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'GOVERIMENT AGENCY EFFORTS TN
QUALITY OF LIFE IMPACTS 1/

by

David J. Allcég/'

Proponents of water resource dévelopment programs must and do jus-
tify their existence, if not always their projects, by their" impact on
the quality of life,’ This 1ust1f1catlon may begin with that sense that
most true Water people have of the ubiguitous, llfe giving role of two
little atoms of hydrogen linked to one of oxygen. That justification
certainly does not end with the morale building exhortations of agency
Jeaders about the need that society has for the services of water and
thus the services of their agencies, DBut this is a very different thing
from including impacts of quality of 1ife in that strength of bureaucracy,
the systcmatlc procedures for evaluatlon and plannxng.

Water agencles can be said %o have used a pro&y for quallty of life
1n th61r procedures in that they have developed the application of baneflt—
cost analysis %o a level of sophlstlcaulon that feéw other branches of
government have reached. While commonly said to be tied %o concepts of
economic efficiency and materialistic gross national product, they usu-
ally have gone beyond the limits of those concepts both in the develop-
ment of the anzlysis and certainly in their formal and informal justifi-
cations of their progects and programs. But this conference would not
have been called if the water agencies, and their evaluation procedures,
.were ‘not under new forms of atback, We need %o understand the nature of
this turn of political events both to understand what the agencies ‘have
. done with the. analysis of guality of life impacts and where fubure ren
search should be directed. Several other papers at- this coaference are
~directed to this end, also; but to make some of my conclu51ons clear, I
feel the necessity to present some of my own’ notions of how we got where
we are. . Hopefully, this will complemant and bulld upon these othar o
efforts. '

l/ This paper was prepared for presentation to a conference on "Social
Well Being -~ Quality of Life Dimension in Water Resources Plannlng
and Development," held at Ufah State University, Logan, Utah, July
16-12, 1973.. Thanks are due to Helen Ingrae, Harold Capener and

" Peter Gore for various constructive comments’ :

g/ Associate Director, Water Resources and Marine Sciences Center and
Professor of EResource Economics in the New York State College of
Agriculture and Life Sciences, A Statutory Unit of the State Univer-
sity of Few York, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York.



Economics has been a major source of social analytics used by the
water agencies and will continue to be for some very practical reasons.
But there are also very viable reasons for the more behavioral social
sciences to be adopted by agencies. Nonetheleas, the oubtlook for new
analytics suggests that this paper should review some of the recent ex-
periments by the agencies and others emphasizing income redistribution.

The Political Context'for Agency Planningi/

Federal agencies have dominated the water game for years. Until
quite recently the accepted role for federal intervention wasg by invest-
ment in public works. The wider grants economy for local governments
and serious federal participation in the regulation of private and other
publlc activities are part of a newer federal system and are related to
the changing rules of the game for the progect oriented, constructlon
agen01es. .

Water problens are 1oca1 prdblems. The current structure of deci-
sion maklng in federal programs is built on this perception., In public
works investments the local 1dent1ty of the nrogect is not often lost in
the decision-making process, Vhile this is more obv1ous “In some pro-
grams than others; for example, the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of
Reclamation as compared to the Soil Congervation Service or the Eaviron-
mental Protection Agency, this essential characteristic is observed in
the behavior of the agency and other part1c1pants.

_ Inltlatlon of the progect proposals ig focused on the locallty. _
Local supporters have to show their interest before the agencles commit
significant resources bo detailed planning., Comprehensive planning on
an inter-agency, river basin basis, has had little effect on the initia-
tion process. Proposals move through quite decentrallzed agency gbruc-
tures for ratification that ig either finalized in the Congress or man-
aged by the agencies in ways that are materially dlfferent ‘than the way
they would be handled by the Congress if it did it itself, Attitudes of
non-interference and. mutusl accommodation have tended to prevail. Corl-
petition for federal investment is between local communities and is regu-
lated by various devices but is dominated by the sense of fair share
politics, The agencies are the most obvious part1c1pants in thisg pro-
cess and are notable for the role which professionalism plays. In large
part, these are engineering agencies.

3/ Thls sectlon draws heavily from Dav1d Allee and Helen Ingram, Author-
ization and Appropriation Processes in Water Resources. Report to
the National Water Commisgion, 1972, NTIS, Springfield, Virginia.




Tests to Lﬁmit Competition

The problem,of reducing the number of “contending localities to man-
ageable proportions has led teo a number of tests, applied to the individual
project. Partlclpants have honored these tests as a means of preventing
conflict and the consequent overloading of the declision making system.
Until recent vears almost all participants had a stake in the smooth
operation of the system= ' '

The first test is technical fea31blllty The agencies are respected
for their englneerlﬂg competence and draw upon a wide variety of criteria
Tor the ‘technical test. As long as they can continue to draw support
from the wider professional group; their judgment, because it is their
profess*onal judgment, usually carries the day. There is evidence to
suggest that most projects are rejected or accepted because they are
“"good" by engineering criteria. The agencies take pains to maintain
thelr competence. On the other hand, good practice in 5001al and econ-
omic analysis mgy be violated with less internal censuré and stress.
Engineers and engineering have dominated the reward structure. AIL the
agencies have taken some steps to improve the status of other profesm
gional 901nts of v1ew 1n recent years.

Benefit- cost analysis prov1des an important test. Its uge provides
a Tlexible but not completely flexible screen, probably more to elimin-
ate projects than to justify them. In practlce the gize of the ratio is
not particularly important in glVlng a priority to a proaect a5 long as
it is over 1.0, Indeed, there may be good reason to keep the ratio
around 1.2 to 1.8. Below that range a project is subject to reformula-
tion if some part of the analysis is under abtack or if the interest
rates to be used for all projects are raised. Ratios over that range
attract attention of reviewers who would otherwise give only cursory
attention, an 1mportant con51derat10n when many share 1n_dec151ons

It is hard to sustain the argument that national efficiency has
ever been an overriding cobjective. It certainly has been a major focus
for evaluation but as an objective of agency “pehavior it has certainly
held & second place to other objectives. True there are a few policy
pronouncements and many statements by economists thab it is a primary
objective of both analysis and of program. But the benefit~cost ratlio
has been more like a congtraint than an objective. Within that constraint
the agencies have gsought to maximize a mix that includes the concepts of
good engineering practice, the local interest in construction employment,
and the redistribution of income to the receiving region from direct and
indirect benefits, and of course, local support for the program of the
agency. Water progects have been & way for regiong to get their share
of the federal pie and benefit-cost analysis has set a 11m1t to the
extent of such redlstrlbuulon

The next test is the evidence of sustained local support. But to
date the government has not required the agencies to demonstrate this
in a systematic way except in the acceptance of local cost sharing. In-
deed under some of our conventional wisdom concepts, it is no% congidered



proper for agencies to become too intimately involved in developing ex-
pressions of support or toc overt in the accommodation of conflict.
Agencies aye supposed to be gtaffed with technicians, not polltlcal ac-
tivists. . Rather local supporters have to be w1111ng to make a case why
their needs are worthy.

Changes in the Rules of the Game

The above can be looked upon as some of the rules of the game as
the game has been played up to the most recent vears. Today thereare
new elements which have entered into the picture. An important change
is that envirommentslists have increased their access at the national
level, which was . always feirly strong, and have now become g significant,
-often'legltlmate force in many local situations. This has struck the
local support base for water projects in a most fundamental way. TLocal
supporters now may think otherwise about supportlﬁg projects that lead
into local conflicts. The improvement of access of environmentaliste at,
the local level means that any local fight over environmental problems -
alwaeys poses some threat to be elevated to the national level. The re-
sult ig that accommodation with the envirommentalists on terms that other
participants will support is increasingly attractive to both the support-
ers of traditional prejects and the agenc1es themgelves. Another impor-
tant factor in.changing local support is the greater number of alterna-
tive federal dlgtrlbutlve programs that are available io local 1eadershlp
Thus, the water game is not the only game in town.

The net result of these kinds of changes has been an erosion or
dilution of the local. support base for traditional water programs. I
suspect that symptomath of this is the fact that in recent years the
biannual Rivers and Harbors Act, tradltlonal]y the cornerstone of the
program of the Corps of Englneers, has often been taken up after the
election rather than before. While still considered a program whers con-
stituent interests must be given careful attention, Congressmen are at
least as concerned over the negative vote affectﬁng potentlal of conflict
as they are over the vote getting effect of a progect

‘There is a new'bureaucratic, competitive enviromment in which water
planners must ‘participate. ILocal power structures have become legs uni-
‘bary and more diffused. Other agencies are offering very similar kinds
of awards for local participants. The plamner today can rarely be suc~
cessful only adopting the mantle of the technologist. Nore and more
the planner must become a mobilizer of support for his plans and a broker
between the interests that are affected by these plang. This is not a
familiar role to many of the profe531onals in the water agencies. However,
there seoms to be gome evidence that more and more of them are recogniz-
- ing that the new rules of the game require new behavior on their part.

Multlple obJectlve evaluatlon holds out the D0531b111ty that old
,establlshed procedures (and ways of handling 1nformat10n) may be loosened
up to facilitate adaptatlon to the new enV1ronment for water resource
development.



What is it -- Qfficislly?

A previous paper has presented some of the history of the develop-
ment of proposals by the Water Resources Council for-multiple objective
procedures in evaluation ard planning. A social well-being objective .
wag proposed in the 1970 draft principles and the list of project effects
under this heading included the following: (1) income redistribution,
(2) population and employment dispersal (also included in the regional
development objective), (3) economic stability (also in the national
economic development obJectlve) (4) security of life and Health, (5) ed-
ucational, cultural, recreationsl, and community services {also 1nclude6
in regmon&l development and env1ronmental guality objectives), (6) na-
tional security. This first report, referred to &s The Blue Book, was
limited to statements of principles and did not present procedures and
standards for how these principles should be implemented. Procedures
were to be written up after some experimentation and "testing" of feasi-
bility in the field. A substantial effort was monnted to test the appli-
cability of multiple objective planning baged on this original set of
principles. Some 15 teams (gix From universities) devised ways to apply
the principles in 19 tests on previously planned projects. In response
to this type of testing, reaction from the public hearings, professionals,
the agencies, Congressional staff and most gignificantly of all -- the
O0ffice of Management ahdé Budgelt; a new document wag prepared. The Office
of Management and Budget, it st be noted, plays'a key role in project
and policy review being essentially the only staff unit with water pro-
gram expertige in the Exectitive Office. And OMB approval was necessary
for promulgation by the President of new procedures proposed by the’
Council.

Tvaluation is Not the Same ag Formulation

In December, 1971 & new version of multiple objectlve evaluﬁtlon
wag published in the Federsl Reglster and represented a substanﬁlal
change from the orlglnal proposal. :

In the original proposal social-well being, as 1t was then known,
was visualized as -an appropriaté objective againgt which to formulate
projects, representing a different mix of social values and goals than
the other three objectlve calbtegories. Somewhat different functions of
water would be stressed, and certainly different scales and mixes of
project features in response to recognized problems would be forthcoming.-
1 cannot stress enough the importaice of the formulation process in con-
ditioning how program features are in fact going to be used. The greatest
opportunities for response to new needg ig in the formulation stage of
planning. The requirement laid down by the Office of Managemeni and
Budget to not use social well being as a:basis for formulation was an
important: loss to those few proponents of this objective. For one.thing,
it essentially ended hope for elements under social well belng considered
ag a new bagls for cost sharing.
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Factors uniguely identified as social well being are to be used for
evaluation only. Those who have obgerved the use of benefit-cost analy-
sis in the water development ares might be tempted to say that means
that formulation will be done on some other basis and eveluation of social
well being factors may approach something.like window dressing after the.
basic decisions have been made on sonme other bagis. However, that may
be too cynical an observation. Obviousgly there is an interaction between
evaluation and formulation. : g : :

~.With the downgrading of social well being from a project -and plan
objective to merely an evaluablon accouit,.the factors included were.
reduced to four: (1) income redistribution, (2) life, health, and safeby,
(3) emergency preparedness, and (1) other relevant social effects. All
of the construction agencies have continued in the development of method-
ology, but perhaps the most ambitious effort was carried out by the Bureau
. of Reclamation as part of its west wide study. Preliminary guidelines
for implementation of multiple objective planning were issued in July 197L.
One project in each of the seven Reclamation Regions was chosen as a teat
case and based upon this experience new draft guidelines were issued in
-December 1972.5/ The Soil Conservation Service likewise issued a draft
guide in August 1971 and conducted further implementation tests.. The
.Corps of Engineers developed experience in a number of its districts but
particularly in the Missouri River Divigion. The Corps' Tnastitute for
. Water Resources issued several studies which will be reviewed below,
particularly with respect to income redistribution.  Facilitated by the
staff of the Water Resources Council, there has been considerable sharing
and cooperation between the agenciesg in the above efforts.

Tt should be noted that "usually relisble sources” have indicated
~that recent talks between the Office of Management and Budget and water
agency officials have resulted in a new tentative understanding. :Social
well being is to be joined by regional development as a proposed dbjec-
tive relegated to the status of an evaluation account. Only national
economic development and envirommental quality remain in the running as
objectives against which projects and plans will be formulated. The one
is traditional; the other ig almost made & requirement by the National
Envirommental Policy Act of 1969 and its "102" statememt requirement.
And, not so incidentally, environmental quality may still pose an oppor-
tunity for some new policy with respect to cost sharing. Some skepbics
are predicting that most recommended alternative plans will now bear the
EQ label. Other. points at issue include the basis for the discount rate -~
cost of goverrment berrowing or citizen opportudity cost of money. --.
and the result undoubtedly will be a figure higher than that used at

-E/ Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Department'of the Interior, Guidelines
for Iwplementing Principles and Standards for Multiobjective Plan-.
ning of Water Resources, Review Draft, Washington, D.C., December 1572.




present. It is also expected that projects not yet funded for congtruc-
tion and final design will have to be restudied under the new rules. But
agreements between OMB and the sgencies must still take into asccount the
interest of the Congress. In Section 206 of the Rivers and Harbors Act
of 1972 it was declared to be the policy of the Nation that all four ac-
counts were to be treaied ag objectives by the Corps of Engineers. '

Thus, the outlook is for a period of methodology development, per
haps without the rigorous requirement of methodology that will support
Tormulation. Just evaluabtion will challenge the state-of-the-arts, and
may be beyond it : :

Now, why the-cutback from objective to account? Was it, as some
have suggested, that the 0ffice of Management and Budget mistrusted the
agencies? " Wag it because that unlike the efficiency criteria of the
national economic development objective there was no demonstrated cri-
teria to decide whan to stop making investments in the name of social
well being. That, by the way, is a characteristic shared also by the
regional development and the envirommental quality. Or was it because
there was a relatively weak and undeveloped clientele for the soc1a1
well being dbgectlve?

Why Multiple Objectives at This Time?

It is instructive to reflect on how multiple objective planning and
evaluation may have come Lo be seriously proposed at this time. A fre-
quent but simplistic explanation was that the agreement to propose mul-
tiple objectives was a quid pro quo for the acceptance of a higher dis-
count rate in the evaluation of projects. The promulgation of a new
baslsg for a discount rate cloger to the cost of goverament horrowing
preceded the proposed principles for multiple objective evaluation and
these, along with cost sharing, were seen as related issues by many of
the participents. The discount rate is, of course, critical to the
economic Jjustification of projects that have large near term capital
investments and returns spread over a long period of time. A -slight
rise in the discount rate reduces gquite dramatically the number of pro-
jectg that can qualify without reformulstion. The interest rates faced
by the American public have been on the rise for some time and there was
substantial pressure to increage the digcount rate being utilized by the.
waker agencies. The too simple explanstion for "why multiple objective -
evaluation at this time" was simply to provide an opportunity for the
development of "new benefits" to correct for the discount rate change -
and allow essentially the same old projects to be built in the same old
way. What was overlooked was that the application of the new principles
could be very differential in effect towsrd different projects. . Those
vhich were amenable to the new approaches to evaluation would get through
the new screening. And the prospects for a different mix of project
fegtures -- even if it was not clear what that mix might be -~ were very
much a part of the less obvious reasons for support of multlple objective
evaluation and planning.




Creating the opportunity to review and adjust cost sharing arrange-
ments was in the minds of many participants in the review of multiple
objective evaluation. Although' there was, and continues to be, no well
accepted scenario for what cost sharing srrangements should look like,
there hag been for some time a wide acceptance of the notion that our
present arrangements are not very rational. Cost sharing has developed
like most policy areas, incrementally and with little overall policy
anslysis. There are substantial pressures for change. Part of this
_comes’frbm-those who like to see neater and tidier arrangements in gove
ernment. But the rising influence of the envirommental groups ig put-
ting pressures on the agencies of several kinds. Many see the. present
subsidies as creating incentives for development of the wrong kind and/or
in the wrong places. Supporters of traditional projects are concerned
by the effect of environmental accommodationg on project costes. If en-
vironmental quality were to be accepted as an objective, perhaps it
would be accepted as a basis for federal cost sharing much like the
figh and wildlife funciion has been in the pasgt.

Regional development presents many similar kinde of concerns with
respect to cost sharing. Appalachia had organized its regional develop-
ment comnission which allowed the federal underwriting of rather massive
public works. These highly favorable cost sharing arrangements were Jus-
tified on the basis of regional development. The Economic Development
Administration, the successor to the Area Redevelopment Administration,
had had some success in the mounting of its program of local development
for the pockets of poverty which exist in the United States. This seemed
to be a legitimate place for those interested in the water programs %o
press for a new basis of cost sharing.

. ~ Program justificatlon has been under abttack from meny directions.
The Buresu of Reclamation ig told that the West had been won. The Corps
of Engineers has repeatedly heard that dams were not the answer - for flood
coutrol. Even the Sgil Conservation Service has come under attack for
the impact of channelization on habitat values. One reaction seems to
have been to take more of those concepts -which are used for program Jjus-
tification and attempt to apply them in the project analysie phase. The
hope would ‘be that those poor projects .- "the dogs” -~ would be elimin-
ated becsuse the kinds of things thot were used to Jjustify the programs
in. each of these agencies when applied in the analysis would sort out

the "bad apples.” It should be recognized that multiple objective aval-
nation hag always existed at the program level, as programs have been
redeseribed to. Tit chenging expectations. - Certainly this move to take
some of the dogma that have been used to justify programs and turn it
into anslybice to be used ab the project level has produced some intra-
 agency unrest. Such a shep provides opponents with information and new
points of attack. This is not always overcome by the natural advantages
of the agency in analytical resources over most opponents. Nonetheless,
many proponents of mulbtiple objective planning were convinced that stand-
ard benefit-cost analysis had left out too many of the veal beneficial
effects of these public works projects, and that the alleged environmental
effects were overstated. Systematic, competent analysis was seen as the
rational response.
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Certainly many of those who supported multiple objective planning
within the various agencles saw this as a prdcedursl change to facili-
tate several kinds of adaptations that geemed to be necessary. The first
was how to reduce the level of conflict that was now being increasingly. .
associated with water projecte. In particular, conflict accommodation .
earlier in the process was seen ag a very necessary objective. By making
it necessary to formulate against varied objectives, these procedures
might provide the opportunity for more cooptation and bargaining with
potential opponents who now appeared too late in the process to be ac-
conmodated. Failing in the achievement of conflict reduction through .
early accommodation multiple objective planning was seen by some ag a
way to legitimize the later exclusion of objecting groups, a kind of
due process argument. After all, they had had their chance to become a
part of the decision making process, had been offered reasonable accom-
modation and had chogen to stay out.

A related concern held by some of the participants was that 1t was
necessary for the agencies to evolve nevw missions and new clientele.
Procedural changes such as multiple objective planning were seen as a
way to loosen up the system and meke it easier for new missions and cli-.
entele to be accommodated, for innovation to be practiced at the planning
level. :

Agency ExPerience'With-Sdcial Well Being Analysis

With the issuance of the principles document by the Water Resources
Counicil -- krown as the Blue Book -~ serious consideration began on how
one actually might go about both plamning toward and evaluating social
well heing fachors. Agency experience with such analysis has grown ,
largely out of the. testing and development operabions that have followed
from this action hy the Water Resources Council. '

It should not be surprising that agency experience has been quite
limited. Several things might have happened sooner to require more de-
velopment of technigues and methodology. For example, no precedent set-
ting projects yet exist. The existence of several projects approved by
either the Office of Management and Budget or by the Congress where the
"margin of vietory' was due to a social well being analysis, would serve
to encourage such analysis. Such a precedent would galvanize many of
thege relatively decentraslized agencies to develop more -procedures to
emulate those who had obviously been successful. ‘

Likewise, had there been a requirement such as that for an envir-
ommental impact statement in the National and Envirommental FPolicy Act,
it would have been clear that project paper work would not have been
processed without the required analysis. No such general requirement
has yet been laid down and enforced. Until it is we will not have very
much agency experience to analyze.



Dominance of Economic Framework

Several observations are in order of the activities that have fol-
lowed from the Water Resources Council proposal. First, is an apparent
dominance of the analytical frameworks drawn from economics to the extent
‘that an applied analytic framework is used to produce evaluation results.
With the exception of a few lawyers, the social scientists active.in
“these agencies are virtually all economists.. Thelr best linkages to
gcadenia are with other economists. Fconomists like to divide the world
into efficiency (the economist's preserve) and equity (everything else).
Economists have a greabt deal to say about efficiency but not too much to
* gpay about questions of'equity,g/ The point of view of at least some
sgency economists and some academice 18 revealed in the following quota~
- tion:  "Investment decisions based on efficiency criteria are generally -
accepted ag rational and little moral connotation is attached to them.
But, the problem of determining the proper distribution effect of an ac-
tivity is essentially an ethical one. While the clergy may be more ab-
propriate for the task, the economist: ag a soctal scientist-isg usually
the one charged with evaluating income distributional effects of govern-
ment activities. In this capacity, the economist can at least describe
the redistributional conseguences of alternative actiong for decision
mekers who must attempt to comply with the people's desires.” é/

There is & decision model implieit in the above quotation where the
economist is viewed as a technician and decision makers are somebody else
for whom the economist provides technical inputs for his decisions.

There is little hint of interest groups or regions or communities or
gocial clagses or anything else as being important in the decision making
process. The decision maker is -the one who must attempt to’ comply with

. people’s desires. By implication, how those desires get expressed is

not the ¢oncern of the technician.

The division of problems into equity and efficiency plus the fic-
tion of a class of decision mekers distinet from the agency. technician
 makes it more difficult to face up to scme of the practical problems that
are involved. These are ofteri'seen as intellectual simplifying devices

E/ For a recent attempt to break with this pattern, see the 1972 Presi-
dential Address to the American Agricultural Fconomics Associabtion
by Emery N. Castle, "Economics and the Quality of Life,” American
Journal of Agricultural Economics, Volume 54, To. 5 {Dec. 1972),
pp. 723-735. S - -

'Krouse, Michael R., Quality of Life and Income Redigtribution: Ob-
jectives for Water Resourceg Planning. Corps of Engineers, Institute
foruWater Resources, Washington, D. C. July 1972, P.I1.0. IWR Report
Tt : :

@
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necegsary so. that some kind of analytical framework can be developed

But nonetheless, the framework that results ig highly affected by such
presumpbions. A continuum can be vigualized. A% one end is the view
somewhat like that expressed in the paragraph above. The decision maXer
is who specifies for the tec¢hnician, goals and values to be addressed.
What is to be done, and indeed in general terms how to get it done, are
not an issue. What is an igsue is gimply the design end general evalu-
ation of, the altermatwve specific ways of getting it done. ™he second
sbep along the contwnuum.of pOSlthHS taken with. respect. to the role of
the social scientist is to show conventional benefits and costs of all
major alternatives and et the decision miker choose. The next modifica~
tion is to show all effects of all alternstives but still. expect the
decision maker %o choose.. These positions have- all been debated prﬁor
to the Water Resources Council proposed principles. ¥hat is significant
about the debate that followed after was.that a. number of economists
suggested that the next step along the continuum be conszdercd Thet
was namely to show effects as a plan is formulated to fa0111tate 1nter—
group bargalnlng

A Corps of Bnglmeers study charts the above continuum, llnklng gach
position with the economists who have presented it. Then Lt develops
a tool for multiple objective planning that tries to implement the par-
ticipatory feature suggested by the more recent debates. A Public Par-
ticipation Matrix is proposed which lists the impacts of an alternative
plan or project formulation and then indicates how these are distributed
hetween groups. "User groups are given an opportunity to express their
interests in comnection with proposed slternatives, and based on these
exXpressions, alternatlve(s) and/or the range of alternatives may be modi-
fied. ZImplicit in any design or locational modification in response bo
these expressions ig the relative value which the public places upon
various aspects.of the modified alternatlve(s) “_/

Program Outputs are Not Enough

Another obpervatwon that can be made from the activities of the
agencies is that old program elements tend to constrain the development
of methodology in evaluation. This is suggested when one looks at the
results of the first testing series that was completed around May 1972.
0f the 19 tests an interagency team led by the Water Resources Council
copducted Tive of these. 8ix of the test teams were from various uni-
versities around the country. It is 1nterest1ng to_note that only one
team atbempted to formulate a new ‘plan or project agalnst the social
well being objective. This was the Corps of Engineers test team on the
Poteau River Watershed originally studied by the Soil Conservation Service.
Tn that case the definition used to differentiate the social well being

Z/ Evans, James. D., An Information System for Improving the Evaluatlon
of Non-Marketed Oukputs. IWR Report 71-5. U.5. Army Engineér Insti-
tute for Wabter Resources, FTIE, Sprlngfleld Va. CJuly 1971, p. 13.
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obgectmve was a plan which produced the least opportunltles foregone
from conventional water development.

Several things should be recognized. First none had the time or
money to collect any further bagic data than what was eag1ly available
in the files of the agencies whose project was being reviewed. A few,
1nclud1ng Cornell University test team, worked up some secondarj
‘data to show redistribution of income by income class. In fact, “the’
Cornell team produced net ag well.as gross income redlstrlbutlon estwu .
mates for th; project they Tev1ew9d §/

Another polnt £ Leep in mind 1s that the test teams had very llttle
guidance from the Water Resources Coun011 PrlnClpleS document

The folldw1ﬁg characterizations of the results from the social well
being evaluationsg that were made by the test teams show that frcquently
the fanctional program output was seed as justification for the project.
But if the direct outputs are all that you need to measure to refléct
the social well belng objective, what is there unlque about this objective?
BenefWCLal effects 1dent1f1ed vere:

1. Prov1d1ng an acceptable level of flood pfotectlon to urban and -
, rural areas

.2.' Mgating Water'éupply requirements for a specified peribdmf #imer
.;'Meeting water quality standards for s specified period of-tiﬁe,
a__Prov1d1ng recreatlon and figh and w11d11fe opportunztles

5. Pr0v1dlng opportumltles for new or expanded employment

6. Distributing personal income.

7. Improving living conditions, community stablllty and income
distribution from land treatment measures (erosmon control).

'SQ Emplovment and income dlstrlbutlon from Iecreatlon expendltures.

9. Creatlon of new famxly size farm operatlons,

10. Populatlon dlsper51on from crowded metropolitan areas to smaller
cities, thereby benefiting both areas through economles and

dlseconomles of scwle..

11 Improving community facilities.

_/ Kalter Robert J., eb. al.” Federal Evaluation of Resource Invest-
ments: A Case Studv Cornell Univergity Water Resources and Marine
Sciences Center, Technlcal Report No. 2M ‘February 1970.
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Very few adverse effects of project measures on the well being of
people were 1dent111ed The following ig s list of them.

1. Disruption of rural tranqulllty through influx of 1mport recrea-
tionists: :

2. loss of employment income from disruption of agriculture and
asgoclated agricultural enterprises.

3. Loss of dwelling units, farm units, churches, schools, commercial
esteblishments, etc., due to project land ascquisition.

Li, TIncrease in travel to comparable stream when stream is inundated.
5. Relocation of families. 9f
Most of the above effects were measured in physical terms but in-

‘come distribution effects were measured in monetary terms.

Needs'BeyOnd the Economic

Much was learned from the first roumd of testz and the conclu51on
was that something in the way of feasible methodology could be produced
if it was necessary to evaluate gocial well being effects. The Bureau
of Reclamstion's second round of tests under the Westwide Study produced
guidelines that clearly represent significant further development of
concepts. A good indication is given of the kinds of things that the
agencies came to see as the intent of the Water Resources Council pro-
posals. More to the point, the limitations of what was perceived as
available methodology and concepiual ¢ramework can be notedn

The Chapter entitled "Evaluation of Social: Factors of the Bureau
of Reclamation 1972 review draft begins with a discussion of a behavioral
basig for evaluation and lays out Maslow's hierarchy of needs. The ele-
ments in thig hierarchy of needs are more or less as Tollows#

1. Physiological, eg., food and shelter

2. BSecurity, eg., assurance of employment
3. Social, eg., belonging to a group

b, Ego, eg., respect‘andifeCOgnition

5. Belf-reglization, eg., nevw challenges

2/ Water Resources Council. Report on Tesgts of Proposed_EVaiuation
Procedures on Selected Water Resoufceu Proaects Washington, D. C.
May 1970. - .
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The point is made that needs provide motivation and several ilmpli-
cations of this are then drawn. First, as level of living riges, the
motivations at work shift down the above list. This implies that the
demand for amenities, cultural, sesthetic and environmental needs become
more fully articulated and expressed. The second implication is that
it ig "more important than ever before to provide for the identificatlon
of users of projects who have failed to share in rising economic stand-
ards." These groups are seen ag belng interested in physioclogical and
security needs. The implication from that is that water projects are
more Likely to fit motivations at that end of the Maslow hierarchy.

The Bureau of Reclamabion guidelines provide definitions and dis-
cussion of a social factors account. A checklist of data that might be
collected is provided. For example, under "education" the items go from
"a. Grades completed by sex, age and race,” to "f, dropout data and rates.”
However, no guidelines as to how to get from project effects to changes
in the data are given. In other words, the traditional. evaluative posture
of presenting the with and without effects is not addressed methodologically.
This would seem to be a key orientation for future research. Indeed a
problem seen by many in most of the discussion on gocial well being evalu-
ation is that it Pails to give a seuse of the "hard" or "go - no go", i.e.
“what do we get for our money" type of analysis. Benefit-cost analysis,
with its ratio, gives this kind of screening service which decigion makers
seem to find a useful service from the techniciam.

“Income Redigtribution Hag the Advanﬁage~of‘BenéfitQCosﬁ Analysis

Those who have participated in the experimentation that followed
from the Water Resources Councll proposals have come up with some analyt-
ical approaches that do have some of these attributes, namely income
redistribution. This at present is the wost likely set of analytics to
be adopted by the agencies in their effort to carry out sgocial well being
evaluation. The availability of a number of economists in the agency
structure means that there will be those who will understand the method.-
ology and be able to implement it. It has many of the other advantages
of benefit.-cost analysis. .

Technical Complexity Bullds Agency Role

Botimates of income redistribution can draw upon the normative theory
of welfare economicg and the estimation technigues developed by economists
for a variety of purposes. The complexitieg of economic logic and gtatis-
tical manipulations lend themselves to the professional practitioner and
the agencies have these. Thus, the approach lends itself to giving the
agency an advantage in its dealings with elected officials and the less
well endowed inbterest groups who participate.

Welfare econcmice sugzests that a socially desirable change is one
that helps someone without hurting anyone elge. Hany times efficiency
- tests are justified because ithe maximization of net returns provides the
maximunm possibility of such a result. But the argument can go further,
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Tirst by noting that a winner might be able to bribe a loser with only
part of his winnings, and gecond by arguing that a given amount of income
in the hands of a rich man has less chance of providing him with as much
satisfaction as a poor man. If such explicit weliare arguments are not
acceptable, there is always the rationale that decision makers will in-
dicate the prefereed redistribution firom group to group. Certainly, it
_is well recognized that through progressive lncome tax rabes and many

aid Tormulae, the redistribution of income is well established in practice,
Just ag it is well recognized that benefits should exdeed costs.

- Obviously simply because a person is provided more money income,
it is not assured tha® happiness 1s inereased. The same project that
nay have slightly raised income  opportunities could eagily have raised
expectations -even further.lq/ .The resulting disappointment could leave
those affected feeling much ‘the worse off for the change. But conven-
tional benefit-cost analysis is only a partlal analy51s and no more is,
nor should be, expecteé here

Tullock is quoted.by one agency. analysig as providing a relevant
rationale for evaluating income redistribution.}}/ Two types of external-
~ ities are involved. The first is the satisfaction that the rest of us
" get when a poor person ig helped by & benefactor. The second ig. where
two benefactors combine their gifts to the indiwvidual, causing the same
gain:at less cost to each of them. The rationale for redistribution being
not the satisfaction given to those helped but.rather to those who wigh
to help them.: This certeinly lends itself o using demonstrated. patierns
of assgistance as & basig for social well being evaluation rather than
direct estlmates of changes in satlsfactloﬂ or disgatisfaction.

“Bstimation procedures can become fairly complex but are easmly kept
very quantitative. The first step is to identify benefit incidence by
affected groups and then by income class within those groups. The second
step is a like determination of cost incidence by income class. Benefit
estimation requires a debailed understanding of project effects. Cost
incidence should be & blend of negative project effects and tax and payment
digtribution. WNet inconme redlstrloutlon Dv income class can then be derived.

10/ For en example, see Smith, Courtland L., et. al. "Economic,Deveiop—
ment: Panaces or Perplexmty for Rural Areas?. eas? . Rural Sociology.
Vol. 36, Mo. 2 (June 1971)3 pp- 173~ 185 : :

11/ Krause, op.cit. p.l2. From Gordon Tullock, Private Want59 Pub1ic
Meang: An Economic Analysis of the Desgi aole Scope of Government.
New'Yark 1970, pp. 2&7 25,. A :

For further review of the llterature and presentatlon of other case

studies, see Stevens, Thomas H. FEquity and Water Resources Devel-

opment. Technical Report 39, Cornell University Water Resources. and
~Marine Sciences Center, Ithaca, New York, March -1972.
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The final step is the determination of the value of the redistribution.

A simple test would be ulmply whether or not there was a net progres-

give effect Qf ‘the progect In other words, was there a net transfer --.
into lower income groups? Note that this Would mean that the effects

of the project over and. above tha federal cost share could be almost as
regressive as the tax sysiem is progressive and the test would be satlsfled

A Flexible Yet Standardized Tool

in the estimation procedures there is considerable room: for various
agsumptions to be made which can have the net effect of shifting the re-
sults up or down. Different circumstances of dlfferenu projects can be
taken into account including the need to give a strongly supported pro-
ject, or one strongly justified on other grounds, the Benefit of the
doubt. OCroups can be more or less explicitly identified as thelr impor-
tance in the project varies. Simply reporting by income class may be -
all that is required in one case. While 1if necessary identification by
ethnic, geographlc, or any other relevant indicator can be utilized.

As mentloned the agenc1es already have thD staff that is capable
of carrylng out. such an analysis. But egually important it is a test
that lends itself to accomplishment under a wide variety of budget sup-
port levels.. Data can be gathered in highly gtructured interview sur-
veys which would allow greater detail and precision -- also greater edu-
cation of potentially affected groups. Bubt low budgeb efforts guch as
in the Cornell University study cited above can produce a less precise
and detailed but still comparable result. The same measure can be gen-
erated for a simple single functipn low hudget project study as for a
large well financed basin plan. Iike benefit-cost analysig it can be
made. to Tit any situabion and thus lends itself to becoming a famlllar,
qulckly understood part of the evaluatlon process

" Final Comments -~ Choo%lng thc Choosers

Developing analytlcs for the planner will and should prOCGed We
certainly can suggest some measures of project and plan effects that
provide something beycond income changes. The agency analyst is an im-
portant client and needs to bulld hisg competence. Our commitiment to-
rational analysis is strong and tools for the tool kit will proceed. 3But
preparing this paper hag reminded me again that ag social scientists we
have the opportunity to consider the interactions between analytlc pToO-
cedure and the many'other aspects of dec1szon maklmg

Ingram, above SUﬂgests that the pr roduction and use of information
depend upon 1nd1V1dual caleulatione of benefit and cost. Information
for decisions cannot be looked upon as simply the input needed for some
calculus to be carried ‘out by a stakeless analyst. Access “to the deci-
sion making process is influenced by the information requlrements of the
process, and the requiremente are influenced by who has access. Support
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igs affected by what it is to be supported and vice versa. Thus, it is
gifficult to provide new procedures for the process unlesg you are &
part of it and interact with other parts of The system.

This ig not just another appeal to "get involved." Rather it is a
request to not be satisfied with analytics that try to tell what "the
people" would choose if they could choose for themselves. This seems
to be the basis of most evaluation and planning analysis, and will con-
tinue to be atiraciive becauge it lends itself to neat, tidy analyszis.
The trick is to make our research also tell us who would the people want
to choose for them if they could choose the choosers, and how to relate
thig to evaluation procedures.l2/

}g/ Tor a more complete statement of this problem see Shabman; Leonard
A., et.al. The Political Fconomy of a Corps of Engineers Project
Repor5: The Delmarva Wabterway. Technical Report No. 43, Cornell
University Water Resources and Marine Sciences Center, Ithaca, Rew
York, June 1972. Also by Shabmai, Decisgion Making in Water Resource
Investment and the Potential of Multi-Objective Planning: The Case
of the Army Corps of Engineers. Technical Report Ho. 42, Cornell
University Water Resources and Marine Sciences Center, I[thaca, New
York, July 1972.




