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Ending poverty in all its forms

USAID (2013) Getting to Zero: A discussion paper on ending extreme poverty. United States Agency 
for International Development

http://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1870/USAID-Extreme-Poverty-Discussion-Paper.pdf


• Thematic collections of evidence in particular development 
sectors or thematic areas

• Consolidate what we know about what works by mapping 
out systematic reviews and impact evaluations in that 
sector

• Structured around a framework based on key policy 
relevant interventions and intermediate and final outcomes

• Identify where we have strong evidence, and where we do 
not 

• Provide an overview of the quality of this evidence 

• Links to user-friendly summaries in the 3ie evidence 
databases 

What are evidence gap maps?



Evidence Gap Map of Productive Safety Nets



• Inform decisions about policies and programming 
to sustainably end poverty

• Inform strategic research prioritisation for 
solutions to end poverty

Purpose of the Evidence Gap Map



Focus on productive safety net interventions:

Individual or household level outcomes along the causal 
chain to poverty reduction and improved wellbeing

E.g. access / take up, employment, asset/land holdings, income / 
consumption / savings, risk management, poverty, inequality, 
empowerment

Evidence Gap Map framework

Safety net programmes that include livelihood or 

income generating components to expand market 
opportunities for the extreme poor



Inclusion criteria: Study types

Impact Evaluations

Studies that measure the net change in outcomes of a 
development intervention using counterfactual analysis

Systematic Reviews of intervention effectiveness

Studies that synthesise all the existing high-quality evidence 
using transparent methods to give the best possible, 
generalisable statements about what is known 



Unbiased: cover ALL literature, published and 
unpublished, no language restrictions 

Rigorous: SRs use evidence appropriately, and critically 
appraise all literature included and excluded 

Transparent: SR methods clear so reproducible 

Global public good: updated as new evidence emerges

Key features of a systematic review



Evidence Gap Map: Search results

13,907 titles 
screened

1,969 abstracts 
screened

11,538 excluded on 
relevance or as duplicates
334 excluded on methods
66 excluded on country

624 full texts 
screened

1,046 excluded on 
intervention / relevance
289 excluded on methods
10 excluded on country

272 included studies 
(358 papers)

95 excluded on intervention 
/ relevance
97 excluded on methods
1 excluded on country
45 not available
28 no relevant outcomes

248 Impact 
evaluations

(86 sister papers)

24 systematic reviews
(2 sister papers)



Evidence gap map of productive safety nets



How to use the evidence gap map



How to use the evidence gap map 



How to use the evidence gap map





How to use the evidence gap map



Findings: Evidence base
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Systematic Reviews Impact Evaluations

Distribution of studies by type of intervention evaluated





Findings: Evidence base
Distribution of studies by type of outcome evaluated
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Confidence in the validity of findings of included 
systematic reviews
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Access to formal banking: 

• State expansion of formal banking services in rural areas 
has potential to increase rural wages, agricultural 
investment and reduce rural poverty

• Innovative savings products can have a positive effect 
on income 

Microcredit: 

• No consistent evidence of a positive effect on women’s 
control over household spending 

• However, some evidence on the mediating factors for 
positive effects

Land property rights interventions:

• Land tenure interventions improve welfare (consumption 
or income) by 16 per cent on average

Findings from high confidence systematic reviews



Evidence gap: reporting of poverty status
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Only 23% of those studies that report targeting /evaluating
the poor analyse outcomes by poverty status



Evidence gap: reporting of poverty status
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Systematic Reviews Impact Evaluations



Studies evaluating effects for the extreme poor



Considerable gaps in the evidence on effects for the poor

Key gaps in the evidence on the effects on income 
poverty, adaptive capacity and cost-effectiveness 

Poor reporting about targeted / evaluated populations and 
high variation in poverty definitions used

Lack of high / medium confidence systematic reviews on 
most types of productive safety net interventions (though 
some reviews ongoing)

Conclusions: Where are the gaps?



Large volume of impact evaluation evidence on 
productive safety nets

Some useful findings on the effectiveness of formal 
banking services, land property rights interventions and 
microcredit

Gaps in the evidence limit our ability to assess 
whether/which productive safety net interventions help 
people escape poverty

Better reporting in studies would:
• Improve our ability to effectively target interventions in 

ways that achieve the greatest benefit for the poor 

• Improve our ability to synthesise findings across 
studies and inform policy and programming

Implications for policy and research



Evidence gap maps: 

• Present all existing evidence at a glance 

• Help quickly identify high quality evidence suitable for 
informing policy

• Provide access to user-friendly summaries of included 
studies

• Highlight evidence gaps to help guide research (funding) 
prioritisation

• A tool for decision making

Evidence gap maps and Sustainable Development 
Goals



EGMs do not  provide ready-made answers to policy or 
practice questions (not a magic bullet!)

At present, EGMs do not include evidence on predictive 
factors, implementation, barriers and facilitators etc. – only 
effectiveness evidence

Do not critically appraise impact evaluations and do not 
provide in-depth synthesis of findings - not a substitute for 
systematic reviews of the available evidence

Some caveats and limitations



Productive safety nets

Social protection

Agricultural innovations

Interventions to prevent and address HIV/AIDS

Integration of HIV services

Maternal health

Immunisation

Water and sanitation

Primary and secondary education

Youth and transferable skills programmes

Climate change adaptation

Land use change and REDD+

Forest conservation

Evidence for Peace

3ie’s evidence gap maps at:

http://www.3ieimpact.org/en/evidence/gap-maps/

3ie Evidence Gap Maps

http://www.3ieimpact.org/en/evidence/gap-maps/


Thank you


