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0:00:08 Elie Hassenfeld: Alright. Well, thanks everyone for coming. I'm Elie Hassenfeld. I'm one of the co-founders of GiveWell. I just want to give a brief plan of what we're planning to do tonight. We really want to talk about two main topics. One, we want to give an update on how charities that we've directed significant money to over the last couple of years, how they're doing this year and want to do an update on their progress. And then we also want to talk about our plans for research this year including discussing GiveWell Labs which is our new initiative. The way things are going to run is for both of those parts, Holden and I are going to give a real quick introduction and then we just want to open it up for any questions that you have. We want the whole thing to run about an hour and then all of GiveWell staff will stick around and we're happy to answer questions one on one or chat further if you want.

0:01:01 EH: One of GiveWell's key values is transparency and we want to be open about everything that goes into our research, our reasoning and our process. And so, in line with that, we're planning to record this meeting. I don't think most people are going to show up on the recording other than Holden and me because we're recording on our phones. But if you do say something that you'd rather not go up online, just let us know so we can cut from the audio. That's not a problem. So, before moving on to other things, I just want to go around and let the GiveWell staff members all introduce themselves, so you just know who they are. So, Holden, why don't you...

0:01:38 Holdern Karnofsky: I'm Holden Karnofsky, co-founder of GiveWell.

0:01:43 Alexander Berger: I'm Alexander. I'm a research analyst around here.

0:01:48 Fred Post: I'm Fred Post. I...

[background conversation]

0:01:52 Stephanie: I'm Stephanie Wykstra.

0:01:54 Natalie Stone: Hi, I'm Natalie.

[background conversation]

0:02:01 Jonah Sinick: I'm Jonah. I just  started here as a research analyst.

0:02:04 Tom Rutledge: I’m Tom Rutlege, I’m a board member.


0:02:12 EH: So, those are all your GiveWell people. If you have questions that's where you can go. Alright. So, the first thing I wanted to cover, the first half I guess, we'll be talking about our top rated charities from previous years and how they've done on their recent programs. So, the three charities I want to discuss are the Against Malaria Foundation or AMF, which is our current top rated charity and was our top rated charity at the end of last year. The Schistosomiasis Control Initiative or SCI, which is our current number two rated charity, and then VillageReach which was our top rated charity from the middle of 2009  through - almost to the end of 2011, and these are the three groups that have received the most funding from GiveWell-directed donors over our history.

0:03:00 EH: So, first AMF. AMF is an organization that focuses on malaria control by distributing insecticide-treated bednets. And they're our number one organization for a couple of reasons. First, we think the program they're working on is really great, bednet distribution. It's a program that... It saves a lot of lives because malaria is a big killer of children, it also prevents general sickness from malaria and there's a really strong evidence base that giving out nets prevents malaria from happening. Also, nets are really cheap, so it's a really cost-effective way to help people and so on. Evidence of effectiveness and bang for your buck, this program does really well. In addition, AMF is an organization that we think is outstanding, both because it focuses on giving out bednets in the best way, they do high quality distributions and they're just totally an open book. It's like any question we have, they're going to share all the information about what's going well and what's going poorly and that's something that we think is really important in a charity.

0:04:04 EH: GiveWell donors directed a little over $2 million to AMF at the end of last year. So, the way AMF works is that they are talking to countries and trying to identify countries that want to do net distributions but don't have sufficient funds to give out nets across the entire country. Recently, they just completed a distribution in the middle of February 2012, where they gave at about 250,000 nets in a district in Malawi. This cost AMF of a little over a million dollars and all signs are that the distribution went pretty well. It reports that their distribution partner posted about the distribution, found instances of attempted theft and fraud among the workers who were distributing the nets, but they were able to prevent them and then they actually just sent us a couple of days ago data on malaria cases in the district that they were serving and that data shows a pretty significant drop in malaria relative to the previous year. Now, we're still trying to look into all the factors that could've caused that drop because nets are not the only thing that can change but certainly, the preliminary data is positive.

0:05:14 EH: Right now, AMF has about $4 million in the bank and they're looking at other countries to do similar types of distribution. So, the two countries they're looking at are Togo and Mali. If they do distributions in both of those countries, it would use up all of the reserves that they have. It would take up all that $4 million. Mali actually has a larger gap of about $7 million. We do continue to think that AMF has what we call "room for more funding", meaning that more money would allow them to do more bednet distributions and we feel comfortable with them getting up to about $15 million more to do what they're doing.

0:05:53 EH: The next charity is SCI. Their full name is the Schistosomiasis Control Initiative. What they focus on is deworming, and deworming is a program, where they distribute medicine that treats parasitic infections that are very common in the developing world. Now these infections don't kill people, they rarely hospitalize people, and some people may not know that they have them, but we think that there's a pretty strong case that treating these infections does a substantial amount of good. The treatments themselves are really cheap. They cost about 50 cents per person, per year, because you take the pill once every year or once every other year, so it's an incredibly cheap intervention.

0:06:37 EH: SCI, as an organization, has a strong and long track record of collecting information and sharing it that shows that when they enter an area, infection rates are really high, when they leave the area, infection rates are really low. And that type of track record is relatively rare among charities. They get most of their funding from the UK government, and the unrestricted funding, the funding that came from GiveWell donors makes up a small portion of their overall budget. GiveWell donors gave about three-quarters of a million dollars to SCI at the end of last year. But they used that funding to fill in gaps where the government funders are either not interested in certain countries or not paying for all that they have to in a particular country, and we don't have a very specific understanding of what SCI will spend more money on next, but we think their track record is such that we're confident that they're going to be spending money to do more of the same type of thing that they have done.

0:07:33 EH: The final organization I want to mention before moving on to questions is VillageReach. So VillageReach is an organization that does health system logistics, and what that means is that they focus on improving the distribution of needed health supplies. We recommended them, starting in 2009, on the basis of a pilot program they ran in a single province in Mozambique from 2002 to 2007. And we were impressed with the evidence and recommended them, and VillageReach has now received about - a little over $2 million as a result of our recommendation. And what they're working on now is scaling up this pilot project they ran in a single province of Mozambique into the rest of the country.

0:08:17 EH: Now they've been doing this since 2010 and so we've been tracking the progress since we moved a significant amount of money to them for a while, and their scale up has really run into some pretty big struggles. One thing that's happened is in several of the provinces they've gone into, services basically just didn't run at all in a few of the months. One of the main reasons this happened is that they work in partnership with the Ministries of Health and other funders, and other funders didn't come through and provide their portion, and so then the workers were not going to go out and run the program. A second problem, therefore, that occurred is now VillageReach estimates higher costs to run the entire program partially because they want to step in and provide the funding for these gaps that, if the funders don't come through, VillageReach wants to come through. And so that is one factor that's increased costs. And then finally, because of these problems, they've scaled back what they intend to do, at least in their first go. Initially they'd planned to go into eight provinces in Mozambique, which is almost the entire country, and now they're only planning to go into four.

0:09:23 EH: We think it's really important to note that VillageReach deserves a lot of credit for even sharing a level of information publicly that allows us to be able to follow what they're doing, because a lot of organizations, you wouldn't even know if something went wrong. But on the basis of all that, we think VillageReach might have, now, a funding gap where they need money. We actually removed VillageReach as our top rated charity at the end of 2011 because at the time we didn't believe that they had a need for money in the short term, and so we took them down. Now based on this new information, we think they probably do have a need for money in the short term, and we're still waiting on an update from VillageReach about the details of their funding gap.

0:10:05 EH: We're still not sure exactly how we're going to rank VillageReach on our website relative to the other two charities I mentioned, AMF and SCI, which are our current two top charities, and one of the things that we're thinking about--and we're going to write a lot more about this--but in a nutshell, when we look back at the evidence of impact in that pilot program, at that time we were really convinced that this program had increased vaccination rates, because the program, which is a health system logistics program, had improved the distribution of vaccines to the clinics that needed to use them. At that time we thought that the evidence that the vaccination rate had risen was reasonably attributed to VillageReach's activities. And as we look back and continue to vet our previous conclusions, we think that now it's possible that other players also had a major role in that happening, maybe the government was getting more interested in improving vaccination rates, and therefore it's possibly hard to attribute the change to VillageReach.

0:11:10 EH: This is something that's important to us, to always be looking back at the things we concluded in the past and reflecting on them, and trying to figure out what we were right about and where we went wrong about. It's also the case that since we first recommended them in 2009, our standards of evidence have risen as GiveWell as an organization has matured. And applying our current standards back to them is a process where we're learning something. This is something that we're still in the middle of and we're going to be writing a lot more about. Again, we definitely still think VillageReach is an outstanding organization, both in their willingness to share information publicly, but also their collection of meaningful data that allows an outsider to follow the project and figure out whether it's working or not. So those are our three organizations I wanted to give a summary about, and now I'll open it up for questions. Someone has to go first and then...

[background conversation]

0:12:32 EH: So Tom is asking, VillageReach initially had high hopes for demonstrating the model that could scale and if it works throughout Mozambique, taking it to other countries. And that hope is still there, I think the focus now is figuring out whether it can scale in Mozambique and following the progress of the project there. I don't think much has really changed in terms of the possible upside. That was there. It's still there, and the focus is just on how well will the program work right now. Scott?

[background conversation]

0:13:19 EH: So Scott's asking about looking at how much they have spent and how the difference in the increase immunizations... What's the difference relative to what we would have expected. I mean, it's a really...

[background conversation]

0:13:33 EH: I mean, I think the real question with this program is right now, I don't think that they have done anything in the country where we would say they have likely led to a rise in immunization rates.

[background conversation]

0:13:46 EH: So where VillageReach is at, they ran a pilot project in a single province and then they left in 2007 and it basically went back to the old system. So they came in and now they need to get the system up and running again. Last year was the first year they were really going and trying to get it up and running, and they just ran into these very basic logistical problems of getting the people who have to deliver the vaccines to be paid so that they can go and deliver them. So it's fair to say that last year there was no impact of the program, it was a year that they were trying to get it going and they failed to get it going.

0:14:23 HK: To just give you a little more context, VillageReach, they don't use the money that they have to go and directly do vaccinations. They're a little bit more complicated, value-added than our current top charities. What they do is they try to run a multi-year project that changes the logistics of that health system, that changes the way it works. And the theory is that then, a lot of things work better and one of their measures is that the immunizations go up. So we highly recommended them, we said if all you gave them credit for immunizations going up, you're still going to get a good cost per life saved, even though, there’s lots of other stuff going on they're trying to improve the efficiency of the health system and trying to make that a sustainable change. But that said, the cost per immunization, if you believe all the modeling, and if you believe how much the immunizations go up, that has risen a lot because they basically cut their plans in half, or probably [inaudible], and they didn't make their cost go down that much at all, because a lot of it is kind of centralized. So it’s the big scaling thing, they lost economies of scale, there’s also some  currency fluctuations, and some unanticipated costs. I think the... It's something like a per unit basis something like 4X the projected cost now. You know, things become 4X worse, which, you know is disappointing, but on the other hand it’s really good that we know.

[background conversation]

0:15:53 HK: Yeah.

[background conversation]

0:16:04 HK: No we did

[background conversation]

0:16:19 HK: Right. No, we always counted all costs. Our cost per life saved number include the whole deal including the government costs and everything. That has not changed.

[background conversation]

0:16:32 HK: Right. It’s other things, it’s currency fluctuations, losing economies of scale. The fact that they're paying for something, that the government was paying for it, it shouldn't in theory affect their calculation and it's also very small. The cost that they have taken over is very small.

[background conversation]

0:17:06 EH: So, I'm going to repeat the question as we go also the sake of the recording because the recording is supposed to... So, the question is what have we learned from VillageReach about how to pick top charities? So I think there’s two specific things I can think of and Holden can add some. One big thing is being more concerned than we were about other actors potentially causing the impacts that occurred. So with VillageReach we have, and if you go to our VillageReach Review, and you at it from 2009, we ask this question about what else could have caused this impact? Who else was involved in immunizations at this time? But we didn't do a lot of due diligence on that question. We accepted this paragraph from their evaluation report, saying there was really no one else involved and I think we asked them about it. Afterwards, by the end of last year, I remember that we were looking at some charities, and with them, the big question was can we attribute this impact to them? We just called five different people who would have known about this charity and other players who were involved in the same type of program. And they were, "No. You guys have to be aware that there's a lot of other ways in which... " You know there's other charity programs, so not VillageReach but another one that we didn't ultimately recommend could have of happened, but because of other factors.

0:18:27 EH: And that was just a slow evolution in our process where when we started we... VillageReach was the best thing that we had found and we hadn't thought as much about all of other ways that the effects could take place, and we've become a lot more careful about that. So that's one thing we've learned, is asking more about what else could have caused the impacts that you see. Another... I don't know if I've heard a slightly narrower thing is just that understanding the complexities of what it takes to run a program is something that... When we recommended VillageReach, we didn't have the understanding about all of these other funders that needed to come in and provide funding that... It's not just VillageReach comes in and negotiates with the government and then the program runs, and it's like two actors need to agree. There's also other funders, there's other organizations that get involved, and now there's a complexity that we didn't foresee, and now we know is there.

0:19:21 HK: It's one of those things that we didn't even think to ask about. We kind of had this simplified model of the world in which there's the government and there's VillageReach, it turns out the government has a lot of supporters and the supporters want specific things. So coordinating an aid project can be very, very complicated. And so it matters a lot, like it they're able to get it , get it going, which I actually think there's a good reason to think that it would, but now we didn't know about it before and the reason why we didn't know about it is because we've always been...

[background conversation]

0:20:03 EH: Yeah, I mean, there are... The two top charities now are a lot simpler in terms of what it takes for their programs to have an impact.VillageReach, we're trying to change the way the government distributed supplies. So they have to then convince the government and get the government workers to behave differently. That is a really complex activity where they are partnering with all of these other organizations. With Against Malaria Foundation as an example, they buy nets. They give the nets to a partner, the partner distributes the nets, and the nets go out. We can already see, after the fact -  we recommended them in December. We were trying to figure out who else could have provided the nets and is this going to work? We asked all of those questions, but you can already see now, the nets have gone out and people have them, right? So they're a simpler type of program.

0:20:54 HK: I want to add a couple things, [inaudible] I want to add a couple of points about [inaudible] VillageReach. One of them is that it is really good to supplement with any kind of evaluation with  just talking to people. Have them check on - if they’re a person who knows  going on in this area, let's present our view of what happened and see if they agree. That's something we didn't really do pretty much at all. And the reason for that is partly we just couldn’t. One of the things that changed for GiveWell too is we have a much better brand, we had a lot more influence, people care what we think, and we’re able to get people on the phone. Maybe some of these people we could have got to the phone but it was always such an ordeal, to get kind of higher government person on the phone, so we wouldn't even bother. Now, it's a much more built-in part of our process. The first step, the first thing we think about is - who would know what's going on. How can we check some of this stuff out and be more skeptical of the story.

0:21:50 HK: Another thing that I have taken away... I think back to when we originally recommended VillageReach, we recommended them and we also recommended Stop Tuberculosis Partnership. For us, the difference was kind of small-ish or much smaller than what I would call it today, because Stop Tuberculosis Partnership was doing good activities, but they had no transparency, and we had no understanding of what more funds were going to do, and we had no clear expectations. Whereas VillageReach, it was like... It felt at the time, like icing on the cake, like this bonus that was really nice that we were able to get a really concrete plan about what more money was going to do. They were really good with data. We knew what data to expect, we knew when something went wrong, we could get the data, or if the data was no good. So at that time, that felt like a small points in favor of VillageReach. At least that's how I remember it. Now, it feels like essential. When you don't have expectations, you will not find out how the project went, you will not learn, you will not improve your future research. Maybe at some point, when you know them well enough you're ready to do that, but we have too much learning to put us way up that factor.

0:22:59 HK: But we've got a little lucky with VillageReach that they are... They have good data, they have good plans, they're transparent, they let us share stuff, and that becomes something that's much more where we can't compromise on that going forward. And another thing that I've learned is just, there's a whole class of charities that I've become more skeptical about, which is the class of western innovation for the developing world, like a new way of running government program. I've just more than more than once seen a case where they had data that looks good and when you really dig on it, there’s always something else going on. Normally, when I get a chart, a line that looks like this, I think okay "the [inaudible] went up, and it coincides with the charity, looks good." But what it really happens, or what might happen, is that the reason the charity got involved is because the government got interested in the things the charity is doing. Having a government be interested in an area is a huge factor in what happens. So even if you see a discontinuous jump, it looks like it must be the charity, really maybe not. And so we become more skeptical of these kind of innovations things because a lot don't have the data at all and the even when they do, it might look like that and we feel some of them more - more cut and dry the intervention, like bednets, the evidence base more robust and that matters.

[background conversation]

0:24:21 HK: I just mean the idea that you... It's like someone who is...

0:24:26 EH: You can separate these two types of charities into seeing a program being run and trying to make that program run better, which is what VillageReach does, and there's a whole class of charities doing that, versus AMF and SCI which are like buying supplies that are needed that aren't there and just using money to buy goods. And that's the distinction.

[background conversation]

0:24:49 HK: Yeah, I'm just talking about the idea that someone who's like not really part of the situation fully, someone who's from the West, like having a new way to do things in the developing world. It's just that we've looked at a lot of things in that category, and just get like... There's always a million factors going on, it's always hard to tell when it happens, there's always a lot of players. There's very rarely compelling data and when there is data, we've changed our minds, what counts valid data for that, which is different from the, kind of, established global health programs.

[background conversation]

0:25:56 HK: So the question is, given how qualitative we are, and how... You know, a lot of the stuff we're saying is kind of, it's not numbers, it's not metrics, it's kind of our judgment. That raises a question, how do we choose a charity, and are we just trying to raise money for a couple of charities? And the answer, you know, a high level answer, and I don't think we should talk about our process, but the high level answer is that we don't try to be objective, we try to be transparent. And that's something that we think sets us apart. So, we're not... We think that if you try to reduce everything, to set of systematized quantifying metrics that apply to maximum number of cases, the charity world just isn’t there. The data is not standardized enough, by no means now. We will not do a good job giving, no matter how objective you are, it just doesn't work out. And so we really spend the year asking where would we give even as individuals and we're trying to show how we did it. Now, on the showing how we did it side, we put tons of effort into that, we've written that all up. And I'll address your other question, which is, is it just a couple of charities? It kind of is. You know, it takes all this work to understand a charity, as you're hearing, We want to help the people who want to do as much good as possible and to try and find twenty great charities would be a distraction from that. 


0:27:12 EH: So on the process thing, if you go to our website, you can click any of the, I don't know, roughly a thousand organizations that we’ve considered, and understand the process through which we either decided on their... Recommending them, or where they dropped out of the process and what the process was to reach that point. And the high level thing is going from a very wide a number of organizations and narrowing it down to the ones that seem like the ones worth the intensive due diligence.

[background conversation]

0:27:47 HK: We cast the net as wide as we can.

[background conversation]

0:27:54 EH: Well there is, sort of. I mean, there is sort of a yellow... So, we focused over the last few years very heavily on international aid, and international charities all get a certain classification. At times, we've done, we just downloaded all the tax forms that, for charity, that have this classification and then looked at all of their websites. Any charity that's recommended by an academic we respect who works in it, we'll take a look at that. We just want to build up... We've gone to the Gates Foundation, looked at all of their grantees, right? We just want to start with a huge list and then figure out a way to narrow that list down to the ones that seem like they're the best.

[background conversation]

0:28:35 EH: Yeah, so we... So the question is about how changes in our rankings affect the money that goes to the charity. And what we have seen is that our top charity tends to get the lion's share of the donations that come as a result of our recommendation. When VillageReach was our number one charity at the end of 2010, they got most of the money, and when they moved off the list last year, because we thought they ran out of room for more funding, AMF went to number one and then they got most of the money.

0:29:00 HK: The SCI got a lot, too. So a lot of it’s framing, right now on our website it's like one, two, very prominent, and there’s kind of a break and it has six standouts, so the one and the two both got a lot of money. One got more than two. And we're aware of these things and largely, we try to frame things visually, so that they match what we actually think and what we think should happen.

[background conversation]

0:29:46 EH: Right, okay, so the question is about the current status of VillageReach's program and where we see them relative to AMF. So the program is running in those provinces, I don't remember if it's in three or all four right now but it's been running. We think they are going to need funding just for the sake of those four provinces in the relatively near future. Although, we don't totally know and we're waiting on getting the details about that from VillageReach and it is really hard to say where they'll rank relative to AMF. My gut says that we are going to feel better about AMF. There is this flipside to the question which is... You know one important factor is that they've been very public about what has gone well and what has gone poorly. And that is very rare among charities and we wouldn't want to create a disincentive for charities to share information. We don't know what we're going to do but one of the things we may want to encourage donors to do is fund them in some way because if you don't then you create this deterrent to other charities being willing to share information. Because this is the thing they're always so frightened about. If we share information and then donors actually know how the programs work out, then we'll lose all our funding. And really, it's important that charities continue to share openly.

0:30:56 HK: I would go a little further than that. I wouldn't quite frame it like, if they don't get money then it's a disincentive. I think what VillageReach is doing right now you know in partnership with GiveWell is revolutionary and I think it should be rewarded in a big way even if all it is that their project totally fails, which is not the case right now. Or let's say the project totally failed and what they need more money for is to kind of like to start over from scratch, even then, I see a tremendous amount of long term value in saying this is revolutionary, this is different, this is someone being totally honest with the world about how things are going. We need to hold that up and say this is really good, we need more of this. So I think there’s a lot of value just in that. I also think VillageReach, still there's arguments that their program is a good cost-effectiveness buy, and there’s arguments that it isn’t and we don’t know where they stand yet.

0:31:48 EH: One very high level thing, I think we've learned a lot more from following VillageReach's progress the last year and a half than we do in our research process before we fund a charity. And so we want to create more situations where we and other donors can learn from the things they fund and figure out whether they're choosing charities well.

0:32:06 HK: Right. Other people can learn from this too. I mean the externalities are pretty big I think. So there’s a benefit there.


0:32:13 EH: Scott.

[background conversation]

0:32:49 HK: It's hard to know. A lot of biggest value of the site visits, honestly, is just spending a lot of time talking to people which is in some ways if we could get somebody to schedule a 25-hour phone call, with us – you can’t.

0:33:04 EH: It is really strange that no one wants to do a 25-hour phone call.

[laughter]

0:33:04 HK: We’ve asked but – a lot of the value of the site visits is talking to people other people who are involved so government people has been really interesting and these are things that they're not sure whether you would... There would be returns doing more of them, it's just a capacity issue.

0:33:25 EH: I do not think that being on the ground is the particular thing. I think being more... Having more capacity to put more time into the organizations that we recommend most highly is the something that is helpful and has been in evolution at GiveWell over the last few years. When we recommended VillageReach, the first time, we had never visited them. We had spent time talking to them but nothing like the amount of time we spent investigating the charities we recommend today. And probably that will pale relative to the charities and programs we'll recommend in the future because as we learn more, we learn more about what can go wrong and we have more questions to ask and increasing the level of investigation in general whether or not it is on the ground, that is very high value.

[background conversation]

0:34:34 EH: Yes, I mean we do... That is now part... It is a part of our process. You know last year before we recommend AMF and SCI, we visited them beforehand to go through that exact process. So I don't know maybe we'll come back in a few years and say, "Yeah we need to spend two months on the ground." But we've moved in the direction of more time trying to take steps that will help us find questions that we did not know we had.

[background conversation]

0:35:29 EH: So the question's about our plans for outreach and marketing. And we have, thankfully, had pretty good success on outreach. So our growth in the number of donors and web visits and the dollars that go through our website has been good. And this year we continue to have some pretty good opportunities to meet with donors and to meet new people that could give significant amounts of funding. And so now it is pretty similar to what our plan has been for a long time which is take like really incredible outreach opportunities when they present themselves. But largely, just try to do the best research possible and have the product stand on its own two feet because that has been the thing that has gotten us all of these success over the last few years. Alright, I think we should pause and move on to the next topic and then we'll have more questions afterwards .


0:36:22 HK: Okay. So, I’m going to talk about GiveWell Labs and I think maybe I'll do the part, besides your part and then we’ll pause, or do you want to just do the whole thing?

0:36:31 EH: Whatever you want.

0:36:32 HK: Okay. So, GiveWell Labs... The traditional GiveWell things, how we started, is we started by saying we want to serve people who are looking to give a few thousand dollars, maybe a hundred thousand dollars, but basically, they're trying to give some money, They're looking for a great charity that will use their money to help people directly, get good bang for the buck. And what’s happened over time is that, I think we have accumulated an audience of those people, but we've also started bringing in people who are more interested in being major philanthropists; people who may have very high net worth and want to just start their own foundation and do things very differently. There's a lot of different reasons for this. But that’s... Those people tend to take a different approach, and want different things from their giving. It's not, "How can I get my money to help people directly?" It's "How can I do something that may have high risks, but could really have huge rewards?" Or "How can I take the organizations, the top charity that should've exist but don't and create them?" You have a lot more options when you give that way. But, that's kind of the easiest way I think, to think of GiveWell Labs. GiveWell Labs is basically us kind of in a sense, starting over and saying, "How would I go with the question of how to give, if we were talking about hefty amounts  and we were really open to anything?" we  can fund a project, we can create charities, that's kind of no rules. And GiveWell Labs is sort of conceptually we've been saying it's 25% of our research time. I mean, it could've turned out to be a lot of more [0:38:01] partly because a lot of it overlaps with the top charity stuff, in that, we're trying to do GiveWell Labs to sort of take groups that are sort of almost top charities and maybe turn them into top charities.

0:38:15 HK: So, the thing I'm going to talk about with what we're doing now, we announced this last year and we were working on it for a few months now and... I mean, I'm going to describe where we've come so far and what we're doing. We're moving kind of slowly. We want it to be really a systematic and thoughtful, one of the reasons that we're moving slowly is because when we step back, how to do good philanthropy, and how to do good large scale giving, it’s occurred to us that  arguably the most important decision you make is the first decision that you make which is what causes are am I interested in. And that decision, I think, is not only potentially the most important decision but also the decision that other major philanthropists are least thoughtful about. And so when we talk to major foundations, big givers, a lot of them are pretty intelligent about once they’ved  pick the cause of malaria control, how they know about finding the malaria control. But if you ask them ‘why malaria? they say ‘that’s what I’m passionate about.’ And we think there may be a better answer than that. And so, what we wanted to do is make sure that we’re really deliberate and as thoughtful as we can be about picking our causes.

0:39:24 HK: And so, we've kind of done first round of that and now we have a set of causes that we think are promising, and now we’re going to investigate the causes but also, but also have this constant option to pull back and redo  our causes. So, we've got our set of causes, a set of problems or program areas, that we think is interesting, promising, what we would guess are the most promising program areas, and then we're going to work on them, talk to people within them and investigate them, and to the extent that we’re learning we're learning new things, we reserve the option to pull back and say, "Now we want to do a different program areas." For that reason, it could be awhile before GiveWell Labs reaches a lot of concrete giving recommendations, but we think it's worth it, because we do really want to get that part right. But that's where we are right now, we basically just come up with a list, the preliminary list of causes, it's kind of a hypothesis, is the best way to think of it, it's we're putting it out there, so that we can get feedback on it, so that we can investigate it, so we can work with it. We're not announcing these to be like the best five causes in the world.

0:40:26 HK: And we sent out preview blog post, and the blog post actually went up today on what those causes are and why. So, to be pretty quick about it, first off is just a couple of inputs into this process. We did some work that into the history of philanthropy. There is not much good information that we found on it, we kind of looked in the best looking thing that we found which is 100 success stories, and didn’t think it was a great -  It wasn't very well-done but there was 108  distinct episodes. And so, there's some opportunities to make a little spreadsheet and do some pattern analysis to see if there are any interesting patterns. So, we did that and then we also put an amount of time into figuring out what are some of these foundations do today. And that seems very important because if you get a really good picture of what foundations do today, you know two things. One, you get a lot of ideas for what the causes are and what they look like, which are the ones that are popular and that can lead you to good causes.

0:41:21 HK: Two, maybe there’s an argument for staying away from the ones that are kind of really popular and everyone's doing them and maybe there's an argument for being interested in the ones that nobody seems to be working on or that not as many foundations seem to be working on. So, we’ve published all the details on how we did that. We’ve used two different data sets to figure out what foundations are working on. It took a lot of time and kind of... I think I have a pretty good picture of and we've also been thinking about what makes a good cause and what seems like good cause. And I'm not going to say that we've done as systematically as we thought we have done but we did it systematically as we could in the time that we had. And now we have something. So the causes that we have, one is global health and nutrition. This is something that we’ve arrived at this cause as the most promising cause to us within the category of getting your money to directly to people and we’ve written a lot about why that is and we’ve kind of got a history that's evolving toward that. And we started the US and international, then we were international, now we're kind of saying global health and nutrition, that's our best bet for how to get your dollars, cost effectively to people in need. And we're going to talk a little more about how we're using the GiveWell Labs framework... to do global health and nutrition differently and perhaps to create top charities instead of just to find them. 


0:42:39 HK: And then, other causes we're doing, basically this is the huge one this is almost like too big to call a cause but it’s scientific research. But it's something that a good number of foundations do but it’s not the most popular cause by any means. We do think it's the cause where you see the most impressive success stories in foundations’ history, especially bio-medical research. And so, we're basically saying now, it's not that we have any particular field within research and we know that we're going to have to pick some, but we're going to try to get a lay of the land, what are the fields that are out there, what are the ones that philanthropy is most heavily invested in and where are the opportunities. And I think we have to start learning how to evaluate long term research opportunities. They’re  totally different from charities we've done before but a lot of philanthropy is based on this stuff and we really need to understand it. So that can be a long process, but I think the important for us to do it and I think a very... broadly I would expect a lot philanthropy’s best stuff to be within scientific research and obviously you have to narrow it down a lot from there. trying to get that information. Obviously, it's never about...

[overlapping conversation]

0:43:45 HK: Another cause we have is what we call meta research. So this basically a cause that we sort of made up. I think there are people working on it, but I have never seen a foundation that says ‘we have cause called meta research.’ And what it is, basically started, we used to do this work... I mean, we still do this work, finding the top charities, and as we do it, we noticed a lot of problems with the way research seems to be conducted. Those problems seem to relate to incentives for academics. This is something that more we talk to people the more we hear agreement on basic agreement on these points, that here's a lot of things that would be really helpful to humanity and that the academic system and as the government funding of academic system does not provide incentives to do. In the social sciences that includes replication, so there’s this study can we kind of do a study again to try to get some more validity behind it. This idea of pre-registration which is announcing in advance things like what your hypothesis is so that when you publish, it's kind of more credible, it doesn’t look like you fished around for something interesting in your data. Open data, publishing all your data and code  so that people can engage with it.


0:44:56 HK: And then finally, you know, there’s this broader question of, are the things that are rewarded in academia, that most helpful studies to humanity or is there a systematic disconnect that we can do something about. So, meta research is the idea of trying to fix the system instead of just fund the research. Meta research is the idea of trying to improve incentives and take parts of the system and make them reward the most healthy behavior is trying to improve in steps, and take part of the system and make them reward the most healthy behavior. What we like about this cause is that you can see the massive upside. If you got even some traction on improving incentives, there's a huge amount of money going to research, research is incredibly important, you can have an enormous impact. It's kind of seems worth the shot and it doesn't look like any other foundation's looking at this in this way. So, that's why we think that's an interesting cause. We kind of had our first interview with the charity that belongs squarely in this cause and they said ‘nobody funds meta research so nobody funds us’ and that’s something that we can get into later if people are interested.

 
0:46:02 HK: And then another cause that we are also interested in is what we call Global Catastrophic Risks or GCRs, and there's this basic idea that there are some things that probably won't happen. But if they happen, they would be like globally catastrophic. And therefore there's kind of no one else to positioned to work on them except philanthropy and maybe government, but maybe there's room for improvement in the ways government is preparing for them. You know... And this is based on our analysis of what makes a good philanthropic cause which we’ve is written about. We like things where it’s kind of hard to think of anyone else who would have an incentive to address this problem except big foundations or philanthropists. So, Global Catastrophic Risks include climate change, that's something a lot of people want to know about, that's something that we're looking into, and we could talk about how we're doing on that.

0:46:29 HK: They also include things better, you know, a little bit wackier, but that I think are worth looking into, partially because no one else is... or few others are. So there's nuclear proliferation risks, I think there's a couple of foundations working on it, but not many. There's this idea of bio-terrorism, how bad could that get? I've seen one group working on it, we're going to talk to them but only one. So, you know, and then they're even more speculative. I mean, just the general acceleration of technology where are the places you’re most likely to see something really scary come up and is there anything you can do in advance. So those are... that cause - not zero foundations are working on it but it's a very small number. We were able to confirm that cause it’s kind of neatly separated out in the data. And then a final word is that one of the areas that we’re totally ignoring for now is policy advocacy, kind of trying to change laws and advocate. That something where I think I think, it's going to be a long time before we get to it but we're trying to get the preliminary... trying to talk to people who know the area and get a basic grounding so that at some point we'll be able to do it, because that's what a lot of philanthropy does. It could raise brand problems for GiveWell but we have to know about it and have a view on it and see where we go from there. 

0:48:09 EH: So that's the whole GiveWell Labs, but GiveWell Labs is a part of our research process but there is still the part where we're just trying to find more great charities along the lines of AMF and SCI and VillageReach. You know the last year, when we did this, we were focused on talking lots of different types of charities working internationally, and this year we're much more focused just on global health and nutrition. So we're looking at things like vaccines, tuberculosis, nutrition, neglected tropical diseases. You know, we think it's possible that we're not going to find new top charities this year. And, partially that's because AMF and SCI, our two top charities now, are really both great. They work on great programs, they're both transparent on what they do, we can follow their success and see whether it works and meeting that standard is hard. It's wouldn't be the end of the world, since we think both have a lot of room for more funding. I mean, they can take in a lot more money and do a lot of good work.

0:49:03 EH: But one of the things that Labs might help us do is not just... Is to create these new charities that can then meet the standard of AMF and SCI and Holden mentioned them. So, one example is, there is this organization, the Measles Initiative, and they focus on measles immunization campaigns and they may deserve a lot of a credit for the really large drop of measles deaths in the developing world over the last decade, from about a million a year in the year 2000 to closer to 200,000, you know, now. And you know, if they run a great campaign, they might end up being a top charity but maybe we'll find out that they are an organization that just doesn't meet the standard for sharing information or evaluation that we need, and then we can use Labs as an opportunity to create a new top charity, help them, fund them to do the things that they would need to do to meet the standard and that creates the new vehicle for donors to just give money to it, another outstanding charity. And so that, that's another thing we might be doing. So with that, open it up for more questions.

[background conversation]

0:50:20 HK: You know, I think the ideal hierarchy for me for any giving, firs5, the best thing you can have is, there's already someone who is better at what you want to do, than you could ever be. And you're just write them a check, give them cash. And that's what we... That's what we we've always done, that's always what our top charities are. That's certainly how I would describe AMF, feel really good about just writing them a check... And there's like one level down that might be a group that has 90% of it together and maybe they are not so good on transparency. One of reasons that is pretty possible that we won't find another top charity this year, is that transparency has become more and more important to us over time. Because it just... Because of all these issues about how important it is to follow the project and learn how it goes, and how hard it seems to improve and get traction if you don’t have that. And also, I think we've also come to conclusions that transparency says certain things about the attitude of the organization, the people running it that we care about, and that we think would lead to better results.


0:51:20 HK: So maybe there's an organization that's missing that. So you want to fund them and as a condition of funding, say that things are going to need to get more transparent. Is that something that’s going to work? Or is that something where you’re micromanaging and it’s going to go really badly? We don't really know yet. We know a lot of foundations do restricted funding and funding with conditions, so it's worth a shot. The worst thing you can do and the thing you really want to avoid doing is saying that there's no organization working on this at all, let’s create it out of whole clothe, let’s basically find the people who would be logical to work on it and recruit them and create this organization. I don't like the idea of it, seems really hard. On the other hand, it’s definitely done, foundations definitely do it. The Gates Foundation has done it multiple times, and I think in some cases it's done really well and it's worked out great. So I wouldn't rule that out at all. It's obviously something we're not experienced with or comfortable with, so it's going to be a learning process. That's why GiveWell Labs is 25% I think there’s a ton  for us learn, it would be a huge mistake to not to work on that, learning over time. But we're not going to rush to recommend things until we understand them well and we have top charities until then.

[background conversation]

0:52:39 HK: Yeah, the question is are we on the radar of top charities, and have we made clear to them what it takes to become a top charity. I think the answer is largely yes, maybe not 100% but I think by now, most of the charities that we would be interested in know about us and know what we want. And that's part of the reason that I think it's a pretty decent chance we won't find more top charities because I feel like we would've heard from them and they would've come. We’ll see though, we’re open to it. 


[background conversation]

0:53:10 EH: So the question is how GiveWell... GiveWell is a... How is GiveWell funded. GiveWell Health itself is a non-profit, and there are donors who pay for GiveWell's operation which lets us put the research out there for free. And so, those donors are both... some  institutions fund us. The Hewlett foundation has a program of improving full profit information. They fund GiveWell. And then also donors that are very close to the project who have... know us, have followed the project over time, really value the research and then they provide some of the funding for what we do.

0:53:42 HK: The way we're running that is that we're always asking for people to give to our top charities, not to us. And it's only the people where is like, we really... we feel like they really get GiveWell, they like GiveWell, they want it to exist, and the relationship's comfortable, that we would ask for operating support and we try and not ask for operating support than we need. And so, the way that it works is that the people that support us directly are in a sense making it possible for us to not have to raise money from others. Those others’ money goes to top charities instead and it’s also easier for us to have a good relationship with them because we’re not asking them for money. 

0:54:16 EH: One thing that's nice is giving to GiveWell’s top charities and letting GiveWell know and the charities know that it was GiveWell that caused you to give to the top charities helps us a lot in our mission because it makes the incentive for charities to engage with GiveWell [inaudible]. And so if someone goes and gives money to AMF, and that increases the total money moved that's coming from GiveWell, well now, all of sudden we have easier access to charities and experts. And that makes everything run more smoothly, and that helps us too, and we're really happy when that happens.

[background conversation]

0:54:54 EH: So we have a question, why do we ask people to give to AMF directly as opposed to through us? It's something that may change over time. When we started, we just said, "Hey, this is an extra headache of asking people who don't know us to give us money and have it go into our bank account. Why not just have them give right to the charity? The only thing that mattered to us was being able to track the funds. So, as long as we could track it, which we can, then it's good enough." Warren?

[background conversation]

0:55:42 HK: Yes. So the question is, what's the framework, the overarching value system within which we're saying... What does it mean when we say, we're going to do the most good? The answer is they don't fully know. Its purposely vague. Because we feel like we will do more good if we don't define good too narrowly. We feel have more options to pick from. There are some things you can say. We're – ‘humanitarian’ is a good description of our values. We're trying to help humans have better lives. In some cases have lives, saving lives. Those are the things we're trying to do so there's a lot of things that don't belong to that category. You could call us global humanitarians, so we're not referring to any particular nation or any particular background of humans over another. They're all just humans, all lives have equal value, that’s the Gates Foundation motto, we agree with that. So those are a couple of the things that we can say. We do have a lot of internal discussion about how it breaks down and the details of that. Would you rather... Some of us are more... Actually Natalie has written a blog post about this. Natalie... Compared to me, Natalie is more interested in reducing suffering. I am more interested in kind what I would call empowerment. Helping people be everything that they can be. But these don't tend to matter very much in practice. So what we're trying to do is define it the way that we need to define it so that we can do our investigations, do our work. Usually, we don't need to resolve it by this charity, we give it to... but at the point where we did, we would be transparent about that too and we would discuss it and why we prefer this and why you might want to give here instead if you disagree.

[background conversation]

0:58:11 HK: The question is, are we leaving lots of good opportunities on the table by having very high standards for transparency? The first answer I'd give is we're not absolutist about that. So if we saw a group that was amazingly good and they weren't transparent at all, they would have to be a lot better, right? If they were going to be raised above AMF, they would have to be enough better, right?  If they were going to be ranked above AMF then they would have to be enough better than AMF to outweigh that transparency deficit. And that's hard to do, because bednets is really one of the most cost effective interventions that you can find. And so, in a lot of ways, we're... We're having high standards because we can, we're being a little bit demanding because we have top charities and so in order to beat them you would need to be a certain level. But it's possible and we're open to it. And so it's not the first requirement, it's not the only requirement. We think that it's an important one. We think the transparency probably correlates with other good things, like being in this for the right reasons. And being self-critical enough and interested enough in feedback, and in self improvement, to deal with this very difficult situation if you don't impose feedback loops on yourself, you won't be able improve over time.

0:59:19 HK: And we've also found in that empirically, just like we offer lots of charities, "Hey we'll talk with you. And if at the end of the process, you don't want to publish anything, we won't. And if we decide you're good, we can negotiate about what to publish.” And it just happens that the ones that are the best are all of the ones that are open book. Now, there's a factor of engagement with us, right? There's the ones that ignore us, but that factor also I think correlates with things, especially like need for money. You know the willingness to engage with us. And the willingness to engage with us has gone up a lot. So it doesn't vary as much as it used to I think, although it still varies. But I actually don't think we're leaving a lot of good on the table. If we ever felt that we were, we would just recommend a charity despite the lack of transparency...

[background conversation]

1:00:00 EH: It depends. There was a time when public transparency was an initial juristic we used in our process and charities would drop out because they weren't posting a lot of information on their websites. That could have let us, probably did lead us at the time to miss things, but now, that's not a major initial point in the process. If we go to a charity, then we ask them to share information with us. If they won't share information with us, well then, we frankly can't figure out whether they're good are not, and I think that, like Holden said, an organization that was self-critical and had the information to figure out whether their programs were working or not, would be at least willing to share with us, for our eyes only, if they had collected that meaningful information.

[background conversation]

1:01:18 EH: Yeah. So the question is whether focusing on recommending a couple of charities leads to a cap on the amount of money that GiveWell can ultimately direct. I don't think it does because our goal... First of all, you have charities that can absorb large amounts of money. So right now, the two organizations we have, they together have a cap of about $30 million. But if AMF, as an example, were to receive $15 million this year, we would then expect that they could receive a lot more in the future. What they do is they're scalable. There's a big need for bednets. If they could move $15 million, that $15 million number largely comes from a feeling of how much they could grow over previous years. And if they did that well, we would think that they could direct more. So that's kind of one way to look at the question. More broadly, we are just constantly looking for more great opportunities, and we may end up finding five or six things that can be good, and those opportunities themselves could have wide ranges of how much they could take in. We don't yet feel like we are very constrained. If we had a big year and a lot of money we'd be bumping up against our - what we could move but in the long run, our aim is to be able to find sufficient opportunities that we can direct a lot more money than that.

1:02:32 HK: It could turn into a challenge, but then the key to note is that our target is, the number we care about is not the number of recommended charities, but the number of dollars that we feel good about moving. And we're just doing whatever it takes to hit  that. So right now, we feel okay that we have two top charities that could absorb $30 million, we know how much we're probably going to move, probably not going to be $30 million, so that's okay for now. In the future, if we ever are going to get to $1 billion a year, we're going to have to probably find more than two charities. We're going to do whatever it takes to move all that money as well as we can. If you just think about us like a foundation, I think that's an easy way to think about this, you have a certain amount we need to direct, you need to spend it as well as we can. You shouldn't be looking for more opportunities than you need to find, but you need enough to absorb all of those dollars.

[background conversation]

1:04:02 HK: Yeah, Jason's question is there a conflict between GiveWell Labs and traditional GiveWell and how do we make sure that all the donors are happy and they're getting their value? I think the 75/25 split is okay for now. Basically, we're putting more work into the stuff that we’ve made our name on and we feel good about our ability to do, but it's also important to invest for the future. I think the easiest way to think of GiveWell Labs on this front, is it's kind of R&D. I mean, you don't spend all your money on R&D, you don't even spend the majority of your budget on R&D but gotta spend some because you're investing for the future. And I think what GiveWell Labs is going to do – it may move a lot slower than normal GiveWell. But it means that if in 10 years, we've got way more dollars than we can move, we're going to lay the groundwork to have way better giving opportunities for those dollars and be able to absorb more of them. I think that’s a decent way of thinking about it. I think the two are also ending up helping each other a lot more than we thought but we’re basically trying to make it clear that we have that allocation and we need to make progress on both, it’s just a budgeting thing.


[background conversation]

1:05:21 EH: Yeah, so the question is how the conversation with charities has changed as our reputation has grown? It's changed a lot. We have much easier access I think. I'll give you one quick anecdote that just happened, that's a good illustration. A couple of years ago, we tried to look at this charity that works on a neglected tropical disease. I remember calling them, sending them emails. We got one email response, but scheduled a call, never happened. And then we spoke with the same charity a couple days ago because someone associated with them reached out to us because they wanted to be re-evaluated. We had a phone call and then they just sent us, after the phone call, a hundred different evaluation documents about the program. And so that's something of an extreme example, but the overall trend is much more excitement about engagement with GiveWell and the engagement goes much more easily and that means that we can do a lot more a lot better because we don't have to fight so hard to get access.

[background conversation]

1:06:19 HK: It's really hard to say. The question is do we see a broader change in the way organizations expect to be evaluated? I mean, all we can see from where we sit is that easier to get organizations to engage with us. Is that a broader change or is that us becoming a bigger deal, I don’t really know.


1:06:35 EH: Yeah, I mean there's some, we see like little things, but they're all like little anecdotes. Like we have a mistakes page on our website, another charity pops up and tells us they have a mistakes page because they like that we did it. You know, things like that. I mean, I think the big picture is GiveWell... GiveWell is still small and we're growing and I hope that we're... We want to grow a whole lot more. And if and when we do that, I think there'll be more changes like that.

[background conversation]

1:07:02 EH: What... So, the question is to what do we attribute GiveWell's growth? Look, I think a lot of it is that we're the only ones doing what we're doing. No one else is out there investigating charities the way that we are and putting the information out in public and we've put a lot of effort into doing it as well as possible. And for people that are interested in this, we're sort of the only game in town.

1:07:24 HK: We do... Elie mentioned this before, but we have a lot of conversations about research versus outreach and we believe in research is our best outreach. The success we've had have been people giving more over time because they feel better about us. People hearing about us through word of mouth and they get a trusted referral so they come and they give. Connections, networking because people believe in what we’re doing and I think that that’s definitely [inaudible].

1:07:51 EH: It has always been the case for us that when we've tried to do something proactive for outreach, it has not gone well, and when someone has found us and said "This is really cool and unique," and then they spread it and that's done really well, and so we just want to continue to be the place that someone can say "This is the best research on charities that I've ever seen."

1:08:07 HK: Another range of research and outreach is that we get, we blog a lot and we get links for our blog and that improves our search standing. And that matters a lot, that’s where a lot of our traffic comes from.

[background conversation]

1:08:44 HK: Yeah, so what do we attribute the... When the charity's reluctant to share information with us or with the public, why is that. There's a lot of theories. I think one of the most common things that I would bet on is that the information just doesn’t exist and/or not something we're going to find compelling and they know it. So, I mean I think a whole lot of cases if we really go deep and we ask and we ask and we ask and we usually get something back but a lot of times we see why it wasn’t forthcoming in the first place.  A lot of times we see why it wasn't forthcoming in the first place. And I just think there's a lot of mundane factors that I think a lot of these guys they haven't been asked this stuff before, it doesn't paint a very good picture, they're embarrassed to share it, they don't see what's in it for them because they don't think they're going to get our recommendation anyway.

1:09:27 EH: I think the biggest thing with the charities we talk to, is they don't have the information and that the reason that they don't have it is that they're not being asked for it. So one story that I think illustrates this point is that I just went to talk to a pretty well known charity and we set the meeting for an hour and I showed up in the first fifty minutes of the hour was them giving me this big PowerPoint pitch about how great the charity is and they left ten minutes at the end for questions. When we talk to a charity, we want to do the 25-hour phone call. That's the only way we're going to get the information that we need. We need to be very specific about our questions. They wanted to engage with GiveWell because they understood very much what the potential benefit to them would be, but the way that they had planned to engage with us was by pitching us for 50 out of 60 minutes that we had and I think that that demonstrates the type of way that most donors want to engage with most charities, which is not asking a lot of critical questions and if you don't have the donor who's asking critical questions, the charities aren't going to create the information. Let's have one [inaudible] and then we'll kind of wrap up and just, we'll hang around, but people can head out if they want.

[background conversation]

1:11:26 HK: The question is, have we thought about maybe using the Labs structured funds evaluation for groups that may be doing good work but where no one else would pay for their evaluation? I mean it's definitely true there's a lot of groups that may be doing good work and no one will pay for the evaluation. There's also a lot of groups doing maybe good work and they're doing terrible evaluations, which is a horrible waste of everyone’s time and it would be much better if they didn't do it. This is a tough one. Like one of the things that we have learned over time, or – our minds have changed on over time is that we are much less optimistic about the power of evaluation to improve charity over the long run. We see different things improving charity. We see honesty, transparency, kind a of more qualitative evaluation that's done in a really intelligent and thoughtful and open way, as going further. And I think what we've seen from the quantitative stuff and the systematic stuff, definitely... It would be wonderful if you had the numbers and they told their stories, and you could optimize these numbers and hit done.

1:12:27 HK: What we're seeing is this hierarchy. It's like, there's a group that do nothing, then there's the group that do something when they really shouldn't have done anything. Then there's the groups that did something, the kind of VillageReach category where it's like... an unbelievably well done evaluation and yet, it just... There are still too many questions and it's too complicated and you can't really draw anything from it, or you can't draw enough from it to make it worth all the... Not only money but creative effort that went into doing an evaluation that good. And I think that VillageReach’s evaluation was really thoughtful, it wasn't just expensive, and that's what sets them apart. And then like the level above that is the randomized controlled trial and those are the only evaluations that get taken all that seriously. There are some others out there but that general level where you have a really good method of stripping out causality because causality is so tough to isolate, because everything tends to improve at once. And so that level is like, those are somewhat promising and we thought of funding them but they're very expensive, they take a very long time and even they... you always run into problems with questions with how does this generalize?

1:13:45 HK: And so just the returns you're getting, the amount of money that goes in, and then what you get back out in terms of knowledge, it's hard to find a place on that spectrum that looks good. My two favorite places on the spectrum are on the top and the bottom. And I would like to see more randomized controlled trails. I'd also greatly like to see less of everything else, I think it’s wasting time and money. And I think there is another path forward and a couple of other paths forward. One is to just... To do strategic cause collections, to say, "Hey, we gotta do the things where we can really confident in this without having the numbers." Or we can get the numbers, the bednets the numbers work, it’s easier to get meaningful data and that matters, it helps you optimize and helps you get maximal cost-effectiveness and helps you know whether this is working. And another path... I feel like a lot of these evaluations, if they were done in a way that was more qualitative but more like someone says in advance what they’re going to do and what their methods are and what their criteria are. And you can really compare what came out after to what came out before. And the people that are doing it because they really, really want to know and they really doubt themselves. That's the kind of evaluation that I think has some potential could be more going forward. We don't see much of that. Most of the evaluations you see are some of the ones that can prove that their program works and when you're trying to do that, it's really hard to trust that stuff. And it comes out in the study, you can see in the study that that's what they were going for. Other thoughts on that?


1:15:20 EH: No, that's fine. All right. I think we'll end the kind of formal Q & A but we're happy, GiveWell staff people are happy to hang around and answer any other questions if you have them, one-on-one. So thanks for coming. We really appreciate it.


[applause]
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