive enterprises, marketing systems for small 
on 

ducers, and financial and other institutions which 
pro­

enable the urbanpoor to participate in the economic and social development of their 
country. 
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AICS SPECIAL CONCERNS CODES
 

As the following table shows, newly proposed FY 1979 projects identified
 
w:ith selected AICS special concerns codes did not fare much better in our
 
criteria than other new n 1Z"079 (nonL-SSA) projects. 

Special Number 
 Our Mean* Mean
 
concerns of 
 comparable score on 
 for all t-test
 
code projects criterion 
 our crit. projects
 
PAKT 11 Participation 1.9 
 1.5 1.56

BS 44 
 Ben rrl poor 2.5 
 2.3 1.07
 
BF 1" it ft 2.3 2.3 
 .22
BR 67 " " " 2.0 2.3 2.34
 
3U 13 
 Ben urb poor 1.0 
 .2 Z.50BW 23 
 Ben women 1.0 .3 
 3.27
 

9UTR Nutrition 1.7 
 -7 2.
 

Key: 

PART = Particination of the poor in development is supported, including
strengtrening -of -concerned imstitutins. 

-SS = Beneficiaries are small farmers with substantial immact expected
 
on sunsistence farmers.
 

BF = Beneficiaries are small farmers, but with little impact expected 
on subsistence farmers. 

BR = Beneficiaries are rural 
poor, general or multiple categories.
 

BU = Beneficiareis are urban -oor. 

BW = 
Women are expected to be the sole or primary beneficiaries;
 
women are beneficiaries on .a significant scale.
 

NUTR = An improvement in nutrition standards will be an important
 
byproduct of the project/acti-vity.
 

t-est - A statistic greater than 2.0 indicates that the two scores 
are significantly different. A statistic less than 2.0 indi­
cates that the two scores are not significantly different
 
(with 95 percent confidence).
 

• Mean unweighted by project size.
 



App. 2-2 

Note: 
- Projects coded with the first three special concerns codes listedfared no better than the mean for all projects. 
-Presumably, 
 projects coded as benefiting subsistence farmers (BS)
should have scored higher than those coded as benefiting smallfarmers with little impact on subsistence farmers (BF). Ourscoring procedure found no difference between the two, anddifference between these and those 

no
coded simply "BR, beneficiaries 

are rural poor." 

-Projects coded with the last three AICS codes listed scoredsignificantly higher on our comparable criteria. Nevertheless,these projects still received low scores, 1.0, 1.0,We conclude that none and 1.7.of the AICS codes examined has much validityas indicators that projects so coded address these concerns with
major emphasis.
 



APPENDIX 3 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SIX NEW DIRECTIONS CRITERIA 

(Unweighted. by project size) 

Part BR B U Nutr 
 B W Spec 

1.00 .55 08-. .31 .10 .61 

B R 	 ..55 1.00 
 -.26 .35 .02 .74
 

B U 	 -.08 -.26 1.00 -.11 .16 
 .06
 

Nutr 	 .31 
 .35 -.1 1.00 -.10 .21
 

B W 	 -.10 .02 .16 -.10 1.00 .00
 

Spec 	 .61 
 .74 -06 
 .31 .00 1.00
 

Key: 	 Part = Participation
 
B R = Benefits to rural -poor

B U = 
 Benefits to urban'iooor
 
Nutr" = Nutrition 
B W = Benefits to women
 
S§e = Specific sectoral norms
 

Note: 
- B R and B U are egatively correlated (by definition), but not
 

very highly (surprisingly).
 

- B U and B W are negatively correlated with Part and Nutr; and
have little positive correlation with any other criterion. 

- The 	highest correlation is between BR and Spec. If this correla­
tion -weremuch higher (.80) we -would conclude that the two were
 
not independent criteria.
 

-
 Part is rather highly correlated with Spec and B R.
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TEStNG T VALn. r OF CP Sas 

C7 PP C~r ?Mscore. score, r M C!z, -4-Scorescore r t ­ t I 
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SpeT 
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.. 
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.5a 

L.38 

.70 

L .O S 

.2 2.0 

. 

Z.Z 

.84 

.-65 

" 

1.9Z t 2 T 

. 

C,. PP aid P : scores unweighbei by- project size­
?= COrL-.~.-z 

tsignificance testC; t: gre-ater- b Z.0 indicates. Sinifican~t diffference in SCor"es..= Yf-W ner significance test of difference- izzinto, rankings. r scores BIT and BW 
means with- scores. tr nsformedfrom:.the seconddue: to. too samplelarge a number of cannot be computed.tied rankings. Z greater*than 2.0 indicates signi­ficant differences in rankings. 

The last wo columns give 1 and Z statistics for the combined samn±es. 


