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Abstract

The interconnected nature of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) forces the
development community to look broadly at solutions and outcomes. By drawing on
evidence from systematic and comprehensive reviews, this report provides an overview of
the evidence on 10 different intervention types related to agriculture and rural development,
and how these intervention types have impacted seven different outcomes associated with
SDG 1 (“End poverty in all its forms everywhere”) and SDG 2 (“End hunger, achieve food
security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture”). The seven outcomes
of interest are poverty, income, food security (measured by diet quantity), nutrition security
(measured by diet quality and/or nutrition), child stunting, child wasting and agricultural
productivity. There is a total of 79 systematic reviews included in this meta-review, including
18 reviews that look at poverty, 33 reviews that look at food security, 36 reviews on nutrition
security, 24 reviews on stunting, 18 reviews on child wasting and/or overweight, 31 reviews
on productivity and 48 reviews on income. For each intervention/outcome combination, a
summary of the evidence is provided, including a designation of the direction of impact and
the quality of evidence.
We found that cash transfers and agriculture programmes are among the most widely
covered intervention types by systematic reviews, but other intervention types showed
promising results. The costs and benefits of interventions were rarely studied in a rigorous
way, hence the systematic reviews included here repeatedly note the need for more research
to support decision-making for policies and programmes aimed at achieving SDGs 1 and 2.
Another common message across intervention types is the importance of context in terms of
determining the effectiveness of interventions.
Given the number and diversity of interventions, outcomes and indicators, the goal is not
to synthesize all the findings to say “what we know” about “what has worked”. Rather, by
pulling together evidence that is customarily examined by intervention type or by outcome,
we hope to encourage reflection on what it means to use evidence to inform agricultural and
rural development programming to SDGs 1 and 2 and to identify implications for future
impact evaluations and systematic reviews that are conducted with this goal in mind.
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1 Introduction

The first Sustainable Development Goal (SDG 1) calls for the eradication of extreme poverty
and the reduction by half of the proportion of men, women and children living in poverty
by 2030. SDG 2 calls for the end of hunger and for ensuring access for all people to safe,
nutritious and sufficient food all year round, as well as the promotion of sustainable
agriculture. Although great progress has been made in poverty reduction in recent decades, the
poorest are being left behind: over 2.1 billion people still live in poverty, about 736 million
in extreme poverty and about 815 million in hunger. In the last 25 years, the numbers of
extreme poor and malnourished have decreased by 58 per cent and 21 per cent, respectively.
Poverty reduction has stalled, however, because of inequality, and the number of hungry has
increased recently as a result of climate change, conflict and economic slowdown. Those still
in poverty tend to be the chronic poor, facing numerous constraints to addressing poverty
and food insecurity. Further gains in poverty and hunger reduction will be more difficult,
particularly for this group – the majority of whom live in rural areas and depend (at least
partly) on agriculture for food and income. In sub-Saharan Africa alone, more than 300
million of the extreme poor live in rural areas.
Over the next 15 years, the way in which we manage agriculture will be a major determinant
of whether or not we reach these – and many other – global goals, although rural
poverty reduction and malnutrition require more than just investment in agriculture. The
challenges facing agriculture and the institutional environment for agricultural growth and
technological innovation are far more complex than ever before. Agricultural investments
must now focus not only on increasing yields, but also on a more complex set of objectives,
including improving nutrition, preserving natural resources, adapting to climate change,
enhancing equity and contributing to structural transformation. The pathways through
which agricultural investments contribute to these outcomes are numerous and complex,
with opportunities for synergies as well as trade-offs.
Research in agriculture and rural development will play a critical role in meeting the
ambitious targets of SDGs 1 and 2. Careful analyses of country-specific contexts are needed
to address the underlying causes of poverty, hunger and poor nutrition. Nonetheless, much
can be learned from the available evidence on the types of interventions that have been
implemented and evaluated, which will contribute to achieving the targets of SDGs 1 and 2
in rural areas.
Recent years have seen heightened emphasis on the rigorous evaluation of development
interventions to determine which types of programmes successfully influence change. Not
only are sophisticated impact evaluations more common, with randomized controlled trials
and quasi-experimental techniques employed with increased frequency, but also systematic
reviews and meta-analyses have become commonplace as a means to coalesce the existing
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evidence on a given topic, creating resources for readers seeking to understand large bodies
of literature and often generating new insights in the process.
Between now and 2030, the international community seeks to tackle the UN’s Sustainable
Development Agenda, encompassing 17 goals, 169 targets and 232 indicators, all of which
are considered “integrated and indivisible”. Four key international agencies – Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), International Fund for Agricultural
Development (IFAD), Independent Science and Partnership Council (ISPC) of CGIAR
and World Bank – have come together under a Joint Initiative (JI) to develop a common
understanding and coordinated approach to managing agricultural and rural development
research and investment on achieving SDGs 1 and 2.1
To support this effort, the JI partners have identified the need for concise and updated
mapping of evidence on the relationship between investments in agricultural research and
development and reductions in poverty and hunger – including potential trade-offs between
SDGs 1 and 2. This meta-review uses data from existing systematic reviews, meta-analyses and
comparable comprehensive reviews (hereafter referred to collectively as “systematic reviews”)
to map and evaluate the evidence regarding the effects of a wide range of development
interventions on poverty and hunger.
The questions motivating this meta-review are: (i) What evidence exists regarding the impact
of agriculture and rural development interventions on hunger and poverty? and (ii) What
does the evidence reveal about which types of interventions have and have not successfully
impacted hunger and poverty? The goal was not an attempt to synthesize the findings to
identify what works or which interventions are best given the complexity of agricultural and
rural development with multiple factors and interactions among them. Rather the goal was
to bring together what is known, across intervention types and outcomes, so that appropriate
information would be available to researchers and development practitioners who are
designing projects and programmes. An assessment of the state of the evidence base could
also be useful for identifying which types of future investment in data and evidence would
best complement what exists to inform the decisions faced by the JI members and partners
as they address SDGs 1 and 2.
The report proceeds as follows: Section 2 describes the methodology for creation of an
Evidence Map (appendix 1) and database (appendix 2). Aspects of the methodology include
outcomes and indicators used, the types of interventions covered, the search process for
systematic reviews and the criteria for inclusion in this study, as well as how studies were
reviewed and coded. Section 3 summarizes the results for agricultural interventions and
Section 4 does the same for broader rural development interventions. Section 5 summarizes
and concludes.

1. For more details on the JI see: https://ispc.cgiar.org/blog/working-together-realizeagriculture%E2%80%99s-potential-achieving-sdgs-1-and-2.
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2 Methodology

2.1 Outcomes of interest for the meta-review
The outcomes of interest for this meta-review were defined to best fit the needs of the JI,
and are based on the targets and selected indicators for SDGs 1 and 2 (table 1): extreme
and moderate poverty; average income; food security (diet quantity); nutrition security
(diet quality and/or nutrition); child stunting (low height-for-age for children under age 5,
indicating chronic undernutrition); child malnutrition, including child wasting (low weightfor-height for children under age 5, indicating acute malnutrition) and child overweight
(excess weight-for-height for children under age 5, indicating overnutrition); and agricultural
productivity. Because SDG 2 has multiple dimensions, it has more outcome indicators than
for SDG 1. However, two of the indicators for SDG 2 are closely related to those of SDG 1 –
income and productivity. Therefore, we present and analyse the outcomes and indicators
included in this meta-evidence review in the following order:
Extreme and moderate poverty: The indicators of this category are poverty headcount, poverty
gap and poverty severity, or taken together, the Foster-Greer-Thorbecke poverty indices. It was
common for the reviews included in this meta-review to use other indicators as proxies for
poverty (income measures, food security measures, etc.), but reviews were not considered to
have evidence regarding poverty unless one of the explicit poverty measures was included.
Average income of smallholders: The indicators of this category are total household income,
total per capita income, total household or individual consumption, and total household or
individual expenditures, with consumption and expenditures commonly used as proxies for
income. Not included are measures of income from just one sector, such as farm income, offfarm income, etc. In terms of beneficiaries, all rural individuals and households are included,
without an exclusive focus on the income of smallholders.
Agricultural productivity: The indicators of this category are land productivity (yields per unit
land), labour productivity and total factor productivity (TFP). Measures of total production
(output) without reference to any input measure are not included.
Food security (diet quantity): The indicators related to diet quantity include calorie consumption,
food expenditure, self-reported hunger, skipped meals, and days or months without food.
Nutrition security (diet quality and/or nutrition): The indicators of this category are consumption
of micronutrient-rich foods, dietary diversity, anthropometric measures and biochemical
indicators of nutrition status. Stunting/height-for-age z (HAZ) scores and wasting/weightfor-height z (WHZ) scores are not included as they are included separately.
Child stunting: The indicators of this category are prevalence of child stunting, HAZ scores
and height, for any age group below age 5.
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Child malnutrition: The indicators of this category are prevalence of child wasting (moderate
or severe), prevalence of child overweight or obesity, WHZ scores and weight, for any age
group below age 5. Reviews that exclusively covered underweight (low weight-for-age) or
weight-for-age z (WAZ) scores are not included.
Table 1 SDG targets assessed
Targets

Indicators

Goal 1. End poverty in all its forms everywhere
1.1	By 2030, eradicate extreme poverty for all people
everywhere, currently measured as people living on
less than US$1.25 a day

1.1.1	Proportion of population below the international
poverty line, by sex, age, employment status and
geographical location (urban/rural)

1.2	By 2030, reduce at least by half the proportion
of men, women and children of all ages living in
poverty in all its dimensions according to national
definitions

1.2.1	Proportion of population living below the national
poverty line, by sex and age
1.2.2	Proportion of men, women and children of all ages
living in poverty in all its dimensions according to
national definitions

Goal 2. End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture
2.1	By 2030, end hunger and ensure access by
all people, in particular the poor and people in
vulnerable situations, including infants, to safe,
nutritious and sufficient food all year round

2.1.1	Prevalence of undernourishment

2.2	By 2030, end all forms of malnutrition, including
achieving, by 2025, the internationally agreed
targets on stunting and wasting in children under
5 years of age, and address the nutritional needs of
adolescent girls, pregnant and lactating women and
older persons

2.2.1	Prevalence of stunting (height for age <−2 standard
deviations from the median of the World Health
Organization (WHO) Child Growth Standards) among
children under 5 years of age

2.3	By 2030, double the agricultural productivity
and incomes of small-scale food producers, in
particular women, indigenous peoples, family
farmers, pastoralists and fishers, including through
secure and equal access to land, other productive
resources and inputs, knowledge, financial services,
markets and opportunities for value addition and
non-farm employment

2.3.1	Volume of production per labour unit by classes of
farming/pastoral/forestry enterprise size

2.1.2	Prevalence of moderate or severe food insecurity
in the population, based on the Food Insecurity
Experience Scale

2.2.2	Prevalence of malnutrition (weight for height >±2
standard deviations from the median of the WHO
Child Growth Standards) among children under 5
years of age, by type (wasting and overweight)

2.3.2	
Average income of small-scale food producers,
by sex and indigenous status

Source: United Nations A/RES/71/313, https://undocs.org/A/RES/71/313.
Note: This does not include all the targets and indicators of SDGs 1 and 2, but rather reflects the targets and indicators chosen
as focus areas for the JI.

2.2 Intervention types analysed
The review focuses on evidence from development interventions. Intervention is defined
broadly to include outputs of a wide range of research and development efforts; however, it is
important to note that we do not include observational studies on the importance of things
such as agricultural technologies, secure tenure or infrastructure to development outcomes.
Rather we focus on the results of specific interventions designed to make changes in a specific
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area in ways expected to lead to improvements in one or more SDG indicators. Although not
all results can be considered as causal given the methods used, that was the intention of the
reviews and we therefore refer to the studies using impact assessment language, recognizing
that in many, if not most, cases the studies fall short in terms of methodological rigour. An
assessment of the quality of the evidence base is included as part of the reporting of results.
The intervention types included in this evidence review were selected from a large set of
interventions relevant for the member organizations of the JI. Details of which interventions
were included under each category are discussed below along with the results. Because the
agriculture category has such a large number of reviews and such a diverse set of interventions,
results are also provided for some subcategories on which systematic reviews had been
conducted. Although there are other ways to categorize types of agricultural interventions,
in this review we are limited by the way that the authors of previous reviews have organized
their reviews and which types of interventions they have chosen to group together. Table 2
shows our intervention categories and subcategories with some examples.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT INTERVENTIONS

AGRICULTURAL
INTERVENTIONS

Table 2 Intervention categories analysed
Intervention categories

Subcategories and examples

1.	Promotion of improved agricultural
technologies and practices

a) Homestead food production/home gardens; b) biofortification;
c) livestock interventions; d) aquaculture interventions; e)
agricultural commercialization; f) extension and advisory
services; g) sustainable agricultural practices; h) irrigation; i)
agricultural input subsidies

2.	Promotion of groups/organizations

Cooperatives, self-help/savings/women’s health/farmers’ groups

3.	Land tenure security

Land rights, land titling

4.	Improving natural resource management
at landscape-scale

Community forest management, payment for environmental
services

5.	Improved access to financial products

Microcredit, microsavings, formal banking services and
insurance programmes

6.	Job creation programmes

Youth/job training programmes

7.	Social protection

Cash transfers, public works and employment guarantee
programmes

8.	Information services

ICT infrastructure, digital banking, mobile phone/media
information campaigns

9.	Improved infrastructure

Irrigation, roads, electricity and telecommunications

10.	Multisectoral interventions

Graduation programmes; water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH)
interventions

Although some of these intervention types relate to policy or institutional issues, we did not
specifically include policies as an intervention category. This is not because policy reforms
in the agricultural and rural development sectors are not important contributors to SDGs
1 and 2. Rather, we focused on interventions that can be directly linked to SDG outcomes,
whereas interventions designed to influence policy will, if successful, indirectly contribute to
the indicators studied here, often via implementation of programmes or other interventions
that would be covered here.
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2.3 Types of reviews included in the Evidence Map and database
Included in the Evidence Map and database are systematic reviews of impact evaluations,
comprehensive reviews that provide clear lists and findings from each included impact
evaluation, and rigorous impact evaluations that cover interventions in multiple countries.
Meta-analyses are also included if they accompany a systematic or comprehensive review of the
impact evaluation (IE) literature. If a systematic review did not provide enough information
to allow for a simple vote count of results, or provide a meta-analysis of our outcomes of
interest, then it was not included in the Evidence Map. An example of an excluded study
would be a systematic review that groups together multiple outcomes on agriculture, such
as yields, total production and input use, with no specific information about the individual
indicators. In this example, if it is not possible to determine how the included interventions
affected productivity/yields (our outcome of interest), this review would not be included in
the Evidence Map, but would be described in an accompanying online annex (www.ifad.org/
research/annex_38) that includes detailed summaries of the literature for each category. Also,
literature reviews that simply take a narrative form without a clear list of the included studies
and their results are not included in the Evidence Map, but are referenced in the online annex
where relevant to provide an overview of the IE literature, particularly where systematic or
comprehensive reviews are unavailable.
Reviews were included only if the authors screened for quality of the papers that they included.
Reviews were not included in cases where there was no indication of the methodological
requirements, or in one case where all papers had only treatment groups and no control
groups. We followed the authors’ leads on whether or not to include studies with questionable
methodology in our counts. If the authors discarded some studies lacking control groups,
then we did not include these in our count, but if other authors included similar studies, then
we also included them. In the case where it was clear that a subset of the included studies
were qualitative and were not included in the authors’ analysis, these were not included (or
noted separately) in our final count of papers in the database.
Published and grey literature studies were included, publications from 2000 or later were
considered to be eligible and the review was limited to English-language studies. Only studies
from low- and middle-income countries were included.

2.4 Search process
The search for reviews was undertaken using Google Scholar, 3ie, Campbell Library and
the Evidence for Policy and Practice Information and Co-ordinating Centre (EPPI-Centre).
In Google Scholar, the search terms included “systematic review” and terms relevant to the
intervention type. For the other three resources, terms relevant to the intervention type were
used, and then the results were searched for systematic or comprehensive reviews. The search
also included a “snowball” approach, whereby any relevant reviews were searched to see if they
mentioned any other pre-existing reviews on the same topic. Also, in Google Scholar, the lists
of papers citing the included systematic reviews were searched to identify additional reviews.
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2.5 Coding of results in the Evidence Map
The Evidence Map (appendix 1) for this meta-review is designed with the intervention types
in the rows and the outcome types in the columns. Reading across the rows gives a picture
of the evidence for each intervention, and reading down the columns gives a picture of the
evidence for each outcome of interest. Reviews are included by author name(s) and year of
publication, with the full citation included in the list of references. If the authors of a review
searched for the intervention/outcome combination but found no impact evaluations that
met their criteria, the review is noted in the Evidence Map as having “no evidence”. If the
review included between one and four impact evaluations, this is noted as “limited evidence”
in the Evidence Map. Finally, if the review included five or more impact evaluations for that
combination, the reference of that review is simply listed with no additional notation.
In some cases, an outcome of interest for this study is identified incidentally in one of the
included systematic reviews, meaning that it was not an outcome included in the objectives
of the paper and was not included in the search. In these cases, that systematic review or
paper is not included in the Evidence Map for that intervention/outcome combination.
Without an intentional search for that intervention/outcome combination, it is not possible
to know whether the review provides an accurate representation of the literature on that
subject. Only outcomes of interest that were intentionally included in the review are included
in the Evidence Map. An example is Burchi et al. (2016), where the focus was on the food
and nutrition security outcomes of cash transfer programmes. Some of the cash transfer/
food and nutrition security papers that they included also reported effects on poverty, but
given that it appears the authors did not intentionally search the cash transfer/poverty
literature, this paper is not included in the Evidence Map in the cash transfer/poverty cell.
A partial exception to this is child stunting, wasting, overweight and obesity. In cases where
the review authors searched for nutrition or related terms and identified studies with these
anthropometric measures, these were included in the Evidence Map for those outcomes
based on the assumption that the authors searched fully for studies with these impacts.
Each cell of the Evidence Map provides an indication of the direction of the impact for each
intervention/outcome combination and the quality of the evidence. The direction of the
impact is indicated by the background colour of the cell, whereby a dark blue background
indicates that the outcomes are quite consistently positive/beneficial; a light blue background
shows that the outcomes are suggestive of a positive/beneficial trend, but less clearly so,
either because they had more heterogeneous outcomes or a smaller body of evidence; a
grey background indicates that despite the existing evidence, the trend is not suggestive of
a significant impact; and a white background indicates that there is insufficient evidence
to determine the trend (generally used in the case of five or fewer impact evaluations in
total from the included reviews). A pink background would indicate that the evidence
leans towards negative/detrimental impacts and a red background would indicate that the
evidence is consistently negative/detrimental, although in practice no intervention/outcome
combinations fit that description. In cases such as poverty, stunting and wasting where
the desired direction of impact is negative, that is poverty goes down, we refer to this as a
“beneficial” impact rather than positive to avoid confusion. If poverty goes up, we refer to
this as a “detrimental” impact. The decision regarding the direction of impact (and therefore
the background colour) is based on the number of positive/beneficial, negative/detrimental,
insignificant and mixed impact evaluations relevant to each cell, as well as the assessments of
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the systematic review authors. The border colours of the cells for each intervention/outcome
combination indicate the quality of the evidence, based on our synthesis of the assessments
of the systematic review authors.

2.6 Format of results in the database
The database (appendix 2) includes an entry for each systematic review included in the
Evidence Map, with separate rows for each intervention/outcome combination. For each
review/intervention/outcome combination, there is a tally of the results from the included
impact evaluations. For each impact evaluation within the systematic reviews, the impact
is counted as “positive/beneficial” if at least one positive outcome was observed in that
category, and “negative/detrimental” if at least one negative outcome was observed in that
category. However, if there were offsetting negative and positive results in one category the
results were considered to be “mixed”.
A total of 79 unique systematic reviews is included in the Evidence Map and database.
This includes 18 reviews on poverty, 33 reviews on food security, 36 reviews on nutrition
security, 24 reviews on stunting, 18 reviews on child wasting and/or overweight, 31 reviews
on productivity and 48 reviews on income. Given that many reviews cover more than one
outcome type, the sum of the reviews per outcome is more than the total number of reviews.
We present the results grouped under agricultural and non-agricultural interventions. The
former includes interventions that directly link to agriculture presented first for the overall
category followed by specific subcategories, and the latter includes more system-level
interventions, although it is likely that these also have indirect links to agriculture.
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3 Agricultural interventions

The category on agricultural technology/practice promotion includes reviews that cover
multiple types of agricultural interventions. Specific interventions covered in this category
include those aimed at generally increasing agricultural production, developing value
chains, and enhancing extension and advisory services. Because there are so many types of
interventions, and because of their importance to the JI partners, we also look at subcategories
of interventions in more detail in the subsequent subsections.
Figure 1 summarizes the findings by intervention type and outcome, including both
agricultural and rural development interventions. The figure shows the direction of impact
and the quality of the methodology for each cell, and the size of the evidence base is
represented by the size of the circle. The size of each circle is determined by the number of
relevant systematic reviews in each category, not the number of impact evaluations. The
border colour indicates the quality of the evidence, and is based on the assessments of the
systematic review authors.
The first row of Figure 1 summarizes the findings of the review of the overall agricultural
interventions category. Four reviews considered the effect of agriculture on poverty.
IOB (2011) and Pray et al. (2017) both showed that development interventions aimed at
increasing agricultural productivity contributed to poverty reduction, with 4 out of 4 and 10
out of 10 impact evaluations showing beneficial effects, respectively. However, it should be
noted that the statistical significance is not given in the IOB review, and Pray et al. do not
provide a systematic review per se.2 Jayne et al. (2016) included two studies that showed
no impact on poverty incidence, but showed reductions in poverty severity. Garbero et al.
(2018), in a meta-analysis of improved seed interventions, found a reduction in poverty of 6
per cent. This cell of the evidence review is therefore designated as “leaning positive”. Eleven
reviews included impact evaluations measuring the effect of agriculture interventions on
income, and, for all but one of these reviews, all or most of the relevant impact evaluations
showed positive effects, hence this cell is designated as dark blue. With regard to the effect on
productivity (mainly measured in terms of yields), seven reviews included relevant evidence,
and the results overwhelmingly showed positive effects.
Nine reviews included impact evaluations measuring the effect of agriculture interventions
on diet quantity (including calories or food expenditures), and for all of these reviews, all
or most of the relevant impact evaluations showed positive effects.3 This is also designated as
dark blue. Thirteen reviews considered the effects of agriculture interventions on diet quality
and/or nutrition, most often focusing on consumption of specific nutrient-rich foods, and
half of these reviews contained 20 or more relevant impact evaluations. The vast majority of

2. For a more detailed description of the findings of each systematic review, see the online annex at:
www.ifad.org/research/annex_38.
3. The exception here is Jayne et al. (2016), which had so few studies on food and nutrition security and
children’s anthropometrics that it is not possible to determine the trend.
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Figure 1 Visual map of evidence, including size of evidence base, direction of effect and strength of methodology
OUTCOMES
Poverty

Average income

Productivity (per labour
unit or per land unit)

AG. technology/practice
(crops, livestock, fisheries)

Home gardens/
homestead food
production
Biofortification

Livestock interventions

Aquaculture interventions
Agricultural
commercialization
Extension and advisory
services
Sustainable agriculture
practices
Irrigation
Agricultural input subsidies
Organizations and groups
Tenure security
Landscape-scale natural
resource management
Improved access to financial
products
Job creation programmes

Social protection programmes

ICT
Improved infrastructure
Multisectoral interventions and
WASH (selected studies)
Notes: Size of circle corresponds to the number of systematic reviews in each category. Note that this does not show the
number of impact evaluations for each category. Inner circle colours indicate the direction of impact of evidence.
Dark blue=sufficient evidence of beneficial impact;
light blue=suggestive evidence of beneficial impact;
white=insufficient evidence to determine trend. Border colours indicate
grey=despite evidence, impact is in doubt;
strength of methodology of impact evaluations.
Yellow=concerns with methodology;
black=methodology is generally
strong.
ICT, information and communications technology; WASH, water, sanitation and hygiene.
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Food security (quantity)

Nutrition security (diet
quality and/or nutrition)

Stunting for children age < 5

Malnutrition for children
age < 5
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these showed positive effects on at least one aspect of nutrition security, thus we consider that
agriculture has demonstrated positive effects in this area. Regarding child stunting or HAZ
scores, nine reviews had relevant impact evaluations, and of these just four reviews found
positive effects in the majority of cases. Regarding child stunting/HAZ, Arimond et al. (2011),
Masset et al. (2011), Girard et al. (2012) and Ruel et al. (2017) included four to eight impact
evaluations each, and for each of these reviews only one of the included impact evaluations
found a beneficial impact on stunting/HAZ. We consider it unclear that there are significant
impacts of agriculture interventions on stunting/HAZ despite the existing evidence. Regarding
child wasting or WHZ scores, nine reviews had relevant evidence, and these were somewhat
more promising than the stunting results and leaned slightly positive overall. We designate
this as light blue, although we consider it to be a borderline case.
Masset et al. (2011) state that the absence of statistically significant impacts of agricultural
interventions on children’s nutritional status should not be attributed to the inefficacy of
these interventions, and highlight that the lack of power of the studies might have prevented
the identification of impact.

3.1 Homestead food production/home gardens
Eight reviews are included in the homestead food production/home gardens category, and
all of these are broad reviews that covered agriculture programmes more generally, often
with a focus on diet and nutrition outcome indicators, but also including other outcomes
in several cases. There were no studies that looked at poverty outcomes in this category. The
evidence on income is drawn from four reviews: Ruel (2001), World Bank (2007), Arimond
et al. (2011) and Masset et al. (2011). These reviews had between one and three impact
evaluations on income each, almost all of which showed positive results. The very limited
evidence on productivity comes from Berti et al. (2004), with two impact evaluations both
showing positive effects. In terms of diet quantity (calories and/or total expenditures),
there are four reviews with relevant impact evaluations, three of which had only one impact
evaluation each while the other had two impact evaluations. Although all but one of these
showed positive effects, the quantity of evidence was so limited that it is not possible to draw
any conclusions regarding the effects of home gardens on diet quantity. Eight reviews had
impact evaluations on diet quality and/or nutrition, almost all of which had more than 10
impact evaluations each, with the vast majority showing positive results. These studies most
commonly considered diet quality, including intake of specific micronutrient-rich foods, and
to a lesser extent micronutrient status.
Regarding children’s anthropometry, the earlier systematic reviews had a small number of
impact evaluations that considered stunting (and within these there is a good deal of overlap).
These tended to show positive results, yet the more recent systematic reviews (Masset et al.
2011 and Ruel et al. 2017) found no significant positive effects on child stunting (out of
five and four impact evaluations, respectively). Taken together, the results call into question
whether or not homestead food production/home garden interventions are beneficial in
terms of child stunting. The evidence regarding child wasting is similar, although slightly
more favourable, with the main difference being that Ruel et al. (2017) found that two out
of four impact evaluations showed beneficial effects on child wasting. Taken together, the
evidence on wasting suggests positive effects. It is important to note that the designations for
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both child stunting and child wasting are borderline cases given the evidence here, and thus
should be interpreted with caution.

3.2 Biofortification
Although the evidence on biofortification is limited, the study quality is on the higher side
and the results of biofortification on nutrition security consistently showed positive results,
especially regarding the effects of orange-fleshed sweet potato interventions on vitamin A
intake and status. In terms of the effects on child stunting and child wasting, the evidence is
too thin to discern a trend. There is one study on wasting that showed a positive effect, and
two studies on stunting – one showing no change and one with a positive effect. No impact
evaluations covering the effects of biofortification on poverty, income, productivity or diet
quantity were identified in the systematic reviews.
The studies included here are all effectiveness trials, not efficacy trials, to the extent that
this was apparent from the systematic reviews. No systematic reviews were identified that
focused solely on our outcomes of interest and biofortification; however, several reviews that
looked at agricultural programmes more broadly included biofortification interventions.
These include Masset et al. (2011), Stewart et al. (2015) and Ruel et al. (2017). Systematic
reviews related to biofortification more generally, but not covering our outcomes of interest,
have also been published. These include Talsma et al. (2017) on acceptance and adoption
of biofortified crops, De Steur et al. (2016) on willingness to pay and cost-effectiveness and
Gera et al. (2012) on efficacy trials.

3.3 Livestock interventions
Livestock interventions are covered by several systematic/comprehensive reviews that
considered a range of agricultural programmes, as well as Leroy and Frongillo (2007) and
Iannotti et al. (2013), which are specifically focused on livestock and animal-sourced food
interventions. No reviews were found that looked into the impacts of livestock interventions
on poverty and productivity outcomes. Three reviews covered the effect of livestock on
income – Leroy and Frongillo (2007), World Bank (2007) and Masset et al. (2011) – which
included four, four and two relevant impact evaluations, respectively, all of which found
positive impacts. Six reviews considered the effects on diet quantity (total calories or food
expenditures) – Berti et al. (2004), Leroy and Frongillo (2007), World Bank (2007), Bhutta et
al. (2008), Gibson and Anderson (2009) and Iannotti et al. (2013) – all of which had fewer
than five impact evaluations each on diet quantity, but all the impact evaluations found
positive effects with the exception of one for which the results were unclear. The same six
reviews covered diet quality and/or nutrition, along with Masset et al. (2011) and Ruel et al.
(2017), and the vast majority of the included interventions from these eight reviews found
positive effects. Regarding stunting, three reviews covered the effects of livestock on stunting
and/or HAZ, but each included only one impact evaluation, all of which showed beneficial
effects. Just two reviews included studies on livestock and child wasting, with a total of three
impact evaluations, all of which showed positive effects, but the evidence base is much too
thin to draw any conclusions.
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3.4 Aquaculture interventions
No reviews were found identifying the effect of aquaculture interventions on poverty. The
evidence of the effect of aquaculture and/or fisheries interventions on income is suggestive
of a positive trend, although the quantity of impact evaluations is quite limited. Kawarazuka
(2010) found that four out of five studies covering income showed positive effects and one
had unclear results. Three additional systematic reviews – Leroy and Frongillo (2007), World
Bank (2007) and Masset et al. (2011) – including just one impact evaluation each regarding
income, all showed positive results. Of these, Kawarazuka (2010) is the only systematic review
focused specifically on aquaculture and fisheries, whereas the others also cover livestock and/
or agriculture more generally. World Bank (2007) was the only systematic review to measure
the impact of aquaculture and/or fisheries on productivity, and this showed a positive effect,
but the evidence was too scarce to constitute a trend in any direction.
In terms of food security, there is very limited evidence in the systematic reviews of the effect
of aquaculture and/or fisheries on overall diet quantity. Kawarazuka (2010) included two
impact evaluations covering diet quantity, and these showed positive effects. Kawarazuka
also showed that of the seven studies that evaluated diet quality and/or nutrition, mainly
fish consumption, five found positive effects and two did not show significant effects. The
other systematic reviews covering the effect of aquaculture or fisheries interventions on diet
quality and/or nutrition – Leroy and Frongillo (2007), World Bank (2007) and Masset et
al. (2011) – each had few relevant impact evaluations and these had mixed results. Taken
together, the results are split between positive results and no significant results, thus we do not
see convincing evidence of any trend towards significant effects of aquaculture and/or fisheries
on diet quality and/or nutrition. Only Masset et al. (2011) had evidence on stunting and/or
wasting, and included just one impact evaluation that found no effect on either indicator.
Allison (2011) provide a general discussion on aquaculture, fisheries, poverty, and food and
nutrition security, including the impact pathways between these interventions and outcomes.
The authors identified three pathways through which aquaculture and fisheries affect
poverty and food and nutrition security: “(1) nutritional benefits from the consumption
of fish; (2) income to those employed in the sector and multiplier and spillover effects in
fishery-dependent regions; and (3) through generation of revenues from exports, taxation,
license fees and from payment for access to resources by foreign fleets or foreign investment
in aquaculture”. Several papers have been written making the case that fish comprise an
important source of nutrition and income for the poor in low- and middle-income countries,
yet these do not focus on impact evaluations of interventions (see Béné et al. 2015, and Joffre
et al. 2017).

3.5 Agricultural commercialization
The category of agricultural commercialization contains a variety of programme types,
including cash crops, contract farming, certification schemes (organic, fair trade, etc.) and
value chain interventions. The reviews included here are also diverse, with some focusing on
one of these specific programme types and others that are broad agricultural reviews with
impact evaluations of programmes that fall under this category. None of the studies include
poverty indicators included in this review. Regarding household income, overall the studies
lean towards positive effects, yet the studies on contract farming, such as those covered by
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Otsuka et al. (2016) and Ton et al. (2017), were more consistently positive than the studies
on certification schemes, covered by International Trade Centre (ITC) (2011) and Oya et al.
(2017). In terms of the effects on agricultural productivity, Arimond et al. (2011) and IOB
(2011) had just one relevant impact evaluation each with positive results, but ITC (2011) and
Oya et al. (2017) on certification schemes found that just 5 out of 11 and 1 out of 5 impact
evaluations, respectively, identified positive effects on productivity/yields. This is designated
as grey (not suggestive of positive effects), with the caveat that the evidence applies primarily
to certification schemes.
Six reviews covered the effects on diet quantity (calories or total expenditure), all of which
had four or fewer impact evaluations each. The majority of these showed positive results. Six
reviews covered the effects on diet quality and/or nutrition, with one, two or three impact
evaluations each. The majority of these showed positive results, but the quantity of evidence
is rather thin. Regarding the effects on child stunting, just three reviews included studies
on this outcome – Berti et al. (2004), World Bank (2007) and Arimond et al. (2011). These
had just one, one and four relevant impact evaluations, respectively. The evidence contained
therein was quite mixed, leaving it in doubt that there is a positive trend. Only two reviews
covered the effects on child wasting, with each only including one impact evaluation (one
was positive and one mixed), again prohibitively limited to draw any clear conclusions.
The value chain concept can be used to explore the linkages between agriculture, nutrition
and markets to assess the potential role of the private sector in contributing to public
nutrition objectives (Poole 2013; Maestre et al. 2017). As development activities, value chain
interventions are directed at segments or the entirety of a value chain to achieve particular
economic or social objectives through investments and innovations, typically focusing on
business processes (Zuberi et al. 2016). Ruel et al. (2017) found just one rigorous evaluation
of a value chain intervention at the household level – a Randomized Controlled Trial (RCT)
of a dairy value chain programme in Senegal – which was found to positively affect boys’
haemoglobin levels (changes in girls’ haemoglobin levels and children’s anaemia rates were
not statistically significant). Allen and de Brauw (2017), in a literature review (not included
in the Evidence Map), considered the types of value chain interventions that could lead to
improvements in micronutrient intake. On review of the existing literature, they concluded
that very few published papers link agricultural interventions in general, and value chain
interventions in particular, to nutritional outcomes.

3.6 Extension and advisory services
The evidence from systematic reviews regarding the effects of extension and advisory services
on poverty is extremely thin. Ton et al. (2013) included just one impact evaluation that
showed positive effects of innovation grants for small farmers on poverty. The evidence
of the impact on household income is suggestive of positive effects, but the quantity of
studies is somewhat limited, with just three systematic reviews including one to four impact
evaluations each, the majority of which were positive. Regarding agricultural productivity,
the evidence regarding extension (Davis et al. 2012 and Waddington et al. 2014) is generally
positive, although there are concerns regarding methodological rigour and publication
bias. The evidence of the effect of capacity strengthening of agricultural research systems on
productivity, from Posthumus et al. (2013), is also positive, but very thin. Regarding food
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and nutrition security, and children’s anthropometry, only Ton et al. included evidence
in this area, with four impact evaluations showing positive effects, with the exact indicators
unspecified.

3.7 Sustainable agriculture practices
For sustainable agriculture, the relevant systematic reviews mainly focused on organic
agriculture and conservation agriculture, and productivity was the exclusive focus in terms
of the outcomes of interest for this paper. The search did reveal systematic reviews of studies
testing the nutrition content and effects of organic foods, but these were not included because
they were efficacy trials and mostly took place in high-income countries (see Dangour et al.
2009, and Lima and Vianello 2011). It is also important to note that certification schemes,
including organic certification, are covered in the agricultural commercialization section of
this report and not here, although the connection to this section on sustainable agriculture
is clear.
In terms of conservation agriculture (CA),4 there were four systematic reviews that met our
inclusion criteria – Rusinamhodzi et al. (2011), Bayala et al. (2012), Wall et al. (2013) and
Brouder and Gomez-Macpherson (2014). Two found net positive effects, one found mixed
and one found net negative effects of CA on yields. The consistent message is that context
and local conditions (i.e. enabling environment) are hugely influential in terms of success.
Regarding organic agriculture, the evidence is mixed, although recent reviews show that yields
are at least somewhat lower than those of conventional agriculture (de Ponti et al. 2012
and Seufert et al. 2012). The two more general systematic reviews in this area (Pretty et al.
2006 and Garibaldi et al. 2017), covering agricultural sustainability projects and alternative
farming systems, found positive effects on yield in the majority of included studies. In sum,
enough of these reviews found positive effects on yield to consider this suggestive of positive
effects (light blue); however, there is huge variability, in part driven by agroecological context
and the exact farming techniques that are used.

3.8 Irrigation
The systematic reviews covering irrigation that met our inclusion criteria were all broader
studies that included infrastructure or agriculture more generally. The studies on poverty
are all from Knox et al. (2013), including 15 studies on poverty, and these all show positive
effects. Knox et al. (2013) also included 18 studies on income, again all positive, along with
1 positive study on income from IOB (2011). Pinstrup-Andersen and Shimokawa (2008),
IOB (2011) and Knox et al. (2013) included 3, 3 and 13 studies of the effect of irrigation
on productivity, respectively, with all but 1 study showing positive effects. In terms of food
security, just IOB (2011) had evidence – two impact evaluations both showing positive
effects. The evidence is also extremely thin on irrigation and nutrition security, with Berti et
al. (2004) and Ruel et al. (2017) including two and one impact evaluations, respectively, with
mixed results. (It should be noted that Domènech (2015), not included in the Evidence Map
but described in the online annex (www.ifad.org/research/annex_38), also covered irrigation
and food and nutrition security, and found positive results.)

4. CA includes minimum or zero tillage, soil cover (mulch) and crop associations in the form of rotations or
intercropping.
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3.9 Agricultural input subsidies
The evidence on agricultural input subsidies is very limited, both in terms of systematic
reviews and impact evaluations. Chirwa and Dorward (2013) state that “it is notable how
difficult it is to find comprehensive reviews of subsidy programmes, despite the substantial
number of programmes that have been or are being implemented across Africa and the very
substantial investments of public funds in these programmes”. Jayne et al. (2016) declare that
there is a “dearth of research” on the topic of agricultural input subsidies and food security.
A systematic review protocol from Dorward et al. (2014) states that no systematic review of
agricultural input subsidies has previously been published, and that the existing literature
reviews have been inadequate.
Included in the Evidence Map are IOB (2011), a systematic review that covers a wide range
of agricultural programme types including limited evidence on agricultural input subsidies,
and Jayne et al. (2016), the most comprehensive review on agricultural input subsidies that
could be located. Regarding poverty, IOB (2011) includes evidence from just one impact
evaluation, showing a positive effect, and Jayne et al. (2016) include two studies that show
no impact on poverty incidence, but reductions in poverty severity. Jayne et al. also include
national data from Malawi on poverty, showing that the input subsidy programme brought
down the poverty rate. Jayne et al. include three studies from three countries on the effect on
income, which showed mixed results (one positive, one mixed, one no effect). Regarding the
effect on productivity, Jayne et al. found that three out of four studies with evidence showed
positive effects on yields, and concluded that there is a positive effect, but that it could be
made stronger by improvements in programme delivery. IOB (2011) found two studies on
yields, both showing positive effects. Only Jayne et al. had studies on food security, nutrition
security and child wasting, with just one or two studies for each outcome type, making it
impossible to determine the trend.
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4 Rural development interventions

4.1 Groups/organizations
This category was broadly defined to include rural development groups and organizations,
including but not limited to agricultural cooperatives. One systematic review by Biscaye et
al. (2014) that covers self-help groups, savings groups, women’s health groups and farmers’
groups found 11 studies on income, with 8 studies showing positive effects and 3 studies
showing no significant effects; however, none of these studies included quantitative effects
relative to a control group, and so this is not considered sufficient evidence to constitute a
positive trend. Of five studies on agricultural productivity, three showed positive effects and
two no significant effects. In terms of food and nutrition security, Biscaye et al. (2014) also
included one study on calorie and protein consumption with positive effects on each, yet the
evidence is too thin to draw any conclusions.
The evidence on agricultural cooperatives is surprisingly thin, considered “scarce at best”
according to Ragasa and Golan (2014). No systematic reviews were identified that focused
exclusively on the impact of agricultural cooperatives on our outcomes of interest. Berkhout
et al. (2017) created an Evidence Gap Map including producer cooperatives, and showed that
the evidence base on producer cooperatives is limited. Shiferaw et al. (2011), with a focus on
sub-Saharan Africa, provide an overview of the ways in which agricultural cooperatives can
help farmers improve access to markets and increase adoption of agricultural technologies,
with examples from the literature. They also reviewed the factors that contribute to successful
cooperatives and to the challenges faced by cooperatives.

4.2 Land tenure security
Several reviews with evidence on tenure security met our inclusion criteria. Lawry et al.
(2014) and Higgins et al. (2017) focused specifically on tenure security, Meinzen-Dick et al.
(2017) focused on women’s land rights, and IOB (2011) and Bouillon and Tejerina (2007) are
broader reviews that included tenure security/land rights as one of several intervention types.
Evidence of the impact of tenure security on poverty is from just one systematic review (IOB
2011), with three relevant impact evaluations, all showing beneficial effects. The evidence on
income/consumption is from three reviews. IOB (2011) included just one impact evaluation
that measured the effect on income, and found a positive effect. Lawry et al. (2014) included
four studies on income, two of which showed positive effects and two of which showed
no significant effects, yet the author’s meta-analysis showed that tenure security increased
income by 15 per cent. However, Higgins et al. (2017) included nine studies that looked
at the impact on income, and of these just two showed positive effects, one showed mixed
effects and six showed no effect, concluding that for land tenure security, there is “a lack
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of support for links with productivity, access to credit, and income”. Because of this, we
designated this category as grey (lack of clear positive effect, despite existence of evidence).
Regarding productivity, IOB (2011) included one relevant impact evaluation, showing a
positive effect. Lawry et al. (2014) found that six out of eight impact evaluations showed
positive effects, and meta-analysis showed a 40 per cent increase in productivity, although
the results are not statistically significant given the substantial heterogeneity of the results.
Higgins et al. (2017) found that three out of four impact evaluations showed positive effects.
Meinzen-Dick et al. (2017) found three relevant studies, all of which showed that increased
tenure security positively affects productivity, although in one case the effect holds only for
men. We consider this category to be suggestive of positive effects (light blue), yet recommend
caution given the heterogeneity of effects detected by Lawry et al. (2014).
Regarding the impact of tenure security on diet quantity, three systematic reviews considered
this area – IOB (2011), Higgins et al. (2017) and Meinzen-Dick et al. (2017) – with one, two
and four relevant impact evaluations, respectively, showing mixed results. The quantity of
evidence is insufficient to determine a tendency. The same systematic reviews included studies
on diet quality and/or nutrition, here with just one to two relevant impact evaluations each,
which is again insufficient evidence to determine a trend. Only Bouillon and Tejerina (2007)
had evidence on child wasting, with just one positive impact evaluation.
In terms of context, Lawry et al. (2014) found that, “Though tenure recognition improves
productivity in settings where title is the dominant means for securing land rights, as is the
case in much of Latin America and Asia, productivity gains may take time to become apparent,
the effects may vary substantially across cases, and they likely depend on other supportive
conditions, such as the performance of credit, input supply, and product markets”. The
authors also describe the reasons why tenure security may be less effective in Africa, including
the existence of informal tenure arrangements and the lack of a supportive environment,
pivotal to ensure gains from tenure security in other regions. In terms of impact pathways,
intermediate outcomes are presumed by Lawry et al. to be increased investment in the land
and increased use of land via leasing or sharecropping that is possible with a formal title. The
authors did not find evidence that land tenure security provides benefits through increased
access to credit, but rather that the investment effect has a positive impact.

4.3 Landscape-scale natural resource management
Several systematic reviews regarding the socio-economic impacts of forestry interventions are
motivated by the implementation of the Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest
Degradation in Developing Countries framework. A question that is commonly approached
in these reviews is whether or not economic and environmental benefits can simultaneously
be achieved through these interventions.
Although there is some evidence suggesting positive impacts of forestry interventions on
household income, the evidence is still weak and the impacts on the poor are cause for
concern. Bowler et al. (2010), in a systematic review on community forest management,
found two impact evaluations covering income, but the results are inconclusive given
methodological issues. Samii et al. (2015a), in a systematic review on decentralized forest
management, found that of three studies that considered household welfare, only one looked
at total per capita consumption expenditure (positive effect) and two looked at forest income
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and found positive effects; however, it was noted that the impact on poorest households is
not always positive. Samii et al. (2015b) focused on payments for environmental services and
found that of two studies with evidence on income, both showed positive effects. Caplow et
al. (2011), in a review of forestry projects, found that of two papers (one project) that looked
at effect on household income, the effect was positive. Finally, Pelletier et al. (2016) reviewed
community forest management projects and found that of 25 studies that measured the
impact on income, two had mixed results, 11 had positive effects, 11 had no significant effects
and 1 had a negative effect. However, it is not clear how many of these showed total income
versus solely forest income. Taken together, we consider this to be suggestive of positive
impacts (light blue in Figure 1), yet we consider Pelletier et al.’s assessment to be important:
“In terms of social beneﬁts, there is some evidence of positive outcomes, but it would be
prudent to say that, although CFM could provide a contribution to poverty alleviation, it is
by no means a panacea to rural poverty. It is also clear that CFM does not deal very well with
equity issues at the local level”. Therefore, the light blue designation regarding the effect on
income must be understood as not necessarily targeted to the poor.
The quantity of evidence in the systematic reviews is much too limited to draw any
conclusions on food security. Only Caplow et al. (2011) included one impact evaluation
covering monthly food expenditures, which found no effect. Bowler et al. (2010) explicitly
included food and nutrition security outcomes in their search, but found no relevant impact
evaluations with control groups that measured food and nutrition security outcomes.
There is a series of systematic reviews on community-based conservation interventions that
reports generally on “economic outcomes,” along with attitudinal, behavioural and ecological
outcomes (Brooks et al. 2006; Waylen et al. 2010; Brooks et al. 2013). However, these are not
included in the Evidence Map because the details of what indicators are included in the
broad category of “economic outcomes” are unclear.
Finally, there are several existing systematic review protocols on the impacts of forestry. For
example, Cheng et al. (forthcoming) will systematically review the literature on the impacts
of forests on poverty alleviation, and Miller et al. will review the effect of agroforestry
interventions on agricultural productivity, ecosystem services, and human well-being in lowand middle-income countries (Miller et al. 2017).

4.4 Improved access to financial products
This category contains various intervention types, including microcredit, microsavings, formal
banking services and insurance programmes. A moderate number of systematic reviews
have examined the effects of financial products on poverty, food and nutrition security, and
average income, but few have considered child anthropometry or agricultural productivity.
Five reviews considered the effects of financial products on poverty. Stewart et al. (2010)
and Stewart et al. (2012) both covered the effects of microfinance, primarily microcredit,
on poverty, with the former study focused on sub-Saharan Africa and the latter covering
low- and middle-income countries. Together these include five impact evaluations, with one
showing beneficial effects, two detrimental effects and two no effects. The other reviews on
poverty – Radermacher et al. (2010) on insurance, Pande et al. (2012) on formal banking
services and Biscaye et al. (2015) on rural and agricultural finance – included very few impact
evaluations each, and given that they covered diverse aspects of finance, no firm conclusions
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can be drawn from them. However, for microfinance, the poor vote count on poverty, along
with conclusions drawn by Stewart et al. (2010) and Duvendack et al. (2011) suggesting that
microcredit can be detrimental to the poor, lead us to designate this as grey, with the caveat
that this conclusion is driven by the microfinance results.
The reviews on income also covered a variety of intervention types, but for most of the
reviews, the majority of the included impact evaluations showed beneficial effects on
income (or expenditures), including the impact evaluations covering microfinance. Thus, we
designate this category as light blue, suggestive of positive impacts. In contrasting this with
the less encouraging findings regarding poverty, it is worth further investigation to determine
whether financial products, including microfinance in particular, lead to short-term gains in
expenditure, while failing to realize longer-term transitions out of poverty.
The reviews on food security (diet quantity) covered microcredit (Stewart et al. 2010), rural
and agricultural finance (Biscaye et al. 2015), and savings promotion interventions (Steinert
et al. 2017). Whereas Steinert et al. found positive effects on food security in a meta-analysis,
the other two reviews mainly failed to find positive effects, thus we designate this category
as grey. Just two reviews cover the effects on diet quality and/or nutrition. Stewart et al.
(2010) found that four out of five microfinance impact evaluations showed positive effects
on diet quality and/or nutrition. Biscaye et al. (2015) found that just one out of two impact
evaluations on rural and agricultural finance positively affected diet quality and/or nutrition.
We designate this as suggestive of positive impacts, with the caveat that this is driven by
the microfinance results. Finally, only Stewart et al. (2010) had one impact evaluation on
stunting and this showed a beneficial effect of microfinance.
It is notable that the literature on index insurance is quite limited. Cole et al. (2012)
systematically reviewed the literature on agricultural index insurance but found no papers
with evidence regarding the impacts on income, productivity, or food and nutrition security
despite including these in the search. Marr et al. (2016) systematically reviewed the literature
on index insurance including takeup, impacts and interactions with credit products in
developing countries. They identified only two papers, both with positive results, showing
empirical evidence of the effect of index insurance on income/consumption, although they
included papers that modelled both negative and positive effects on income. Marr et al. also
included papers that showed effects on intermediate outcomes such as investment levels and
investment in riskier crops, and found mainly positive results.

4.5 Rural job creation programmes
The systematic reviews on rural job creation programmes focused mainly on the impact on
household income. Although there are some suggestions of positive impacts, several of the
systematic reviews and meta-analyses found no evidence of impact on income. Bouillon
and Tejerina (2007), in a review focused on a variety of social programmes in Latin America,
included youth training programmes and other job training programmes aimed at increasing
the participants’ skill levels to prepare for the workforce. Of the seven evaluations that
looked at effects of youth/job training programmes on income, four found positive effects,
one found mixed effects and two no effects. Holmes et al. (2013) systematically reviewed
the evidence of the impact of job creation interventions in fragile states on poverty and
stability, and two out of two quantitative studies that looked at income/consumption found
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positive effects. Valerio et al. (2014), in a review of entrepreneurship education and training
programmes, found that of five studies on income, two showed positive effects and three
showed no effect. Kluve et al. (2017) systematically reviewed training, entrepreneurship
promotion, employment services and subsidized employment interventions for youth based
on 10 studies. Regarding consumption, a proxy for income, the effect was positive but not
statistically significant at the 95 per cent confidence interval. At least 7 of these 10 studies
were from low- and middle-income countries, for which the authors state that the effects
on consumption were greater. Taken together, we consider these to be suggestive of positive
impact on income, particularly in low- and middle-income countries.
Just one systematic review (Holmes et al. 2013) considered the impact of these programmes
on food security, and although all four studies included showed positive effects, it was
acknowledged that the studies were not rigorous, and the evidence base is too thin to draw
any meaningful conclusions.
There are a considerable number of systematic reviews that consider youth employment
programmes, entrepreneurship programmes and other job creation programmes that do not
consider our outcomes of interest. These include Card et al. (2015) (employment status,
earnings, hazard to new job, other hazard and unemployment status), Cho and Honorati
(2014), Grimm and Paffhausen (2015) (job creation), Betcherman et al. (2007), and Tripney
and Hombrados (2013).

4.6 Social protection programmes
The literature on social protection programmes is relatively abundant, high quality and
is primarily focused on cash transfer programmes, although other social protection
programmes such as public works programmes and employment guarantee schemes are also
covered. Four systematic or comprehensive reviews included results on poverty (measured
in terms of incidence, depth and/or severity): Fiszbein et al. (2009), Hagen-Zanker et al.
(2011), Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) (2011) and Bastagli et al. (2016). For all of
these reviews, the majority of included impact evaluations showed that social protection
programmes reduced poverty (4 out of 6, 18 out of 19, 17 out of 20 and 6 out of 9,
respectively). Regarding the effect on income, seven reviews included studies showing the
effect on income and/or expenditures: Bouillon and Tejerina (2007), Fiszbein et al. (2009),
IEG (2011), Hagen Zanker et al. (2011), Kabeer and Waddington (2015), Bastagli et al. (2016)
and Ralston et al. (2017). These show positive effects on income in 4 out of 7, 5 out of 7, 6
out of 9, 7 out of 11, 3 out of 3, 25 out of 35 and 5 out of 9 impact evaluations, respectively.
Because these are less overwhelmingly positive, we designate this as light blue.
Ten reviews included studies on diet quantity (calorie consumption or total food
expenditures): Bouillon and Tejerina (2007), Basset (2008), Bhutta et al. (2008), IEG (2011),
Fernald et al. (2012), Manley et al. (2013), Kabeer and Waddington (2015), Bastagli et al.
(2016), Burchi et al. (2016) and Ralston et al. (2017). For 9 out of 10 of these studies, the
effect on diet quantity was positive for the majority of the included impact evaluations, often
overwhelmingly so. The one exception was Ralston et al. (2017), which showed positive
effects in 5 out of 11 cases, non-significant effects in 5 cases and negative effects in 1 case.
Twelve reviews covered diet quality and/or nutrition, and these also showed positive effects
in the majority of impact evaluations. Regarding the effects on child stunting/HAZ scores,
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7 out of 12 reviews showed beneficial effects in the majority of cases, whereas 5 out of 12
reviews showed that the impact evaluations were either evenly split between beneficial results
and no results/detrimental results, or that beneficial results were found in less than half of the
impact evaluations. Further, in a meta-analysis on cash transfer programmes and stunting,
Manley et al. (2013) found the following: “When effect sizes are weighted by the inverse of
their standard error on average the 17 programmes increased HAZ by 0.025 with a p-value
that the effect is different from zero of 0.38. The programs’ average impact on height-forage is positive, but small and not statistically significant”. We therefore consider there to be
unconvincing evidence that there are positive, significant effects on stunting. Meanwhile, for
each of seven systematic reviews that covered the effects on child wasting, the majority of
impact evaluations showed no effect.
Interestingly, the point is made in both Kabeer et al. (2012) and Leroy et al. (2009) that there
is little understanding of the causal pathways by which conditional cash transfers affect the
outcomes of interest.

4.7 Information services/information and communication technology (ICT)
In terms of our outcomes of interest, the systematic reviews covering information services/
information and communication technology (ICT) are concentrated on impacts on income
and diet quality. The evidence on poverty comes from just one systematic review (Knox et
al. 2013), with three impact evaluations (two positive, one no effect). The evidence of ICT
interventions on income comes from four reviews. Asenso-Okyere and Mekonnen (2012), in
a review of ICTs for agriculture, found two impact evaluations that considered the effects on
income, both with positive results. Pande et al. (2012) included an evaluation of just one ICT
intervention – the mobile banking service m-Pesa – and found a positive effect on income.
Knox et al. (2013) included just one impact evaluation on telecommunications, which does
not find a significant effect on income. Biscaye et al. (2015), which also reviewed mobile
money applications, found that of the three included studies that looked at household
income/consumption, all three saw positive effects. We consider this to be suggestive of
positive effects. The evidence on agricultural productivity is from just one review (AsensoOkyere and Mekonnen 2012) with one impact evaluation, and the effect was positive.
Compared to the interventions that evaluated the effect on income, the evidence on the
effect of information services/ICTs on diet quality and/or nutrition was based more
heavily on interventions that conveyed diet and/or health information to beneficiaries,
with a focus either on mothers and babies or the general population. Naugle and Hornik
(2014) reviewed mass media interventions focused on child health and found that of the
nine nutrition studies of moderate to stronger design, all had positive effects, although
in some cases this was just on knowledge/attitudes but not practices. Biscaye et al. (2015)
had one evaluation of a mobile money intervention, which showed positive effects on
diet quality. Lee et al. (2016) evaluated maternal, neonatal and child health interventions
delivered via mobile ICT, and found three evaluations on infant feed and/or breastfeeding
for which meta-analysis showed a positive and statistically significant effect. The effects on
iron supplementation were also positive. Finally, Müller et al. (2016) focused on Internet
and mobile technology to influence diet, and found that of the 11 studies that looked at
effects on diet, 8 had positive effects. The authors concluded that “most Internet-based
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interventions were effective in improving physical activity and/or diet while the evidence
for mobile-phone interventions (text messages and counselling) was mixed”. Because there
are multiple reviews with impact evaluations on diet quality and/or nutrition, 2 of which
have 9 to 11 studies each, and showing predominantly positive effects, we consider this area
to have sufficient evidence of positive impact (red).
The 3ie Map of Maps (updated 17 April 2017) included “Information and communications
technology” as a sector and SDG 1 and SDG 2 as outcome categories. Within this, no
evidence maps were included under SDG 1 but two were included under SDG 2: Zewge
and Dittrich (2015) and Sabet et al. (2017). Sabet et al. (2017), a 3ie Gap Map on “Science,
Technology, Innovation, and Partnerships” yielded just seven systematic reviews in total,
only one of which was relevant for our purposes. The relevant systematic review, Lee et al.
(2016), “Effectiveness of mHealth interventions for maternal, newborn and child health
in low- and middle-income countries: Systematic review and meta-analysis,” included the
impact of technology on breastfeeding outcomes and is included in the Evidence Map and
database. Zewge and Dittrich (2015) is a thesis and was not relevant for our purposes.

4.8 Improved infrastructure
The evidence base regarding the effect of infrastructure projects differs substantially from
most of the other intervention types covered by this Evidence Map and review. For one,
given the wide-scale nature of many infrastructure investments, the evaluation methods bestsuited to determining the impact of these projects are different from the other intervention
types. Also, with the exception of Knox et al. (2013), infrastructure evaluations have not been
covered by systematic reviews but rather by multi-country reviews that consider the impacts
of infrastructure at the national level for several countries. Yet, because the existing evidence
suggests positive impacts on some outcomes of interest and several other intervention
types point to the state of infrastructure as an important contextual factor that determines
programme effects, we consider its inclusion essential for understanding the programme
types that influence SDGs 1 and 2.
Regarding poverty, Knox et al. (2013) found that for roads, electricity and mixed infrastructure,
there were 46 measures on poverty, of which 42 were positive, 3 were negative and 1 showed
no effect. Torero (2011) reviewed Fan and Hazell (1999), Zhang and Fan (2000), Fan et
al. (2000a), Fan et al. (2000b) and Fan et al. (2002), and stated that these studies in India
and China “are among the few works that attempt to link infrastructure, rural growth and
poverty alleviation, by highlighting the role of investment complementarities. Their research
efforts show that infrastructure investments, particularly in irrigation, roads, electricity and
telecommunications, not only contribute to growth in agricultural production, but also a
reduction in rural poverty and regional inequality in these countries”. Taken together we
consider this to be sufficient evidence demonstrating that infrastructure reduces rural poverty.
Regarding income, the evidence is all from Knox et al. (2013), which included 9 measures
on income, of which 7 were positive, 1 negative and 1 showed no effects, and 13 measures of
consumption, of which 11 were positive and 2 were negative. The evidence from the literature
on the impacts of infrastructure on productivity is quite consistently positive. Knox et al.
(2013) described the impacts of infrastructure on income as occurring via improvements
in agricultural productivity. Pinstrup-Andersen and Shimokawa (2008) found four studies
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with measures of the effect of infrastructure on productivity (labour productivity and TFP),
three of which showed positive effects and one that showed no change. Knox et al. (2013)
included 11 measures on agricultural productivity, including yields, labour productivity and
TFP, all of which were positive. Torero (2011) cited one study on productivity that showed
positive effects.

4.9 Multisectoral interventions and WASH
This last category of interventions contains a combination of selected multisectoral
interventions and Water, Sanitation And Hygiene (WASH) interventions. Regarding the
effect on income, the evidence is from Banerjee et al. (2015), in a review of six graduation
programmes in six countries. They found that in endline 1, impact on total consumption
per capita was positive and statistically significant in four out of six countries. In endline 2,
impact on total consumption per capita was positive and statistically significant in five out of
six countries (although only at the 10 per cent level for two of these). For food consumption
per capita per month, five out of six countries showed positive, statistically significant results
(although one was only significant at the 10 per cent level). The food security index showed
positive effects for four out of six countries for endline 1 and for four out of six countries for
endline 2 (although two are only significant at the 10 per cent level). The methodological
rigour of these studies is high.
The evidence regarding nutrition outcomes is primarily from Dangour et al. (2013) on
WASH interventions. Of the 12 studies with nutrition measures other than HAZ/stunting or
WHZ/wasting (WAZ, Mid-Upper Arm Circumference, Body-Mass Index and haemoglobin),
10 studies found no statistically significant effects, 1 found positive/beneficial effects (on
WAZ) and 1 found negative effects (on haemoglobin levels). Meta-analysis from RCTs found
no statistically significant effect on WAZ. Regarding HAZ or stunting, Dangour et al. (2013)
found that of the 10 studies that measured HAZ scores, 9 saw no change and 1 found positive
effects. Meta-analysis (on RCTs only) including 4,627 children identified a borderline
statistically significant effect of WASH interventions on HAZ score (MD 0.08; 95 per cent CI
0.00 to 0.16). Meanwhile, Remans et al. (2011), in a review of the multisectoral Millennium
Villages Project, found the following: “There was a signiﬁcant (at = 0.05) reduction in
stunting prevalence at 5 of the sites and a nonsigniﬁcant reduction in 3 additional sites.
(One additional site had a nonsignificant increase in stunting.) Furthermore, children
younger than 2 years of age had a 43 per cent lower risk of being stunted than before project
initiation”. Taken together we consider this to be suggestive of positive impacts on stunting,
although this is a borderline case. Of the 10 studies that covered WHZ or wasting, again from
Dangour et al. (2013), all 10 found no statistically significant effect. Meta-analysis (on RCTs
only) including 4,622 children identified no evidence of an effect of WASH interventions on
WHZ score (MD 0.02; 95 per cent CI −0.07 to 0.11).
There are multiple systematic reviews of WASH interventions investigating outcomes other
than ours, including incidence of diarrhoea in particular. Mbuya and Humphrey (2016)
discuss the possible impact pathways between WASH and reduced stunting and suggest
that the effect may not be through reduced diarrhoea but rather through reduced enteric
dysfunction. Several papers have emphasized the importance of considering a multisectoral
approach to combatting stunting: see Ruel et al. (2017), Carmen Casanovas et al. (2013) and
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Erismann et al. (2017). Including WASH components along with other nutrition-specific or
nutrition-sensitive interventions is an approach worthy of further investigation.
It is worth noting that the 2015 3ie Gap Map on Water, Sanitation and Hygiene, which
covers a wide range of WASH interventions, showed just one systematic review covering
impacts related to nutrition and anthropometry (Dangour et al. 2013) and no systematic
reviews covering impacts related to income/consumption/poverty. Dangour (2013) notes the
following regarding previous research: “Cochrane reviews published to date of the impact of
WASH interventions have focused only on diarrhoea incidence, and there are no published
reviews of the effect of WASH interventions on child nutritional status”. A search of all
published papers citing Dangour et al. (2013) revealed no additional systematic reviews to
date, which would have likely cited Dangour if they existed.
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5 Discussion

5.1 SDGs
What is most striking about the evidence base regarding poverty (SDG 1) is that for most
intervention types it is very limited. This is, in part, a result of the restrictive criteria used to
identify the impact on poverty, whereby we included only measures of poverty headcount,
severity and depth to best capture progress as measured by SDG 1. Many reviews stated that
they assessed the impact on poverty, but used indicators related to health, education and
other areas, rather than the poverty measures that are used by the SDGs.
It is interesting to juxtapose the small evidence base on the effects of agricultural productivity
interventions on poverty with that on the effect of agricultural growth on reducing poverty
using cross-country data and computerized general equilibrium models showing robust
evidence (de Janvry and Sadoulet 2010). Demonstrating the impacts of agricultural research
and development on poverty is inherently challenging because of the long and complex
causal chain between changes in agricultural practices and poverty outcomes (Gollin et al.
2018); however, it is still surprising how few studies tried.
The evidence base is stronger for food and nutrition security (SDG 2). As might be expected,
the evidence base for impacts of agricultural and rural development interventions on income
and productivity, both of which are much more proximate outcomes to an agricultural
intervention, is well documented and largely positive.
Food security is covered for the majority of intervention types, although not always with a large
volume of relevant impact evaluations. For agricultural and social protection programmes,
the evidence shows quite consistently that there are positive effects on food security. This
wide base of evidence for nutrition security reflects, in part, the expansive definition we have
taken, whereby we have included measures of consumption of micronutrient-rich foods,
dietary diversity indices and diet quality analyses.
Undernutrition, and stunting in particular, is like poverty, difficult to influence directly
through agricultural investments. However, in contrast to poverty, quite a number of reviews
have been conducted on the evidence base for the effects of agriculture on nutrition and
stunting. Recent recognition of the importance of stunting as a development priority, and
the need for both nutrition-sensitive as well as nutrition-specific interventions to address it,
has led to interest in the potential of agriculture to make a greater contribution. This helps
explain the relatively large number of reviews, and the focus on subcategories related to
production of nutritious foods such as vegetables, animal products and biofortified staples;
however, many are inconclusive because of weaknesses in study design and the difficulty of
influencing an outcome as complex as stunting.
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Had all studies that sought to assess poverty impacts used the poverty measures as for SDG
1, the evidence base would have been larger and more comparable. However, the reality
is that impact pathways from agricultural and rural development interventions to poverty,
malnutrition or stunting are complex and difficult to document. Ensuring that impact
evaluations also include intermediate outcomes along the pathway is important in terms of
expanding the evidence base. In the case of SDG 2, the indicators chosen do reflect outcomes
along a pathway, whereas in SDG 1 there is only the final outcome. It is likely that some
of the SDG 2 indicators, such as productivity and income, are also relevant for SDG 1, and
where this is the case, investments that address these can harness the synergies between SDGs
1 and 2.
Despite its importance, cost-effectiveness is commonly noted as an area of research requiring
further attention according to many of the systematic reviews covered by this report. These
include, but are not limited to: Arimond et al. (2011), Basset (2008), Bastagli et al. (2016),
Iannotti et al. (2013), Kluve et al. (2017), Lagarde et al. (2009), Landell-Mills and Porras
(2002), Müller et al. (2016), Ranganathan and Lagarde (2012), Ruel (2001), Ruel et al. (2017),
Samii et al. (2015b), Steinert et al. (2017) and Ton et al. (2013). Some reviews, however,
did include a substantial analysis of cost-effectiveness. These include, but are not necessarily
limited to: Banerjee et al. (2015), Biscaye et al. (2014), Bouillon and Tejerina (2007), Bowler
et al. (2010), Fiszbein et al. (2009), IOB (2011), ITC (2011), Jayne et al. (2016), PinstrupAndersen and Shimokawa (2006) and Pray et al. (2017). Other reviews had some mention
of cost-effectiveness, but it was either not a major focus of the review or there was limited
evidence based on the impact evaluations examined. Finally, a substantial number of reviews
did not address cost-effectiveness at all. This lack of evidence may be because our search was
for reviews of programme effectiveness, not cost-effectiveness per se. However, the need for
more research in this area was a common refrain.
Many of the systematic reviews included here recognized the importance of the enabling
environment and the challenge of making generalizations about what types of interventions
will be effective. There are some contextual issues that are common to many of the reviews,
including the state of the agroecological environment, existing institutions, infrastructure
and markets. For example, Ruel et al. (2017) point to various important contextual factors,
including market access, whereby crop production diversity has a greater effect on outcomes
such as dietary diversity in places where market access is limited. They also underline the
importance of the food environment, and suggest that existing frameworks used to categorize
food environments and interventions be matched to each context. Jayne and Rashid (2013)
discuss the importance of soil quality in determining yield response to input subsidy
programmes. Knox et al. (2013) include a long list of “effect modifiers” that influence the
results of infrastructure investments, including but not limited to geographical location,
initial infrastructure condition and availability of natural resources. It is not within the scope
of this paper to thoroughly analyse the contextual factors that influence the success, or lack
thereof, of each intervention type. Yet, the message that context is important came through
clearly in the process of this review, and more comprehensive study of contextual factors in
future research would be worthwhile.
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5.2 Interventions
Agricultural and social protection programmes have the strongest evidence base for SDGs 1
and 2. Results are promising for other intervention types as well; for only one – strengthening
organizations and groups – is there no evidence from the included systematic reviews of even
potentially positive impacts on any of the outcome indicators. Evidence on input subsidies
is the next thinnest, with just two reviews that present only limited evidence on productivity
improvements. For all but one intervention type – sustainable agricultural practices – reviews
looked at multiple outcomes. Even where they did not find impacts, that no negative results
were found suggests that there are no trade-offs, at least among the interventions assessed
in these studies. That this meta-review found little evidence of negative impacts could be a
result of “cherry picking” (conducting studies where impacts are expected) or publication
bias, but evidence of what does not work is also important to inform investment decisions
and should be considered by the research community.
This review focuses on single intervention types; however, many projects or programmes
include multiple intervention types. With the exception of a small number of interventions
specifically targeted at nutrition and health, limited evidence was identified regarding
the effects of multisectoral interventions on the outcomes of interest.5 This could be an
important area for future research, with careful attention paid to underlying impact pathways
to enhance the generalizability of the results.

5.3 Next steps to expand the evidence base
Most studies reviewed for this meta-review call for greater attention to quality in both
measurement and analytical rigour. Given the length and complexity of the impact pathways,
this does not just mean more experimental and quasi-experimental studies. Good-quality
studies of all kinds are needed,6 as are ways of synthesizing findings and extracting operational
implications.
Investment is also needed in the kinds of data and data collections systems that will enable
long-term, large-scale monitoring and analysis. Long-term panel datasets and geospatial
data are increasingly being collected and made publicly available. Greater transparency and
availability of intervention data, for example via compliance of International Aid Transparency
initiative standards, etc., will enable analysis across interventions and outcomes scales that
are relevant for decision makers.
The evidence was compiled to answer the question, “What do we know about the impact of
agriculture and rural development on SDGs 1 and 2”? A corollary to this question is “What
do we need to know to inform investment decisions in ways that will increase impacts”? To
answer that question, we need a better understanding of how investment decisions are made,
how programmes are designed and of where the entry points for evidence are found. The

5. The idea of a multisectoral intervention can be broadly defined and a simple search using the term
“multisectoral” is unlikely to be an effective search strategy. Thus, we consider this to be an area with
promise in terms of its effect on stunting/child height, but by no means definitive. There is a consistent
theme and some evidence in the literature that multisectoral approaches can contribute to stunting
reduction. Yet, Ruel et al. (2017) caution that in regard to nutrition-sensitive agriculture, evidence
of stunting reduction has not been shown, and that although multisectoral approaches including
agriculture might be effective, the question of co-location versus integration of complex interventions
must be better researched.
6. For example, process tracing methods that are increasingly applied to intervention with social
development goals (Beach 2017).
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results of this review could be an important starting point for that analysis, which would
draw on analyses of current projects as well as consultations with stakeholders.

5.4 Limitations of this review
Given the broad range of intervention types and outcomes covered by this review, along
with consideration of the available time and resources for the project, it was necessary to
restrict the collection of evidence to that which has already been covered by systematic
reviews. This presents the possibility that there are impact evaluations for an intervention/
outcome combination that are not represented by this paper. This could happen if there
have been impact evaluations produced more recently than the latest systematic reviews or
if the systematic reviews for an intervention/outcome missed relevant impact evaluations.
Although it is important to keep these issues in mind, it is our view that they are not
widespread concerns. Where evidence was scarce for a particular intervention type, we have
noted in the narrative summaries statements from other researchers confirming this lack of
evidence whenever possible.
There is also the possibility that we have missed relevant systematic reviews. In terms of the
number of search terms we used and the number of databases we searched, the search process
for each intervention type was less thorough than the searches done by the systematic reviews
themselves. However, the possibility that we missed systematic reviews is lessened by the fact
that we drew on existing Gap Maps of systematic reviews wherever possible, thereby benefiting
from the extent of the search process that drove creation of the Gap Map. Also, systematic
reviews that follow strict methodology include a section on previous systematic reviews on
the topic. Where available, we have mined those lists for other relevant systematic reviews.
Another issue is that this review does not provide a count of impact evaluations, yet we
know that there is considerable overlap and some impact evaluations are covered by multiple
systematic reviews, particularly in terms of the agriculture reviews. Also, this report does not
indicate the size of impact for most outcomes, which is an important aspect to consider for
programme design; however, this goes beyond the scope of this review.
As described in Section 2, we used comprehensive reviews and multi-country impact
evaluations, particularly where reviews following strict systematic review methodologies were
unavailable. There is a trade-off here. By including reviews that are not systematic per se (e.g.
see Torero (2011) on infrastructure or Banerjee et al. (2015) on graduation programmes),
we are better able to understand the evidence base for interventions that have not yet been
subject to systematic reviews. Given the inherent subjectivity of including some but not all
non-systematic reviews across the intervention types, the volume of evidence in the cells
is not directly comparable. This was a necessary decision driven by our main objective of
providing an understanding of what we know about each type of intervention.
Finally, this review focused only on SDGs 1 and 2 as a first step in providing a broad review
of the existing evidence on the impacts of a wide range of interventions supported by the JI
members and partners. Notwithstanding their importance for achieving the SDGs, the factors
that drive sustainability of the impacts (to any type of shock including climatic, economic or
political) are not analysed here using the same methodology. Given the already ambitious
goals of this study, an evidence review on sustainability is beyond its scope, but should be
explored in future research.
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5.5 Conclusion
The strength of this paper is its breadth, providing an overview of evidence on the impacts
of a wide range of interventions on a large set of outcome indicators for SDGs 1 and 2. This
study might generate more questions than answers for each type of intervention, regarding,
for example, the geographic areas and timescales of the interventions that were evaluated
and the durability of their results. It is intended to serve as a resource for deeper investigation
into the various types of interventions included here, to provide a broad perspective on the
research landscape relevant to SDGs 1 and 2, and to contribute to the development of metareview methodology that can simultaneously consider a broad range of interventions and
outcomes.
Finally, when considering the available evidence on the extent to which these interventions
have influenced poverty and food security, it is valuable to reflect on the following questions:
What factors effectively spark economic development that is inclusive and pro-poor?
Macroeconomic policy, microeconomic interventions or accidents of history? To what extent
do the types of interventions included here have the capacity to affect structural change or, at
best, do they serve to alleviate the challenges of poverty until broader development occurs? It
is our hope that this review provides some insight into the role that the included categories
of interventions have played in the process of development.

37

References

3ie. 2017. Map of Maps. http://gapmaps.3ieimpact.org/evidence-maps/map-maps.
Acharya, A., Vellakkal, S., Taylor, F., Masset, E., Satija, A., Burke, M. and Ebrahim, S. 2012. The Impact of
Health Insurance Schemes for the Informal Sector in Low- and Middle-Income Countries: A Systematic
Review. The World Bank Research Observer 28: 236-266.
Aker, J.C. 2011. Dial “A” for agriculture: a review of information and communication technologies for
agricultural extension in developing countries. Agricultural Economics 42(6): 631-647.
Ali, I. and Pernia, E.M. 2003. Infrastructure and poverty reduction – What is the connection? Asian
Development Bank, ERD Policy Brief Series, Number 13, Manila, Philippines.
Allen, S. and de Brauw, A. 2017. Nutrition sensitive value chains: Theory, progress, and open questions.
Global Food Security 16: 22-28.
Allison, E.H. 2011. Aquaculture, Fisheries, Poverty and Food Security. The WorldFish Center Working Paper:
2011-65. Penang, Malaysia.
Anderson, J.R. and Feder, G. 2004. Agricultural extension: Good intentions and hard realities. The World
Bank Research Observer 19(1), 41-60.
Aranda-Jan, C.B., Mohutsiwa-Dibe, N. and Loukanova, S. 2014. Systematic review on what works, what
does not work and why of implementation of mobile health (mHealth) projects in Africa. BMC Public
Health 14(1), 188.
Arimond, M., Hawkes, C., Ruel, M., Sifri, Z., Berti, P., LeRoy, J., Low, J., Brown, L. and Frongillo E. 2011.
Agricultural interventions and nutrition: lessons from the past and new evidence. In Combating micronutrient
deficiencies: food-based approaches, edited by B. Thompson and L. Amoroso. Rome: Food and Agriculture
Organization/CABI International: 41-75.
Asenso-Okyere, K. and Mekonnen, D.A. 2012. The importance of ICTs in the provision of information for
improving agricultural productivity and rural incomes in Africa. African Human Development Report. United
Nations Development Programme.
Awaworyi, S.K. 2014. Impact of microfinance interventions: a meta-analysis. Business and Economics Discussion
Paper 03/14, Monash University.
Badgley C, Moghtader J., Quintero, E., Zakem, E., Chappell, M.J., Avilés-Vázquez, K., Samulon, A. and
Perfecto, I. 2007. Organic agriculture and the global food supply. Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems
22(2): 86-108.
Banerjee, A.V. 2013. Microcredit under the microscope: What have we learned in the past two decades, and
what do we need to know? Annual Review of Economics 5: 487-519.
Banerjee, A., Duflo, E., Goldberg, N., Karlan, D., Osei, R., Parienté, W., Shapiro, J., Thuysbaert, B. and
Udry, C. 2015. Development economics. A multifaceted program causes lasting progress for the very poor:
Evidence from six countries. Science 348(6236): 1260799.
Bassett, L. 2008. Can conditional cash transfer programs play a greater role in reducing child undernutrition? World
Bank Social Policy Discussion Paper, 835. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
Bastagli, F., Hagen-Zanker, J., Harman, L., Barca, V., Sturge, G., Schmidt, T. and Pellerano, L. 2016.

38

Cash transfers: What does the evidence say? A rigorous review of programme impact and the role of design and
implementation features. London: Overseas Development Institute.
Bayala, J., Sileshi, G.W., Coe, R., Kalinganire, A., Tchoundjeu, Z., Sinclair, F. and Garrity, D. 2012. Cereal yield
response to conservation agriculture practices in drylands of West Africa: A quantitative synthesis. Journal of
Arid Environments 78: 13-25.
Beach, D. 2017. Process-Tracing Methods in Social Science. Oxford Research Encyclopedias: Politics. DOI:
10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.176
Béné, C., Barange, M., Subasinghe, R., Pinstrup-Andersen, P., Merino, G., Hemre, G. and Williams, M. 2015.
Feeding 9 billion by 2050 – Putting fish back on the menu. Food Security 7:261–274.
Berkhout, E., Bouma, J., Terzidis, N. and Voors, M. 2017. Supporting local institutions for inclusive green
growth: Developing an Evidence Gap Map. NJAS-Wageningen Journal of Life Sciences 84: 51-71.
Berti, P., Krasevec, J. and Fitzgerald, S. 2004. A review of the effectiveness of agriculture interventions in
improving nutrition outcomes. Public Health Nutrition 7: 599-609.
Betcherman, G., Godfrey, M., Puerto, S., Rother, F. and Stavreska, A. 2007. A review of interventions to support
young workers: Findings of the Youth Employment Inventory. Social Protection Discussion Paper Series, No. 715.
Washington, D.C., World Bank.
Bhutta, Z.A., Ahmed, T., Black, R.E., Cousens, S., Dewey, K., Giugliani, E., Haider, B.A., Kirkwood, B., Morris,
S.S., Sachdev, H.P. and Shekar, M. 2008. What works? Interventions for maternal and child undernutrition
and survival. The Lancet 371: 417-440.
Biscaye, P., Clark, C., Harris, K.P., Anderson, C.L., Gugerty, M.K. and Anderson, L. 2015. Review of Rural and
Agricultural Finance in Sub-Saharan Africa. Evans School Policy Analysis & Research Group (EPAR) Brief No.
307/The MasterCard Foundation Rural & Agricultural Finance Learning Lab Brief No. 1.
Biscaye, P., True, Z., Clark, C., Harris, K.P., Anderson, C.L. and Gugerty, M.K. 2014. Self-help groups in
development: A review of evidence from South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. Evans School Policy Analysis &
Research Group (EAPR) Brief No. 283.
Bouillon, C. P. and Tejerina, L. 2007. Do we know what works? A systematic review of impacts evaluations of social
programs in Latin America and the Caribbean. Washington, D.C.: Inter-American Development Bank.
Bowler, D., Buyung-Ali, L., Healey, J.R., Jones, J.P.G, Knight, T. and Pullin, A.S. 2010. The evidence base of
community forest management as a mechanism for supplying global environmental benefits and improving local welfare.
CEE Review 08-011 (SR48). Collaboration for Environmental Evidence: www.environmentalevidence.org/
SR48.html.
Börner, J. Baylis, K., Corbera, E., Ezzine-de-Blas, D., Honey-Roses, J., Person, U.M. and Wunder, S. 2017. The
Effectiveness of Payments for Environmental Services. World Development 96: 359–374.
Brooks, J.S., Franzen, M.A., Holmes, C.M., Grote, M.N. and Borgerhoff Mulder, M. 2006. Development as a
conservation tool: evaluating ecological, economic, attitudinal, and behavioral outcomes. Systematic Review No. 20.
Bangor: Collaboration for Environmental Evidence.
Brooks, J., Waylen, K.A. and Mulder, M.B. 2013. Assessing community-based conservation projects: a
systematic review and multilevel analysis of attitudinal, behavioral, ecological, and economic outcomes.
Environmental Evidence 2(1): 2.
Brouder, S.M. and Gomez-Macpherson, H. 2014. The impact of conservation agriculture on smallholder
agricultural yields: a scoping review of the evidence. Agriculture, ecosystems and environment 187: 11-32.
Burchi, F., Scarlato, M. and d’Agostino, G. 2016. Addressing food insecurity in sub-Saharan Africa: The role
of cash transfers. Discussion Paper 17/2016. Bonn: German Development Institute/Deutsches Institut für
Entwicklungspolitik (DIE).
Caplow, S., Jagger, P., Lawlor, K. and Sills, E. 2011. Evaluating land use and livelihood impacts of early forest
carbon projects: Lessons for learning about REDD+. Environmental Science and Policy 14(2): 152-167.
Card, D., Kluve, J. and Weber, A. 2015. What Works? A Meta Analysis of Recent Active Labor Market Program

39

Evaluations. IZA Discussion Paper No. 9236. Bonn, Germany.
Carletto, G., Ruel, M., Winters, P. and Zezza, A. 2015. Farm-level pathways to improved nutritional status:
introduction to the special issue. The Journal of Development Studies 51: 945-957.
Carmen Casanovas, M., Lutter, C.K., Mangasaryan, N., Mwadime, R., Hajeebhoy, N., Aguilar, A.M., Kopp,
C., Rico, L., Ibiett, G., Andia, D. and Onyango, A.W. 2013. Multi‐sectoral interventions for healthy growth.
Maternal and Child Nutrition 9(S2): 46-57.
Carlson‐Bremer, D., Blevins, M., Vermund, S.H. and Lindegren, M.L. 2013. Livestock development
programmes for communities in low‐ and middle‐income countries. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews
7: CD010624.
Cheng, S.H., Ahlroth, S., Sieber, S., Shyamsundar, P., Garside, R., Kristjanson, P., McKinnon, M.C. and Miller,
D.C. (2017). How do forests contribute to poverty alleviation? A systematic map protocol. Environmental
Evidence 6:10.
Chirwa, E. and Dorward, A. 2013. Agricultural input subsidies. The recent Malawi experience. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Cho, Y. and Honorati, M. 2014. Entrepreneurship programs in developing countries: A meta regression
analysis. Labour Economics 28: 110-130.
Cole, S., Bastian, G., Vyas, S., Wendel, C. and Stein, D. 2012. The effectiveness of index-based micro-insurance in
helping smallholders manage weather-related risks. London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute
of Education, University of London.
Dangour, A.D., Dodhia, S.K., Hayter, A., Allen, E., Lock, K. and Uauy, R. 2009. Nutritional quality of organic
foods: a systematic review. The American Journal of Clinical Nutrition 90(3): 680-685.
Dangour, A.D., Watson, L., Cumming, O., Boisson, S., Che, Y., Velleman, Y., Cavill, S., Allen, E. and Uauy, R.
2013. Interventions to improve water quality and supply, sanitation and hygiene practices, and their effects
on the nutritional status of children. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 8: CD009382.
Da Silva, C.A. and Rankin, M. 2013. Contract Farming for Inclusive Market Access. Rome: FAO.
Davis, K., Nkonya, E., Kato, E., Mekonnen, D. A., Odendo, M., Miiro, R. and Nkuba, J. 2012. Impact of
farmer field schools on agricultural productivity and poverty in East Africa. World Development 40(2): 402413.
de Janvry, A. and Sadoulet, E. 2010. Agricultural growth and poverty reduction: Additional evidence. World
Bank Research Observer 25(1): 1-20.
de Melo, L.G.N.S., da Costa Uchoa, S.A., Cobucci, R.N.O., Costa, J.V., do Nascimento Gouveia Costa, A.J.,
de Gois, I.T.P. and Gomes, M.C.S. 2016. Conditional cash transfer program effects on anthropometric index
from children in Latin America: A systematic review. Health 8: 664-671.
de Ponti, T., Rijk, B. and van Ittersum, M.K. 2012. The crop yield gap between organic and conventional
agriculture. Agricultural Systems 108: 1–9.
Dercon, S. and Kirchberger, M. 2008. Literature review on microinsurance. Microinsurance Paper No. 1.
International Labour Organization – Microinsurance Innovation Facility.
De Steur, H., Wesana, J., Blancquaert, D., Van Der Straeten, D. and Gellynck, X. 2016. The socioeconomics of
genetically modified biofortified crops: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci. Vol 1390: 14-33.
Domènech, L. 2015. Improving irrigation access to combat food insecurity and undernutrition: A review.
Global Food Security 6: 24-33.
Domènech, L. and Ringler, C. 2013. The Impact of Irrigation on Nutrition, Health, and Gender: A Review Paper
with Insights for Africa south of the Sahara. IFPRI Discussion Paper 01259.
Dorward, A., Fan, S., Kydd, J., Lofgren, H., Morrison, J., Poulton, C., Rao, N., Smith, L., Tchale, H., Thorat,
S., Urey, I. and Wobst, P. 2004. Institutions and policies for pro-poor agricultural growth. Development Policy
Review 22(6): 611-622.

40

Dorward, A., Roberts, P.D., Finegold, C., Hemming, D.J., Chirwa, E., Wright, H.J., ... and Parr, M.J. (2014).
Protocol: Agricultural input subsidies for improving productivity, farm income, consumer welfare and wider growth in
low-and middle-income countries: A systematic review. The Campbell Collaboration.
Doss, C., Summerfield, G. and Tsikata, D. 2014. Land, gender, and food security. Feminist Economics 20(1):
1-23.
Duvendack, M., Palmer-Jones, R., Copestake, J.G., Hooper, L., Loke, Y. and Rao, N. 2011. What is the evidence
of the impact of microfinance on the well-being of poor people? London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research
Unit, Institute of Education, University of London.
Ekman, B. 2004. Community-based health insurance in low-income countries: a systematic review of the
evidence. Health Policy and Planning 19(5): 249-270.
Erismann, S., Diagbouga, S., Schindler, C., Odermatt, P., Knoblauch, A.M., Gerold, J., ... and Cissé, G. 2017.
School Children’s Intestinal Parasite and Nutritional Status One Year after Complementary School Garden,
Nutrition, Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene Interventions in Burkina Faso. The American Journal of Tropical
Medicine and Hygiene 97(3): 904-913.
Fanzo, J., Quinn Marshall, J.W., Merchan, R.I., Jaber, M.I., Souza, A. and Verjee, N. 2013. The Integration of
Nutrition into Extension and Advisory Services: A Synthesis of Experiences, Lessons, and Recommendations. Lindau,
Switzerland: Global Forum for Rural Advisory Services.
Feder, G., Anderson, J.R., Birner, R. and Deininger, K. 2010. Promises and realities of community-based agricultural
extension. International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) Discussion Paper 00959.
Fenske, J. 2011. Land tenure and investment incentives: Evidence from West Africa. Journal of Development
Economics 95(2): 137-156.
Fernald, L.C., Gertler, P. and Hidrobo, M. 2012. Conditional cash transfer programs: Effects on growth,
health, and development in young children. In The Oxford Handbook of Poverty and Child Development edited
by V. Malholmes and R. King. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 569-598.
Fiszbein, A., Schady, N.R. Ferreira, F.H., Grosh, M., Kelleher, N., Olinto, P. and Skoufias, E. 2009. Conditional
cash transfers: reducing present and future poverty. A World Bank Policy Research Report. Washington, D.C.:
World Bank.
Garbero, A., Marion, P. and Brailovskaya, V. 2018. The impact of agricultural research on poverty: A systematic
review. Rome: International Fund for Agriculture Development Research Series.
Garibaldi, L.A., Gemmill-Herren, B., D’Annolfo, R., Graeub, B.E., Cunningham, S.A. and Breeze, T.D. 2017.
Farming approaches for greater biodiversity, livelihoods, and food security. Trends in Ecology and Evolution
32(1): 68-80.
Gera, T., Sachdev, H.S., and Boy, E. 2012. Effect of iron-fortified foods on hematologic and biological
outcomes: systematic review of randomized controlled trials. American Journal of Clinical Nutrition 96(2):
309-324.
Gibson, R.S. and Anderson, V.P. 2009. A review of interventions based on dietary diversification or
modification strategies with the potential to enhance intakes of total and absorbable zinc. Food and Nutrition
Bulletin 30 (Supplement 1): 108S-143S.
Girard, A., Self, J., McAuliffe, C. and Olude, O. 2012. The effects of household food production strategies
on the health and nutrition outcomes of women and young children: a systematic review. Paediatric and
Perinatal Epidemiology 26: 205-222.
Grimm, M. and Paffhausen, A. L. 2015. Do interventions targeted at micro-entrepreneurs and small and
medium-sized firms create jobs? A systematic review of the evidence for low and middle income countries.
Labour Economics 32: 67–85.
Gurman, T.A., Rubin, S.E. and Roess, A.A. 2012. Effectiveness of mHealth Behavior Change Communication
Interventions in Developing Countries: A Systematic Review of the Literature. Journal of Health Communication
17 (sup1): 82-104.

41

Hagen-Zanker, J., McCord, A., Holmes, R., Booker, F. and Molinari, E. 201). Systematic review of the impact of
employment guarantee schemes and cash transfers on the poor. London: Overseas Development Institute.
Hall, C.S., Fottrell, E., Wilkinson, S. and Byass, P. 2014. Assessing the impact of mHealth interventions in
low-and middle-income countries–what has been shown to work? Global Health Action 7(1): 25606.
Hawkes, C. and Ruel, M.T. 2011. Value chains for nutrition. 2020 Conference Paper. Washington, D.C.:
International Food Policy Research Institute.
Headey, D.D. and Hoddinott, J. 2015. Understanding the rapid reduction of undernutrition in Nepal, 2001–
2011. PloS One 10(12): e0145738.
Headey, D., Hoddinott, J., Ali, D., Tesfaye, R. and Dereje, M. 2015. The other Asian enigma: explaining the
rapid reduction of undernutrition in Bangladesh. World Development 66: 749-761.
Higgins, D., Balint T., Liversage H. and Winters P. 2017. Investigating the impacts of increased rural land tenure
security: A systematic review of the evidence. Paper presented at the 2017 World Bank Conference on Land and
Poverty, Washington, D.C., 20-24 March.
Hine, J., Abedin, M., Stevens, R.J., Airey, T. and Anderson, T. 2014. Does the extension of the rural road network
have a positive impact on poverty reduction and resilience for the rural areas served? If so how, and if not why not?
A systematic review. Protocol. London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute of Education,
University of London.
Holden, S. and Ghebru, H. 2016. Land tenure reforms, tenure security, and food security in poor agrarian
economies: Causal linkages and research gaps. Global Food Security 10: 21-28.
Holmes, R., McCord, A., Hagen-Zanker, J., Bergh, G. and Zanker, F. 2013. What is the evidence on the impact
of employment creation on stability and poverty reduction in fragile states: A systematic review. London: Overseas
Development Institute.
Humphrey, J. and Navas-Alemán, L. 2010. Value chains, donor interventions and poverty reduction: A
review of donor practice. Institute of Development Studies Research Reports 2010(63): 1-106. www.ids.ac.uk/
files/dmfile/rr63.pdf.
Hussain, I. and Hanjra, M. A. 2003. Does irrigation water matter for rural poverty alleviation? Evidence from
South and South-East Asia. Water Policy 5: 429–442.
Hussain, I. and Hanjra, M.A. 2004. Irrigation and poverty alleviation: review of the empirical
evidence. Irrigation and Drainage 53(1): 1-15.
Iannotti, L., Muehlhoff, E. and Mcmahon, D. 2013. Review of milk and dairy programmes affecting nutrition.
Journal of Development Effectiveness 5(1): 82-115.
Independent Evaluation Group (IEG). 2011. Evidence and lessons learned from impact evaluations on social safety
nets. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
International Trade Centre (ITC). 2011. The impacts of private standards on producers in developing countries.
Literature Review Series on the Impacts of Private Standards; Part II. Geneva: ITC.
IOB. 2011. Improving food security: A systematic review of the impact of interventions in agricultural production,
value chains, market regulation, and land security. Den Haag: Policy and Operations Evaluation Department
(IOB), Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Jack, W. and Suri, T. 2010. The adoption and impact of mobile money in Kenya: results from Kenya. Mimeo.
Jansen, H., Dixie, G. and Torero, M. 2010. The impact of telecommunications on agricultural incomes in
developing countries. In Markets, Marketing, and Developing Countries edited by H. van Trijp and P. Ingenbleek.
Wageningen: Wageningen Academic Publishers: 122-129.
Jayne, T.S., Mason, N.M., Burke, W.J. and Ariga, J. 2016. Agricultural input subsidy programs in Africa: An
assessment of recent evidence (No. 245892). Michigan: Michigan State University, Department of Agricultural,
Food, and Resource Economics.
Jayne, T.S. and Rashid, S. 2013. Input subsidy programs in sub-Saharan Africa: a synthesis of recent evidence.
Agricultural Economics 44(6): 547-562.

42

Joffre, O.M., Castine, S.A., Phillips, M.J., Sellamuttu, S.S., Chandrabalan, D. and Cohen, P. 2017. Increasing
productivity and improving livelihoods in aquatic agricultural systems: a review of interventions. Food
Security 9: 39-60.
Kabeer, N., Piza, C. and Taylor, L. 2012. What are the economic impacts of conditional cash transfer programmes?
A systematic review of the evidence. Technical Report. London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit,
Institute of Education, University of London.
Kabeer, N. and Waddington, H. 2015. Economic impacts of conditional cash transfer programmes:
a systematic review and meta-analysis, Journal of Development Effectiveness 7:3: 290-303, DOI:
10.1080/19439342.2015.1068833
Kawarazuka N. 2010. The contribution of fish intake, aquaculture, and small-scale fisheries to improving food and
nutrition security: a literature review. WorldFish Center Working Paper No. 2106. Penang, Malaysia: WorldFish
Center.
Kawarazuka, N. and Béné, C. 2010. Linking small-scale fisheries and aquaculture to household nutritional
security: an overview. Food Security 2(4): 343-357.
Kluve, J., Puerto, S., Robalino, D., Romero, J.M., Rother, F., Stöterau, J., Weidenkaff, F. and Witte, M. 2017.
Interventions to improve the labour market outcomes of youth: a systematic review of training, entrepreneurship
promotion, employment services and subsidized employment interventions. 3ie Systematic Review 37. London:
International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie).
Knox, J., Daccache, A. and Hess, T. 2013. What is the impact of infrastructural investments in roads, electricity
and irrigation on agricultural productivity? CEE review 11-007. Collaboration for Environmental Evidence:
www.environmentalevidence.org/SR11007.html.
Lagarde, M., Haines, A. and Palmer, N. 2009. The impact of conditional cash transfers on health outcomes
and use of health services in low and middle income countries. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 4:
CD008137.
Landell-Mills, N. and Porras, T.I. 2002. Silver bullet or fools’ gold? A global review of markets for forest
environmental services and their impact on the poor. Instruments for Sustainable Private Sector Forestry Series.
London: International Institute for Environment and Development.
Lawry, S., Samii, C., Hall, R., Leopold, A., Hornby, D. and Mtero, F. 2014) The impact of land property rights
interventions on investment and agricultural productivity in developing countries: a systematic review. 3ie Systematic
Review Report 14. London: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie).
Lee, S.H., Nurmatov, U.B., Nwaru, B.I., Mukherjee, M., Grant, L. and Pagliari, C. 2016. Effectiveness of
mHealth interventions for maternal, newborn and child health in low- and middle-income countries:
Systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of Global Health 6(1), 010401.
Leroy, J.L. and Frongillo, E.A. 2007. Can interventions to promote animal production ameliorate
undernutrition? The Journal of Nutrition 137: 2311-2316.
Leroy, J.L., Ruel, M. and Verhofstadt, E. 2009. The impact of conditional cash transfer programmes on child
nutrition: a review of evidence using a programme theory framework. Journal of Development Effectiveness
1(2): 103-129.
Lima, G.P. and Vianello, F. 2011. Review on the main differences between organic and conventional plant‐
based foods. International Journal of Food Science & Technology 46(1): 1-13.
Loevinsohn, M., Sumberg, J., Diagne, A. and Whitfield, S. 2013. Under what circumstances and conditions
does adoption of technology result in increased agricultural productivity? A systematic review. Brighton: Institute of
Development Studies.
Maestre, M., Poole, N. and Henson, S. 2017. Assessing food value chain pathways, linkages and impacts for
better nutrition of vulnerable groups. Food Policy 68: 31–39.
Manley, J., Gitter, S. and Slavchevska, V. 2013. How effective are cash transfers at improving nutritional
status? World Development 48: 133-155.

43

Marr, A., Winkel, A., van Asseldonk, M., Lensink, R. and Bulte, E. 2016. Adoption and impact of indexinsurance and credit for smallholder farmers in developing countries: A systematic review. Agricultural
Finance Review 76(1): 94-118.
Masset, E., Haddad, L., Cornelius, A. and Isaza-Castro, J. 2011. A systematic review of agricultural interventions
that aim to improve nutritional status of children. London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute
of Education, University of London.
Mbuya, M.N.N. and Humphrey, J.H. 2016. Preventing environmental enteric dysfunction through improved
water, sanitation and hygiene: an opportunity for stunting reduction in developing countries. Maternal &
Child Nutrition 12 (Suppl. 1): 106–120.
Meinzen-Dick, R.S., Quisumbing, A.R., Doss, C.R. and Theis, S. 2017. Women’s land rights as a pathway to
poverty reduction: A framework and review of available evidence. IFPRI Discussion Paper No. 01663.
Miller, D.C., Baylis, K., Ordonez, P.J., Rana, P. and Hughes, K. 2017. The impacts of agroforestry on agricultural
productivity, ecosystem services and human well-being in low- and middle-income countries: Title registration for an
evidence and gap map. Campbell Methods Series: Discussion Paper 3. Oslo: Campbell Collaboration.
Morris, M., Kelly, V., Kopicki, R. and Byerlee, D. 2007. Fertilizer use in African agriculture: Lessons learned and
good practice guidelines. World Bank, Washington, D.C.
Müller, A.M., Alley, S., Schoeppe, S. and Vandelanotte, C. 2016. The effectiveness of e-& mHealth interventions
to promote physical activity and healthy diets in developing countries: A systematic review. International
Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity 13(1): 109.
Naugle, D.A. and Hornik, R.C. (2014). Systematic review of the effectiveness of mass media interventions for
child survival in low- and middle-income countries. Journal of Health Communication 19: 190-215.
Otsuka, K., Nakano, Y. and Takahashi, K. 2016. Contract farming in developed and developing countries.
Annual Review of Resource Economics 8: 353-376.
Oya, C., Schaefer, F., Skalidou, D., McCosker, C. and Langer, L. 2017. Effects of certification schemes for
agricultural production on socio-economic outcomes in low- and middle-income countries: A systematic review. 3ie
Systematic Review 34. London: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie).
Pande, R., Cole, S., Sivasankaran, A., Bastian, G. and Durlacher, K. 2012. Does poor people’s access to formal
banking services raise their incomes? London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute of Education,
University of London.
Pelletier, J., Gélinas N. and Skutsch, M. 2016. The place of community forest management in the REDD+
Landscape. Forests 7: 170.
Phillips, D., Waddington, H. and White, H. 2014. Better targeting of farmers as a channel for poverty
reduction: A systematic review of farmer field schools targeting. Development Studies Research 1(1): 113-136.
Pinstrup-Andersen, P. and Shimokawa, S. 2008. Rural infrastructure and agricultural development. Paper prepared
for presentation at the Annual Bank Conference on Development Economics, Tokyo, Japan, 29-30 May 2006.
Poole, N.D. 2013. Value chain perspectives and literature: a review. Food Chain 3(3): 199-211.
Posthumus, H., Martin, A. and Chancellor, T. 2013. A systematic review on the impacts of capacity strengthening
of agricultural research systems for development and the conditions of success. London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science
Research Unit, Institute of Education, University of London.
Pray, C.E., Masters, W.A. and Ayoub, S. 2017. Impacts of agricultural research on poverty, malnutrition, and
resilience. Report prepared for USAID/Bureau for Food Security, Office of Agriculture, Research and Policy,
28 March 2017.
Pretty, J.N., Noble, A.D., Bossio, D., Dixon, J., Hine, R.E., De Vries, F.P. and Morison, J.I.L. 2006. Resourceconserving agriculture increases yields in developing countries. Environmental Science and Technology 40(4):
1114-1119.
Radermacher, R., von Armansperg, K., Ashok, S., Zabel, K. and Dror, I. 2010. What do we know about the
impact of microinsurance? New Delhi: Micro Insurance Academy.

44

Ragasa, C. and Golan, J. 2014. The role of rural producer organizations for agricultural service provision in
fragile states. Agricultural Econmics 45 (5): 537-553.
Ralston, L., Andrews, C. and Hsiao, A.J.Y. (2017). The impacts of safety nets in Africa: what are we learning?
World Bank Policy Research Working Paper 8255. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
Ranganathan, M. and Lagarde, M. 2012. Promoting healthy behaviours and improving health outcomes
in low and middle income countries: a review of the impact of conditional cash transfer programmes.
Preventive Medicine 55: S95-S105.
Rao, E.J., Brümmer, B. and Qaim, M. 2012. Farmer participation in supermarket channels, production
technology, and efficiency: the case of vegetables in Kenya. American Journal of Agricultural Economics 94(4):
891-912.
Remans, R., Pronyk, P.M., Fanzo, J.C., Chen, J., Palm, C.A., Nemser, B., Muniz, M., Radunsky, A., Abay, A.H.,
Coulibaly, M., Mensah-Homiah, J., Wagah, M., An, X., Mwaura, C., Quintana, E., Somers, M.A., Sanchez, P.A.,
Sachs, S.E., McArthur, J.W. and Sachs, J.D. Millennium Villages Study Group. 2011. Multisector intervention
to accelerate reductions in child stunting: an observational study from 9 sub-Saharan African countries. The
American Journal of Clinical Nutrition 94(6): 1632-1642.
Rosenstock, T.S., Lamanna, C., Chesterman, S., Bell, P., Arslan, A., Richards, M., Rioux, J., Akinleye, A.O.,
Champalle, C., Cheng, Z., Corner-Dolloff, C., Dohn, J., English, W., Eyrich, A.S., Girvetz, E.H., Kerr, A.,
Lizarazo, M., Madalinska, A., McFatridge, S., Morris, K.S., Namoi, N., Poultouchidou, N., Ravina, da Silva
M., Rayess, S., Ström, H., Tully, K.L. and Zhou, W. 2016. The scientific basis of climate-smart agriculture: A
systematic review protocol. CCAFS Working Paper no. 138. Copenhagen, Denmark: CGIAR Research Program
on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS).
Ruel, M. 2001. Can food-based strategies help reduce vitamin A and iron deficiencies? A review of recent evidence.
Washington, D.C.: International Food Policy Research Institute.
Ruel, M.T. and Alderman, H. 2013. Nutrition-sensitive interventions and programmes: how can they help to
accelerate progress in improving maternal and child nutrition? The Lancet 382: 536-51.
Ruel, M.T., Quisumbing, A.R. and Balagamwala, M. 2017. Nutrition-sensitive agriculture – what have we learned
and where do we go from here? International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) Discussion Paper 01681.
Rusinamhodzi, L., Corbeels, M., van Wijk, M.T., Rufino, M.C., Nyamangara, J. and Giller, K.E. 2011. A metaanalysis of long-term effects of conservation agriculture on maize grain yield under rain-fed conditions.
Agronomy Sustainable Development 31: 657-673.
Sabet, S.M., Heard, A.C. and Brown, A.N. 2017. Science, technology, innovation and partnerships for development:
an evidence gap map. 3ie Evidence Gap Map Report 6. New Delhi: International Initiative for Impact
Evaluation (3ie).
Saltzman, A., Birol, E., Bouis, H.E., Boy, E., De Moura, F.F., Islam, Y. and Pfeiffer, W.H. 2013. Biofortification:
progress toward a more nourishing future. Global Food Security 2(1): 9-17.
Samii, C., Lisiecki, M., Kulkarni, P., Paler, L. and Chavis, L. 2015a. Decentralised forest management for reducing
deforestation and poverty in low- and middle-income countries: a systematic review. 3ie Systematic Review 16.
London: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie).
Samii, C., Lisiecki, M., Kulkarni, P., Paler, L. and Chavis, L. 2015b. Payment for environmental services for
reducing deforestation and poverty in low- and middle-income countries: a systematic review. 3ie Systematic Review
17. London: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie).
Senanayake, N., Mukherji, A. and Giordano, M. 2015. Re-visiting what we know about irrigation management
transfer: A review of the evidence. Agricultural Water Management 149: 175-186.
Seufert, V., Ramankutty, N. and Foley, J.A. 2012. Comparing the yields of organic and conventional
agriculture. Nature 485(7397): 229-232.
Shiferaw, B., Hellin, J. and Muricho, G. 2011. Improving market access and agricultural productivity growth
in Africa: what role for producer organizations and collective action institutions? Food Security 3: 475 489.

45

Snilstveit, B., Stevenson, J., Villar, P.F., Eyers, J., Harvey, C., Panfil, S., Puri, J. and McKinnon, M.C. 2016. Landuse change and forestry programmes: evidence on the effects on greenhouse gas emissions and food security, Evidence
Gap Map Report 3. International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie): London.
Steinert, J.I., Zenker, J., Filipiak, U., Movsisyan, A., Cluver, L.D. and Shenderovich, Y. 2017. Do saving
promotion interventions help alleviate poverty in Sub-Saharan Africa? A systematic review and meta-analysis (No.
226). Courant Research Centre: Poverty, Equity and Growth-Discussion Papers.
Stewart, R., Langer, L., Da Silva, N.R., Muchiri, E., Zaranyika, H., Erasmus, Y., Randall, N., Rafferty, S., Korth,
M., Madinga, N. and de Wet, T. 2015. The effects of training, innovation and new technology on African
smallholder farmers’ wealth and food security: A systematic review. Campbell Systematic Reviews 11(16).
Stewart, R., van Rooyen, C., Dickson, K., Majoro, M. and de Wet, T. 2010. What is the impact of microfinance
on poor people? A systematic review of evidence from Sub-Saharan Africa. Technical Report. London: EPPI-Centre,
Social Science Research Unit, Institute of Education, University of London.
Stewart, R., van Rooyen, C., Korth, M., Chereni, A., Reelo Da Silva, N. and de Wet, T. 2012. Do micro-credit,
micro-savings and micro-leasing serve as effective financial inclusion interventions enabling poor people, and especially
women, to engage in meaningful economic opportunities in low- and middle-income countries? A systematic review
of the evidence. London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute of Education, University of
London.
Sulaiman, M. 2016. Making sustainable reduction in extreme poverty: A comparative meta-analysis of livelihood,
cash transfer and graduation approaches. Washington, D.C.: Consultative Group to Assist the Poor (CGAP).
Talsma, E.F., Melse-Boonstra, A. and Brouwer, I.D. 2017. Acceptance and adoption of biofortified crops in
low- and middle-income countries: a systematic review. Nutrition Reviews. Vol. 75(10): 798-829
Tirivayi, N., Knowles, M. and Davis, B. 2016. The interaction between social protection and agriculture: A
review of evidence. Global Food Security 10: 52-62.
Ton, G., de Grip, K., Klerkx, L., Rau, M., Douma, M., Friis-Hansen, E., Triomphe, B., Waters-Bayer, A.,
Wongtschowski, M. 2013. Effectiveness of innovation grants to smallholder agricultural producers: an explorative
systematic review. EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit, Institute of Education, University of London.
Ton, G., Desiere, S., Vellema, W., Weituschat, S. and D’Haese, M. 2017. The effectiveness of contract farming in
improving smallholder income and food security in low- and middle-income countries: A mixed-method systematic
review. 3ie Systematic Review 38. London: International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie).
Torero, M. 2011. A framework for linking small farmers to markets. Paper presented at the IFAD Conference on
New Directions for Smallholder Agriculture, 24-25 January 2011.
Tripney, J.S. and Hombrados, J.G. 2013. Technical and vocational education and training (TVET) for young
people in low- and middle-income countries: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Empirical Research in
Vocational Education & Training 5(3): 1-14.
United Nations General Assembly. Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 6 July 2017 [without reference
to a Main Committee (A/71/L.75)] 71/313. Work of the Statistical Commission pertaining to the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development. A/RES/71/313, https://undocs.org/A/RES/71/313.
Valerio, A., Parton, B. and Robb, A. 2014. Entrepreneurship education and training programs around the world:
Dimensions for success. Washington, D.C., World Bank.
van Rooyen, C., Stewart, R. and De Wet, T. 2012. The impact of microfinance in sub-Saharan Africa: a
systematic review of the evidence. World Development 40(11): 2249-2262.
Waddington, H., Snilstveit, B., Hombrados, J., Vojtkova, M., Phillips, D., Davies, P. and White, H. 2014.
Farmer field schools for improving farming practices and farmer outcomes: A systematic review. Campbell
Systematic Reviews 6: DOI: 10.4073/csr.2014.6.
Wall, P.C., Thierfelder, C., Ngwira, A., Govaerts, B., Nyagumbo, I. and Baudron, F., 2013. Conservation
agriculture in Eastern and Southern Africa. In Conservation Agriculture: Global Prospects and Challenges edited
by R.A. Jat, K.L. Sahrawat and A.H. Kassam. Wallingford, Oxfordshire: Centre for Agriculture and Biosciences
International (CABI).

46

Waylen, K.A., Fischer, A., Mcgowan, P.J., Thirgood, S.J. and Milner‐Gulland, E.J. 2010. Effect of local cultural
context on the success of community‐based conservation interventions. Conservation Biology 24(4): 11191129.
Webb, P. and Kennedy, E. 2014. Impacts of agriculture on nutrition: nature of the evidence and research
gaps. Food and Nutrition Bulletin 35(1): 126-132.
World Bank. 2007. From agriculture to nutrition: pathways, synergies and outcomes. Agriculture and Rural
Development Department. Washington, D.C.: World Bank.
Zewge, A. and Dittrich, Y. 2015. Systematic mapping study of information communication technology research for
agriculture (in case of developing countries). IT University Technical report series, No. 2015-190, University of
Copenhagen.
Zuberi, S., Mehmood, R. and Gazdar H. 2016. Review of Agri-Food Value Chain Interventions Aimed at Enhancing
Consumption of Nutritious Food by the Poor: Pakistan. LANSA Working Paper (7).

47

Appendix 1
Evidence Map: systematic reviews by intervention type and outcomes
OUTCOMES

Ag. technology/practice
promotion/adoption
(crops, livestock, fisheries)

Extreme/moderate poverty

Average income of
smallholders (consumption/
expenditure)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

Ruel 2001 (limited evidence)

Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Pray et al. 2017

Leroy and Frongillo 2007

Garbero et al. 2018

World Bank 2007
Arimond et al. 2011
IOB 2011
Masset et al. 2011

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)
World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)
Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)
IOB 2011
Loevinsohn et al. 2013

Stewart et al. 2015

Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

Pray et al. 2017

Pray et al. 2017

Homestead food production/
home gardens

Productivity (per labour unit
or per land unit)

Ruel 2001 (limited evidence)
World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

Garbero et al. 2018

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)
Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Biofortification

Note: Cell colours indicate the direction of impact of evidence.
Dark blue=sufficient evidence of beneficial impact;
white=insufficient
light blue=suggestive evidence of beneficial impact;
grey=despite evidence, impact is in doubt;
evidence to determine trend. Border colours indicate strength of methodology of impact evaluations.
Yellow=concerns with
methodology;
black=methodology is generally strong.
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Food security (diet quantity)

Nutrition security (diet
quality and/or nutrition)

Stunting for children age <5
(includes HAZ scores)

Malnutrition for children age
5 (wasting and overweight)
(includes WHZ scores)

Berti et al. 2004

Ruel 2001

Leroy and Frongillo 2007
(limited evidence)

Berti et al. 2004

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007

Leroy and Frongillo 2007
World Bank 2007

Bhutta et al. 2008 (limited
evidence)

Bhutta et al. 2008

Bhutta et al. 2008 (limited
evidence)

Bhutta et al. 2008 (limited
evidence)

Gibson and Anderson 2009
(limited evidence)

Gibson and Anderson 2009

Gibson and Anderson 2009

Arimond et al. 2011

Arimond et al. 2011

Gibson and Anderson 2009
(limited evidence)

IOB 2011

Masset et al. 2011

Masset et al. 2011

Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)
Stewart et al. 2015

Girard et al. 2012 (limited
evidence)

Pray et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

Stewart et al. 2015 (limited
evidence)

Pray et al. 2017

Ruel et al. 2017

Ruel et al. 2017

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Ruel 2001
Berti et al. 2004

Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)
Masset et al. 2011
Girard et al. 2012 (limited
evidence)
Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)
Ruel et al. 2017

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007

Gibson and Anderson 2009
(limited evidence)

Gibson and Anderson 2009

Bhutta et al. 2008 (limited
evidence)

Bhutta et al. 2008 (limited
evidence)

Arimond et al. 2011

Gibson and Anderson 2009

Masset et al. 2011

Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Gibson and Anderson 2009
(limited evidence)

Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Bhutta et al. 2008

Ruel et al. 2017

Masset et al. 2011
Ruel et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Stewart et al. 2015

Stewart et al. 2015 (limited
evidence)

Ruel et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)
Masset et al. 2011
Ruel et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

CT, cash transfers; EGS, employment guarantee schemes; HAZ, height-for-age z scores; ICT, information and communications
technology; IOB, Policy and Operations Evaluation Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; ITC, International Trade Centre;
PWP, public works programmes; WASH, water, sanitation and hygiene; WHZ, weight-for-height z scores.
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Evidence Map: systematic reviews by intervention type and outcomes (cont.)
OUTCOMES
Extreme/moderate poverty

Livestock interventions

Average income of
smallholders (consumption/
expenditure)

Productivity (per labour unit
or per land unit)

Leroy and Frongillo 2007
(limited evidence)
World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)
Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Aquaculture interventions

Leroy and Frongillo 2007
(limited evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)
Kawarazuka 2010
Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Agricultural commercialization:
cash crops, contract farming,
certification schemes, value
chains, etc.

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

Arimond et al. 2011
IOB 2011
ITC 2011
Otsuka et al. 2016
Ton et al. 2017
Oya et al. 2017

50

ITC 2011
Oya et al. 2017

Food security (diet quantity)

Nutrition security (diet
quality and/or nutrition)

Stunting for children age <5
(includes HAZ scores)

Malnutrition for children age
5 (wasting and overweight)
(includes WHZ scores)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Leroy and Frongillo 2007
(limited evidence)

Leroy and Frongillo 2007

Iannotti et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)

Iannotti et al. 2013 (no
evidence)

Ruel et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Ruel et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)
Bhutta et al. 2008 (limited
evidence)
Gibson and Anderson 2009
(limited evidence)

World Bank 2007
Bhutta et al. 2008 (limited
evidence)
Gibson and Anderson 2009
(limited evidence)
Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Iannotti et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)

Iannotti et al. 2013

Kawarazuka 2010 (limited
evidence)

Leroy and Frongillo 2007
(limited evidence)

Ruel et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)
Kawarazuka 2010
Masset et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

World Bank 2007 (limited
evidence)

Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Arimond et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

Hawkes and Ruel 2011 (no
studies found)

ITC 2011 (limited evidence)
Ton et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)
ITC 2011 (limited evidence)
Ruel et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)
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Evidence Map: systematic reviews by intervention type and outcomes (cont.)
OUTCOMES

Extension and advisory
services

Extreme/moderate poverty

Average income of
smallholders (consumption/
expenditure)

Ton et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)

Posthumus et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)
Ton et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)
Stewart et al. 2015 (limited
evidence)

Productivity (per labour unit
or per land unit)

Davis et al. 2012
Posthumus et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)
Ton et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)
Waddington et al. 2014
Stewart et al. 2015 (limited
evidence)

Sustainable agriculture
practices

Pretty et al. 2006
Rusinamhodzi et al. 2011
Bayala et al. 2012
de Ponti et al. 2012
Seufert et al. 2012
Wall et al. 2013
Brouder and GomezMacpherson 2014
Garibaldi et al. 2017

Irrigation

Knox et al. 2013

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)
Knox et al. 2013

Pinstrup-Andersen and
Shimokawa 2008 (limited
evidence)
IOB 2011 (limited evidence)
Knox et al. 2013

Agricultural input subsidies

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)
Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

Groups/organizations (e.g.
savings/lending groups, coops)
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Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

Biscaye et al. 2014

Biscaye et al. 2014

Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

Food security (diet quantity)

Nutrition security (diet
quality and/or nutrition)

Stunting for children age <5
(includes HAZ scores)

Malnutrition for children age
5 (wasting and overweight)
(includes WHZ scores)

Ton et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

Berti et al. 2004 (limited
evidence)
Ruel et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)

Biscaye et al. 2014 (limited
evidence)

Biscaye et al. 2014 (limited
evidence)

Jayne et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)
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Evidence Map: systematic reviews by intervention type and outcomes (cont.)
OUTCOMES

Tenure security

Extreme/moderate poverty

Average income of
smallholders (consumption/
expenditure)

Productivity (per labour unit
or per land unit)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

Lawry et al. 2014 (no evidence)

Lawry et al. 2014 (limited
evidence)

Lawry et al. 2014

Meinzen-Dick et al. 2017 (no
evidence)

Landscape-scale natural
resource management
(including forestry, payments
for environmental services, and
community-based resource
management interventions)

Landell-Mills and Porras 2002
(no evidence)

Higgins et al. 2017

Meinzen-Dick et al. 2017
(limited evidence)

Meinzen-Dick et al. 2017 (no
evidence)

Higgins et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Landell-Mills and Porras 2002
(no evidence)
Bowler et al. 2010 (limited
evidence)
Samii et al. 2015a (limited
evidence)
Samii et al. 2015b (limited
evidence)
Caplow et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)
Pelletier et al. 2016

Improved access to financial
products

Radermacher et al. 2010
(limited evidence)

Bouillon and Tejerina 2007
(limited evidence)

Stewart et al. 2010 (limited
evidence)

Stewart et al. 2010 (limited
evidence)

Duvendack et al. 2011

Duvendack et al. 2011

Pande et al. 2012 (limited
evidence)

Stewart et al. 2012

Stewart et al. 2012 (limited
evidence)
Biscaye et al. 2015 (limited
evidence)

Cole et al. 2012 (no evidence)
Pande et al. 2012 (limited
evidence)
Awaworyi et al. 2014
Biscaye et al. 2015
Marr et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)
Steinert et al. 2017

Job creation programmes
(e.g. youth employment,
entrepreneurship programmes)

Bouillon and Tejerina 2007
Holmes et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)
Valerio et al. 2014
Kluve et al. 2017
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Cole et al. 2012 (no evidence)

Food security (diet quantity)

Nutrition security (diet
quality and/or nutrition)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

IOB 2011 (limited evidence)

Higgins et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Higgins et al. 2017 (limited
evidence)

Meinzen-Dick et al. 2017
(limited evidence)

Meinzen-Dick et al. 2017
(limited evidence)

Bowler et al. 2010 (no
evidence)

Bowler et al. 2010 (no
evidence)

Stunting for children age <5
(includes HAZ scores)

Malnutrition for children age
5 (wasting and overweight)
(includes WHZ scores)

Bouillon and Tejerina 2007
(limited evidence)

Caplow et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Stewart et al. 2010 (limited
evidence)

Stewart et al. 2010

Cole et al. (no evidence)

Duvendack et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Biscaye et al. 2015

Cole et al. 2012 (no evidence)

Steinert et al. 2017

Biscaye et al. 2015 (limited
evidence)

Stewart et al. 2010 (limited
evidence)
Duvendack et al. 2011 (limited
evidence)

Holmes et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)
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Evidence Map: systematic reviews by intervention type and outcomes (cont.)
OUTCOMES
Extreme/moderate poverty

Social protection (e.g. CT, PWP,
EGS)

Fiszbein et al. 2009 (CT)
Hagen-Zanker et al. 2011 (CT
and EGS)

Average income of
smallholders (consumption/
expenditure)

Productivity (per labour unit
or per land unit)

Bouillon and Tejerina 2007
(PWP)
Fiszbein et al. 2009 (CT)

IEG 2011

IEG 2011

Bastagli et al. 2016 (CT)

Hagen-Zanker et al. 2011 (CT
and EGS)
Kabeer and Waddington
(limited evidence) (CT)
Bastagli et al. 2016 (CT)
Ralston et al. 2017

Information services/ICT

Knox et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)

Asenso-Okyere and Mekonnen
2012 (limited evidence)

Asenso-Okyere and Mekonnen
2012 (limited evidence)

Pande et al. 2012 (limited
evidence)
Knox et al. 2013 (limited
evidence)
Biscaye et al. 2015 (limited
evidence)

Improved infrastructure

Torero 2011

Knox et al. 2013

Knox et al. 2013

Pinstrup-Andersen and
Shimokawa 2008 (limited
evidence)
Torero 2011 (limited evidence)
Knox et al. 2013

Multisectoral interventions and
WASH (selected studies)
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Banerjee et al. 2015

Food security (diet quantity)

Nutrition security (diet
quality and/or nutrition)

Stunting for children age <5
(includes HAZ scores)

Malnutrition for children age
5 (wasting and overweight)
(includes WHZ scores)

Bouillon and Tejerina 2007
(limited evidence) (CT)

Bouillon and Tejerina 2007
(limited evidence) (CT)

Bouillon and Tejerina 2007
(limited evidence) (CT)

Bassett 2008 (limited evidence)
(CT)

Bassett 2008 (CT)

Bassett 2008 (CT)

Bhutta et al. 2008 (CT)

Bhutta et al. 2008 (limited
evidence) (CT)

Bhutta et al. 2008 (limited
evidence) (CT)

Bassett 2008 (CT)

Lagarde et al. 2009 (limited
evidence)

IEG 2011

Leroy et al. 2009 (CT)

Fernald et al. 2012 (CT)

Lagarde et al. 2009 (limited
evidence) (CT)

Manley et al. 2013 (CT)
Kabeer and Waddington 2015
(limited evidence) (CT)
Bastagli et al. 2016 (CT)
Burchi et al. 2016 (CT)
Ralston et al. 2017

Fiszbein et al. 2009 (CT)
Leroy et al. 2009 (CT)
Lagarde et al. 2009 (CT)

IEG 2011
Ranganathan and Lagarde
2012 (limited evidence) (CT)

IEG 2011

Fernald et al. 2012 (limited
evidence) (CT)

Fernald et al. 2012 (CT)

Ranganathan and Lagarde
2012 (limited evidence) (CT)

Bastagli et al. 2016 (CT)

Ranganathan and Lagarde
2012 (limited evidence) (CT)

Fernald et al. 2012 (CT)

IEG 2011

Manley et al. 2013 (CT)
Bastagli et al. 2016 (CT)
Burchi et al. 2016 (CT)

Burchi et al. 2016

Manley et al. 2013 (CT)
Bastagli et al. 2016 (CT)
Burchi et al. 2016 (CT)

Naugle and Hornik 2014
Biscaye et al. 2015 (limited
evidence)
Lee et al. 2016 (limited
evidence)
Müller et al. 2016

Banerjee et al. 2015

Dangour et al. 2013

Remans et al. 2011

Dangour et al. 2013

Dangour et al. 2013
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Appendix 2
Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Arimond et al. 2011

Ag. General

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting
Productivity (yield)
Income

Cash crops

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Yields
Income

Homestead gardens

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting
Income

Asenso-Okyere and Mekonnen 2012

Information services: ICTs for agriculture

Productivity
Income

Awaworyi 2014

Financial products: microcredit

Income

Banerjee et al. 2015

Multisectoral interventions: graduation
programmes

Income/consumption

Food security (quantity)

Bassett 2008

Social protection: CCT

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Bastagli et al. 2016

Social protection: CCT, UCT, social
pensions and enterprise grants

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting
Poverty

Income
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Conclusions
The 5 studies with data on food security (quantity) found positive impacts
17 projects with data on diet quality and/or nutrition showed increases, 2 showed no significant effects and 2 showed mixed results
Of the 5 studies on stunting/HAZ, 2 showed beneficial effects, 1 detrimental effects, 1 mixed effects and 1 no significant effects
The 1 study on wasting/WHZ showed beneficial effects
The 1 study on productivity/yields showed positive effects
Of the 7 studies with data on income, 5 showed positive effects and 2 showed no significant effects
4 projects with measures on diet quantity and all showed positive effects
Of the 3 studies with data on diet quality and/or nutrition, 2 showed positive effects and 1 mixed effects
Of the 4 agricultural commercialization studies on stunting/HAZ, 1 showed beneficial effects, 1 detrimental effects, 1 mixed effects and 1
no significant effects
The 1 study on productivity/yields showed positive effects
Of the 5 studies with data on income, 3 showed positive effects and 2 showed no significant effects
The 1 study with data on food security (quantity) found a positive impact
15 home garden projects with data on diet quality and/or nutrition showed increases, 2 showed no significant effects and 1 showed
mixed results
The 1 study on stunting/HAZ showed beneficial effects
The 1 study on wasting/WHZ showed beneficial effects
The 2 studies on income showed positive effects
Just 1 study they identify showed an effect of ICTs on agricultural productivity, and here the effect was positive
2 studies looked at average or net income of beneficiaries compared to controls and found the effect of ICTs to be positive. 1 additional
study found positive effects on farm income, and another on income, yet it was unspecified whether this was household income, farm
income or other
The authors conclude that the evidence does not show that microcredit improves income or consumption/expenditures, but they do
show that access to microcredit has a positive effect on income, yet the effect is weak
In endline 1, impact on total consumption per capita was positive and statistically significant in 4 out of 6 countries. In endline 2, impact
on total consumption per capita was positive and statistically significant in 5 out of 6 countries (although only at the 10% level for 2 of
these)
For food consumption per capita per month, 5 out of 6 countries showed positive, statistically significant results (although 1 was only
significant at the 10% level). The food security index showed positive effects for 4 out of 6 countries for endline 1 and for 4 out of 6
countries for endline 2 (although 2 are only significant at the 10% level). The other results are not statistically significant
4 out of 5 studies found positive effects on food quantity, the other found no significant effect
4 out of 5 studies found positive effects on diet quality and/or other nutrition measures, the other found no significant effect
All 5 programmes had evidence on stunting/HAZ, 3 found beneficial effects and 2 found no significant effects
The 1 programme that evaluated wasting found no significant effect
Of the 31 studies that looked at the overall effect on food expenditure, 23 found a positive effect, 2 found negative effects and 6 found no
significant effects
Among the 12 studies reporting on impacts on dietary diversity, 7 show statistically significant changes across a range of dietary diversity
measures, all being improvements
5 out of 13 studies showed beneficial effects for stunting/HAZ
1 out of 5 programmes showed beneficial effects for wasting/WHZ
9 studies considered impacts on Foster-Greer-Thorbecke poverty measures (poverty headcount, poverty gap, squared poverty gap).
Among these studies, 6 showed beneficial effects of interventions in at least 1 measure, 1 showed consistent detrimental effects
(increase in poverty) and 2 showed no significant effects
35 studies included impact on household total expenditure, with 25 showing an increase, 1 showing a decrease, 8 showing no significant
effects and 1 not reported
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Bayala et al. 2012

Sustainable agriculture: conservation
agriculture

Productivity (yield)

Berti et al. 2004

Ag. General (home gardens, livestock, cash
cropping, irrigation)

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Productivity (yield)
Stunting
Wasting
Income

Home gardens/HFP

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Productivity (yield)
Stunting
Wasting

Livestock

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)

Agricultural commercialization

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting
Income

Bhutta et al. 2008

Irrigation

Nutrition security (quality)

Ag. General: home gardening, livestock

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Home gardens/HFP

Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Livestock

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)

CCTs

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting

Biscaye et al. 2014

Self-help groups (savings groups, women’s
health groups, and farmers’ groups)

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Income
Productivity
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Conclusions
“The study revealed signiﬁcant variability in cereal yield response (and hence risk) with all the practices examined. Despite the variability,
the mean effects of the six CA practices on crop yield were more positive than negative except with parkland trees”.
“The intervention group showed improvement and/or better status than the control group in terms of diet (21 of 25 cases),
anthropometrics (seven of 16 cases), biochemical/clinical indicators (ﬁve of 10 cases) and morbidity (ﬁve of eight cases)”. “Improved diet
did not always coincide with improvements in the anthropometric, biochemical/clinical or morbidity indicators”. 2 studies on productivity
and 1 study on income found positive effects

The 1 home garden study on diet quantity found a positive effect
13 home garden studies on diet quality and/or nutrition found positive effects, 1 negative, 1 no significant change and 1 mixed
The 2 home garden studies on yields found positive effects
The 2 home garden studies on stunting/HAZ found beneficial effects
The 1 home garden study on WHZ/wasting found beneficial effects
All 3 livestock projects measuring diet quantity found positive effects
Of the 2 livestock projects with data on diet quality, 1 found positive effects and 1 found no change
Of the 3 cash crop studies on diet quantity, 2 found positive effects and 1 found negative effects
Of the 3 cash crop studies on diet quality and/or nutrition, 1 found an increase, 1 found a decrease and 1 found no significant difference
The 1 cash crop study on stunting found a detrimental effect
The 1 cash crop study on wasting/WHZ found a beneficial effect
The 1 cash crop study on income found a positive effect
Of the 2 studies on irrigation, both showed no difference on children’s anthropometrics (no specifics were given) and both showed mixed
effects on dietary intake or biochemical indicators
The 3 programmes with data on food quantity showed positive effects
24 home gardens programmes and livestock programmes showed improvements in diet quality and/or nutrition, 3 showed no significant
change and 1 showed mixed results
3 home garden programmes showed beneficial effects on stunting, while 1 showed no change
3 home garden programmes showed beneficial effects on wasting, while 1 showed no change
22 home gardens programmes showed improvements in diet quality and/or nutrition, 2 showed no significant change and 1 showed
mixed results
3 home garden programmes showed beneficial effects on stunting, while 1 showed no change
3 home garden programmes showed beneficial effects on wasting, while 1 showed no change
The 3 livestock programmes with data on food quantity showed positive effects
Of the 3 livestock programmes with data on diet quality and/or nutrition, 2 found positive changes and 1 no significant change
Of the 3 CCT programmes with data on food quantity, all 3 found positive effects
The 2 studies with data on diet quality and/or nutrition found positive effects
CCTs had beneficial effects in terms of stunting in 4 projects, and no effect for 1 project
The 1 study that considered calorie consumption found a positive effect
The 1 study that considered diet quality (protein intake) found a positive effect
Of the 11 studies that looked at income, 8 found positive effects and 3 found no significant effect
Of the 5 studies that looked at agricultural productivity, 3 found positive effects and 2 no effects
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Biscaye et al. 2015

Financial products: rural and agricultural
finance (credit, savings, insurance,
payments)

Income
Poverty
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)

ICT: mobile money

Income
Nutrition security (quality)

Bouillon and Tejerina 2007

Land titling

Wasting

Social protection: CCTs

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting

Youth training programmes and job training
programmes

Income

Social protection: public works
employment

Income

Microfinance

Income

Landscape-scale natural resource
management: community forest
management

Income

Brouder and Gomez-Macpherson 2014

Sustainable agriculture: conservation
agriculture

Productivity (yield)

Burchi et al. 2016

Social protection: cash transfers

Food security (quantity)

Bowler et al. 2010

Food security

Nutrition security (quality)
Wasting
Stunting
Caplow et al. 2011

Landscape-scale natural resource
management: forestry

Income

Cole et al. 2012

Financial products: index insurance

Income/expenditures

Food security (quantity)

Productivity
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Dangour et al. 2013

WASH

Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting

Wasting
Davis et al. 2012

Extension and advisory services: FFS

Productivity (yield)

de Ponti et al. 2012

Sustainable agriculture: organic agriculture

Productivity (yield)
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Conclusions
Of the 11 papers that looked at household income/consumption, 7 found positive effects, 1 mixed effects and 3 no significant effects
The 3 papers that report on measures of poverty found that access to financial products had a positive/beneficial effect
Of the 5 papers that looked at food quantity, 1 found positive effects, 1 negative effects, 1 mixed effects and 2 no significant effects
Of the 2 papers that considered measures of diet quality, 1 found positive effects and 1 no significant effects
Of the 3 studies that looked at household income/consumption, all 3 saw positive effects
The 1 study on diet quality saw positive effects
Of the 3 evaluations of land titling, just 1 looked at 1 of our outcomes of interest: child wasting/WHZ scores. The land titling programme
in Argentina showed increased weight for height
Of the 3 evaluations with data on food quantity, 2 found beneficial effects and 1 no effects
Of the 4 evaluations with data on diet quality and/or nutrition, 3 found improvements and 1 found no significant change
Of the 4 papers with data on stunting/HAZ, 3 found beneficial effects and 1 no significant effects
Of the 7 evaluations that looked at effects of youth/job training programs on income, 4 found positive effects, 1 mixed and 2 no effects
Of the 7 evaluations that looked at the effects of public works employment creation programs on income, 4 found positive effects, 2
mixed and 1 no effects
Of the 4 evaluations of microfinance on income, 2 found positive effects and 2 mixed effects
The 2 studies that looked at household income do not lead to any definitive conclusions because of methodological issues
The review includes no studies that looked at food security
Based on data from the first 2 years, zero tillage had higher yields than conventional tillage in 36 cases, lower yields in 48 cases, no
difference in 5 cases. “Immediately following adoption (≤2 year), ZT generally resulted in less yield than CT in the four staple crops (Tables
4–6) but this effect could change in time”.
Of the 15 studies that look at some quantitative measure of food security, 14 found positive effects and 1 found no effect
Of the 10 studies with measures of food security related to food quality or nutrition, 5 had positive effects and 5 no effects
Of the 8 studies that looked at wasting/WHZ, 2 found beneficial effects and 6 found no effects
Of the 8 studies that looked at stunting/HAZ/height, 2 found small beneficial effects and 6 found no effects
Of the 2 papers (1 project) that looked at effect on household income, the effect was positive
The 1 paper that looked at food security (monthly food expenditures) found no effect
No papers or conclusions on our outcomes of interest
No papers or conclusions on our outcomes of interest
No papers or conclusions on our outcomes of interest
No papers or conclusions on our outcomes of interest
Of the 12 studies with nutrition measures other than HAZ/stunting or WHZ/wasting (WAZ, MUAC, BMI and haemoglobin), 10 studies
found no statistically significant effects, 1 found positive/beneficial effects (on WAZ) and 1 found negative effects (haemoglobin levels)
Of the 10 studies that measured HAZ scores, 9 saw no change and 1 found positive effects. Meta-analysis (on RCTs only) including
4,627 children identified a borderline statistically significant effect of WASH interventions on height-for-age z-score (MD 0.08; 95% CI
0.00 to 0.16)
Of the 10 studies that covered WHZ or wasting, all 10 found no statistically significant effect. Meta-analysis (on RCTs only) including
4,622 children identified no evidence of an effect of WASH interventions on WHZ (MD 0.02; 95% CI -0.07 to 0.11)
FFSs increased yields in 2 out of 3 countries, and in the overall measure aggregated for the 3 countries
In developing countries, based on 33 paired data sets of organic and conventional data, average yield of organic agriculture is 84% of
the average yield for conventional agriculture
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Fernald et al. 2012

Social protection: CCTs

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Fiszbein et al. 2009

Social protection: CCTs

Poverty

Income/consumption
Stunting
Garbero et al. 2018

Ag. General: improved seeds

Poverty
Income

Garibaldi et al. 2017

Sustainable agriculture: 13 alternative
farming practices

Productivity (yield)

Gibson and Anderson 2009

Ag. General: homestead gardens, livestock
interventions and processing strategies

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Homestead gardens

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Animal-sourced foods

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)

Girard et al. 2012

Agriculture: household food production

Stunting
Wasting

Hagen-Zanker et al. 2011

Social protection: cash transfers and EGS

Income/expenditures

Poverty
Higgins et al. 2017

Land tenure security

Productivity
Income
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)

Holmes et al. 2013

Job creation in fragile states

Income
Food security (quantity)
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Conclusions
Of the 7 studies that considered food quantity, all 7 found positive effects
Of the 17 studies that considered effects on diet quality and/or nutrition, 14 found positive effects, 1 found mixed effects and 2 found
negative effects
Of the 16 papers on height/HAZ/stunting, 11 found beneficial effects and 5 found no significant effects
Of the 4 that considered wasting/WHZ, 1 found beneficial effects and 3 no effects
At the household level, poverty was reduced among beneficiaries in 4 out of 6 programmes (Brazil was excluded because of sampling
issues). Cambodia and Ecuador did not show an effect because of small transfer size and/or transfers offset by reduction in income from
child labour
For the 7 countries with data on household consumption, 5 saw an increase and 2 saw no change
Of the 6 countries with data on stunting/HAZ, 3 found beneficial effects and 3 found no significant effect
Based on 6 papers, meta-analysis showed a 6% reduction in poverty
13 papers on income and 8 papers on expenditures showed increased income and expenditure by 32% and 14%, respectively, in rural
areas
“61% of the comparisons showed greater crop yield for alternative rather than conventional practices, while 20% found the opposite
trend and 19% showed no differences”.
Of the 3 studies total on the effect of agriculture on food quantity, 2 found positive effects and 1 no effect
17 studies showed positive effects of agriculture interventions on diet quality and/or nutrition and 3 no changes
Of the 5 studies measuring the effect of agriculture on stunting/HAZ, 4 showed beneficial effects and 1 no significant effects
Of the 4 studies measuring the effect of agriculture on wasting/WHZ, 3 found beneficial effects and 1 no effect
Of 2 studies measuring the effect of home gardens on diet quantity, 1 showed positive effects and 1 no significant effects
14 studies showed positive effects of home gardens or HFP interventions on diet quality and/or nutrition, and 2 no changes
Of the 5 studies measuring the effect of home gardens on stunting/HAZ, 4 showed beneficial effects and 1 no significant effects
Of the 4 studies measuring the effect of home gardens on wasting/WHZ, 3 found beneficial effects and 1 no effect
The 1 study on effect of livestock/aquaculture interventions on diet quantity showed positive effects
3 out of 4 livestock/aquaculture projects had positive results on diet quality and/or nutrition, 1 had no impact
Of the 4 studies with results on stunting, 1 showed beneficial effects and 3 were not statistically significant. Meta-analysis showed effect
not statistically significant
Of the 4 studies with results on wasting, 1 showed beneficial effects and 3 were not statistically significant (meta-analysis showed effect
not statistically significant)
Of the cash transfer studies on income, 6 showed an increase in income and 3 showed a decrease. Of the EGS studies on income, 1
showed an increase and 1 showed a decrease. Weighting by quality of study showed positive and negative impacts to be closer to even.
Of the studies of cash transfers on expenditures, 14 saw increases and 4 saw decreases. Of the EGS studies on expenditure, 2 saw
increases and 1 saw a decrease
Of the cash transfer studies on poverty, 15 showed a decrease in poverty (beneficial effect) and 1 showed an increase (detrimental). Of
the EGS studies on poverty, 3 showed beneficial effects and none showed detrimental effects
4 non-observational studies looked at productivity, 3 showed positive impacts and 1 no impact
There are 9 studies that looked at impact on income, and of these 2 showed positive effects, 1 showed mixed effects and 6 showed no
effect
Of the 2 studies on diet quantity, 1 showed positive effects and 1 no effects
Of the 2 studies on diet quality or nutrition, 1 showed positive effects and 1 no effects
2 out of 2 quantitative studies that looked at income/consumption found positive effects
2 out of 2 quantitative studies that looked at food quantity found positive effects
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Iannotti et al. 2013

Livestock: milk and dairy programmes

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting

IEG 2011

Safety nets: 10 different intervention types,
majority CCTs

Poverty

Income
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting
IOB 2011

Ag. General

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Income
Poverty
Productivity

Value chains

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Income
Productivity

Irrigation

Food security (quantity)
Income
Productivity

Input subsidies

Poverty
Productivity (labour productivity)

Land tenure security

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Income
Poverty
Productivity

ITC 2011

Agricultural commercialization: certification

Income
Productivity (yield)
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
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Conclusions
3 out of 3 dairy production and agriculture evaluations that looked at diet quantity showed positive effects
6 out of 6 dairy production and agriculture evaluations that looked at diet quality and/or nutrition showed positive effects
1 of 1 study that looked at HAZ showed a beneficial effect
Of the 11 programmes that studied poverty headcount ratio, 9 found beneficial effects, 1 no effects and 1 detrimental effects; of the 5
programmes with data on the poverty gap, 4 found beneficial effects and 1 no effects; of the 4 programmes with data on the squared
poverty gap, all 4 found beneficial effects
Of the 9 impact evaluations that looked at income, 6 found positive effects, 2 no effects and 1 a negative effect
Of the 20 evaluations that looked at food consumption (quantity), 17 found positive effects, 2 no effects and 1 negative effects
Of the 24 evaluations with data on nutrition outcomes other than stunting/HAZ and wasting/WHZ, 14 found positive effects and 10 found
no effects
Of the 14 programmes with evidence on stunting/HAZ/height, 7 showed beneficial effects and 7 showed no effects
Of the 7 programs with evidence on wasting/WHZ, 2 showed beneficial effects and 5 showed no effects
8 positive effects on diet (quantity), 1 mixed results and 1 no change
4 studies on diet quality and/or nutrition, with positive effects in all
9 studies showed positive effects, 2 mixed and 1 no change
4 studies on poverty, with beneficial effects in all
13 studies on productivity, with positive effects in all
3 studies showed positive effects on diet (quantity) and for 1 study the effect was mixed
1 study considered diet quality and/or nutrition and found a positive effect
4 studies found positive effects on income, and for 2 the effects were mixed
1 study considered productivity and found beneficial effects
Both studies showing effect of irrigation on diet (quantity) showed positive effects
1 study showed a positive impact on household income
3 studies included productivity and all showed positive effects
1 study considered poverty and found a beneficial effect
Both studies showed a positive effect on productivity
1 study considered diet (quantity) and found positive effects
Only 1 study considered diet quality and/or nutrition and found positive effects
1 study considered income/expenditure and found a positive effect
3 studies considered poverty and found beneficial effects
1 study considered productivity and found beneficial effects
Of the 14 studies that looked at net income, 8 found positive effects, 4 found no or mixed effects and 2 found negative effects
Of the 11 studies that looked at yield, 5 found positive effects, 3 found no or mixed effects and 3 found negative effects
2 studies looked at food security outcomes (variety and total amount of food consumption) and found positive effects
2 studies looked at food security outcomes (variety and total amount of food consumption) and found positive effects
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Jayne et al. 2016

ISPs

Poverty
Income
Productivity

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Wasting
Kawarazuka 2010

Aquaculture

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Income

Kabeer and Waddington 2015

Social protection: CCTs

Income/consumption

Kluve et al. 2017

Job creation: youth employment

Income/consumption

Knox et al. 2013

Infrastructure: roads, electricity and mixed

Poverty

Food security (quantity)

Income
Productivity (yield, labour productivity, TFP)
Telecommunications

Poverty

Irrigation

Poverty

Income

Income
Productivity (yield, labour productivity, TFP)
Lagarde et al. 2009

Social protection: CCTs

Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Landell-Mills and Porras 2002

Lawry et al. 2014

Landscape-scale natural resource
management: markets for forest
environmental services

Poverty

Land tenure security

Productivity of land use

Income

Poverty
Income/consumption

Lee et al. 2016
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ICTs: maternal, neonatal and child health
interventions via mobile ICT

Nutrition security (quality)

Conclusions
2 studies showed no impact on poverty incidence, but reductions in poverty severity. National data: only data from Malawi on poverty
and income, showing input subsidy programme brought poverty rate down and incomes up
Effects on income are mixed (1 positive, 1 mixed, 1 no effect) and are from only 3 countries
Positive effect of input subsidies on crop yields in 4 out of 5 countries with data. However, the fifth country showed no difference in yields
although lower labour productivity, and the authors did not count Ethiopia because OFSP is not technically an ISP, so more accurately 3
out of 4
2 countries with relevant data, 1 showed no significant effect and the other mixed effects
1 country has data on diet quality and showed no significant effect of ISPs
The 1 study with data on WHZ scores showed beneficial effects
2 studies examined diet in terms of quantity and found positive effects
Of 7 studies that evaluated diet quality, mainly fish consumption, 5 found positive effects and 2 no effects
5 studies showed effects on income, all of which were positive effects
Of the 3 projects with measures of the effect on consumption, all 3 found positive effects
Of the 3 projects with measures of the effects on food consumption and/or total calories, all 3 found positive effects
Consumption: based on 10 studies, effect was positive (effect size 0.07) but not statistically significant at the 95% level (CI: 0.01 to 0.14)
For roads, electricity and mixed infrastructure, there are 46 measures on poverty (42 positive, 1 neutral and 3 negative)
9 measures on income (7 positive, 1 neutral and 1 negative) and 13 measures of consumption (11 positive and 2 negative)
11 measures on agricultural productivity, all positive
Effects on poverty: 2 positive and 1 neutral
Effects on income: 1 neutral
Of the 15 measures of the effect of irrigation on poverty, all 15 are beneficial
Of the 18 measures of the effect of irrigation on income, all 18 measures are positive, and the 1 measure of consumption is positive
Of the 13 measures of the effect of irrigation on agricultural productivity, 12 are positive and 1 negative
3 papers had nutrition measures other than stunting/HAZ/height or wasting/WHZ, and of these 2 found positive effects in at least 1
category, while 1 found no significant effects
Of the 6 papers that considered stunting, HAZ or height, 5 found positive results for at least some age groups, while 1 paper found a
mean negative effect
The 1 paper that considered wasting found no effect
In their review of 287 projects, they found virtually no assessments of the impacts of the interventions on poor people
In their review of 287 projects, they found virtually no assessments of the impacts of the interventions on poor people
6 out of 8 quantitative studies on productivity found positive effects and 2 found no significant effects. “The available evidence suggests
that de jure recognition of tenure boosts productivity (Figure 5a), as measured in terms of the monetary value of land productivity, by
around 40 per cent on average (random effects mean = 0.35, s.e. = 0.10, exp(mean) = 1.42). This is a substantively huge effect, although
this estimate masks substantial heterogeneity, and the predictive 95% interval crosses zero”.
No evidence
2 of 4 studies with impact on consumption found positive effects, 2 found no effects. “The average effect on welfare, as measured by
consumption or income, is about a 15 per cent increase (random effects mean = 0.14, s.e. = 0.04, exp(mean) = 1.15). In this case, the
95% predictive interval is squarely in the positive domain, and the level of heterogeneity is deemed quite low”.
3 studies with measures of diet quality (infant feeding and breastfeeding), all positive effects. Meta-analysis of 3 studies on infant feeding
showed that prenatal interventions using SMS/cell phone (vs. routine care) improved rates of BF within 1 hour after birth (OR 2.01, 95%
CI 1.27 to 2.75, I(squared) = 80.9%) and exclusive BF for 3/4 months (OR 1.88, 95% CI 1.26 to 2.50, I(squared) = 52.8%) and for 6
months (OR 2.57, 95% CI 1.46 to 3.68, I(squared) = 0.0%). Iron supplementation/anaemia (positive for supplementation, no effect on
anaemia)
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Leroy et al. 2009

Social protection: CCTs

Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting

Leroy and Frongillo 2007

Livestock programmes

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Income

Aquaculture

Nutrition security (quality)
Income

Loevinsohn et al. 2013

Agricultural technology

Productivity (yield)

Manley et al. 2013

Social protection: cash transfers

Food security (quantity)
Food security (diet quality)
Stunting

Marr et al. 2016

Financial products: index insurance

Income/consumption

Masset et al. 2011

Agriculture: general

Income
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Biofortification

Nutrition security (quality)
Wasting
Stunting

Homestead gardens

Income
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Aquaculture

Income
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Livestock: dairy and animal husbandry

Income
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting
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Conclusions
In all 5 studies, diet quality improved, but there was limited evidence of impact on micronutrient status
Of the 5 programmes with evidence on child height and/or stunting, 3 found significant beneficial effects and 2 found no significant
effects. Where there was a positive effect on height, the authors point to “a clear tendency” for younger children to benefit more
2 studies on livestock programmes had measurements on diet quantity and both found positive effects
9 out of 10 projects showed positive impacts on diet quality and/or nutrition, with the other project showing mixed effects
Of the 4 livestock programmes with data on income, all 4 showed positive effects
Of the 3 aquaculture programmes with data on diet quality, 1 found no significant changes and the findings for the other 2 were unclear
Only 1 aquaculture project had results reported on income and that was a positive effect
4 out of 5 studies showed positive effects of technology on yields
Of 12 studies on food quantity, 10 found positive effects, 1 no change and 1 found a negative effect
Of the 9 studies on diet quality, 8 found positive effects and 1 no effect
Of the 17 programmes with data on HAZ, 5 found beneficial effects, 3 found detrimental effects and 9 did not find statistically significant
changes. “When effect sizes are weighted by the inverse of their standard error on average the 17 programs increased HAZ by 0.025
with a p-value that the effect is different from zero of 0.38. The programs’ average impact on height-for-age is positive, but small and not
statistically significant”.
2 studies had field experiment data that looked at the effect of index insurance on income/consumption, and both found positive effects
Of the 5 studies on household income, all 5 showed positive effects (but only 1 considered statistical significance)
Of the 23 studies on diet quality and/or nutrition, 16 showed at least 1 positive effect, 5 showed no effects and 2 showed mixed effects
Of the 8 studies on stunting, 1 found a beneficial effect and 7 no effects
Of the 8 studies on wasting, 2 found positive effects and 6 no effects
Both biofortification studies with data on diet quality and/or nutrition found positive effects
The 1 biofortification study that considered wasting showed a beneficial effect. An additional study found positive effects on the rate of
growth of weight
The 1 biofortification study that considered stunting showed no significant change
Of the 2 studies on household income, both were positive but did not show statistical significance
Of the 16 studies that included a measure on diet quality and/or nutrition, 11 showed positive effects, 3 showed no effects and 2 showed
mixed effects
Of the 5 studies that considered impact on stunting, none showed an impact
Of the 5 studies that considered impact on wasting, none showed an impact
Of the 1 study on household income, the effect was positive but there was no test of statistical significance
All 3 fisheries studies looked at some measure of diet quality and/or nutrition, 2 had some positive impact and 1 had no impact
The 1 study that considered stunting found no effect
The 1 study that considered wasting found no effect
Both studies considered household income, and both found a positive effect
Both studies considered diet quality and/or nutrition, 1 found positive effects and 1 no effect
The study on stunting found a beneficial effect
The study on wasting found a beneficial effect
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Meinzen-Dick et al. 2017

Tenure security: WLR

Poverty
Agricultural productivity
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Income

Müller et al. 2016

ICTs: e & mHealth for diet

Food security: diet quality

Naugle and Hornik 2014

Information technology: mass media
interventions for child survival-related
health topics

Nutrition security (quality)

Otsuka et al. 2016

Agricultural commercialization: contract
farming

Income

Oya et al. 2017

Agricultural commercialization: certification
schemes

Income
Productivity (yield)

Pande et al. 2012

Financial products: formal banking

Poverty

Information technology: mobile banking

Income/consumption

Pelletier et al. 2016

Landscape-scale natural resource
management: community forest
management

Income

Pinstrup-Andersen and Shimokawa 2006

Infrastructure

Productivity (labour productivity and TFP)

Irrigation

Productivity (labour productivity and TFP)

Extension and advisory services: capacity
strengthening of agricultural research
systems for development

Income

Agriculture (general): R&D

Poverty

Income

Posthumus et al. 2013

Pray et al. 2017

Productivity

Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Productivity
Income
Pretty et al. 2006

Agricultural sustainability: IPM, integrated
nutrient management, conservation tillage,
agroforestry, aquaculture, water harvesting
and livestock integration

Productivity (yield)

Radermacher et al. 2010

Financial products: microinsurance (life,
health, property, funeral, crop, weather,
livestock or similar risks)

Poverty
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Conclusions
No papers that directly investigate the link between WLR and poverty
Regarding agricultural productivity, 3 studies were found, all of which showed that increased tenure security positively affects productivity,
although in 1 case the effect holds only for men
Of the 4 papers that looked at food quantity, 3 found a positive effect of tenure security, but in some cases the differences were only for
men or women or for female- or male-headed households
Regarding food quality or nutrition, 1 paper found no effect and 1 paper found that tenure security led to an improvement
“Evidence of a direct association between WLR and full income, however, does not exist, possibly because of the difficulties in
conceptualizing or measuring full income”.
Of the 11 studies that looked at effects on diet, 8 had positive effects
Of the 9 nutrition studies of moderate to stronger design (according to review authors), all had positive effects, although in some cases
this was just on knowledge/attitudes but not practices
Regarding income, all 7 studies that looked at total household income showed a positive effect of contract farming (although the authors
suggest that profitability or more thorough studies would be preferred)
Of the 8 studies on household income, 3 found positive effects and 5 found the effect not statistically significant. Meta-analysis showed
the overall effect on household income is not statistically significant
Of the 5 studies on yield, 1 found positive effects, 2 negative effects and 2 had no statistically significant results. The authors’ metaanalysis showed the overall effect on yield is not statistically significant
The 1 paper that looked at the effect on poverty found that formal banking was beneficial, measured by a decrease in rural and
aggregate headcount ratios of poverty
The 3 papers that examined the effects of formal banking on household income and/or consumption found positive effects
The 1 study showed positive effects: M-Pesa usage had a positive effect on consumption smoothing
Of the 25 studies that measured the impact on income, 2 had mixed results, 11 had positive effects, 11 had neutral effects and 1 had a
negative effect. However, it is not clear how many of these showed total income versus just forest income
3 measures of the effect of infrastructure on productivity (labour productivity and total factor productivity) showed positive effects and 1
showed no change
All 3 measures of productivity (TFP and output/worker) showed positive effects of irrigation
The 1 study that considered the impact on farmers’ income found that capacity strengthening had a positive effect
Of the 4 studies that considered impacts on agricultural productivity, 3 found that the capacity strengthening led to increased agricultural
productivity and 1 found no effect
10 studies on poverty, all showed beneficial effects
3 studies on diet (quantity), all showed positive effects
8 studies on diet quality and/or nutrition, 7 positive and 1 mixed
16 studies on productivity, all positive
5 studies on income, all positive
“For the 360 reliable yield comparisons from 198 projects that we now have, the mean relative increase was 79% across the very wide
variety of systems and crop types”.

The 1 study that looked at an outcome of interest for this report (poverty) found that households with microhealth insurance had a lower
rate of increase in the poverty headcount and the normalized poverty gap than control households
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Ralston et al. 2017

Social protection: predominantly cash
transfers

Income: consumption

Food security (quantity)

Ranganathan and Lagarde 2012

Social protection: CCTs

Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Remans et al. 2011

Multisectoral interventions: Millennium
Villages Project

Stunting

Ruel 2001

Agriculture (general)

Nutrition security (quality)
Income

Home gardens/HFP

Nutrition security (quality)
Income

Ruel et al. 2017

Agriculture (general)

Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Biofortification

Nutrition security (quality)

Home gardens/HFP

Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Livestock

Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Agricultural commercialization: value chains

Nutrition security (quality)

Irrigation

Nutrition security (quality)

Rusinamhodzi et al. 2011

Sustainable agriculture: conservation
agriculture

Productivity (yield)

Samii et al. 2015a

Landscape-scale natural resource
management: decentralized forest
management

Income

Samii et al. 2015b

Landscape-scale natural resource
management: payments for environmental
services

Income
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Conclusions
Of the 9 studies with measurements on total consumption, 5 had positive results, 1 negative and 3 no statistically significant effect, with
a statistically significant mean effect of 74% (95% CI 9 to 139%), meaning that 74 cents are spent on consumption for every dollar that
was transferred
Of the 11 programmes for which there were studies on food consumption, 5 showed positive effects, 1 negative and 5 no significant
effects. The meta-analysis showed an average of 36 cents per dollar transferred goes specifically towards food (mean effect of 36%
[95% CI 0 to 71%] of the transfer size)
3 papers had nutrition measures other than stunting/HAZ/height or wasting/WHZ, and of these 2 found beneficial effects in at least 1
category, while 1 found no significant effects
Of the 4 projects for which there are stunting/HAZ/height data, 3 showed beneficial effects for at least 1 age group (with other groups
showing no significant change) and 1 showed detrimental effects
The 1 project with evidence on wasting showed no effect
“There was a signiﬁcant (at a = 0.05) reduction in stunting prevalence at 5 of the sites and a nonsigniﬁcant reduction in 3 additional sites.
(One additional site had a nonsignificant increase in stunting.) Furthermore, children <2 y of age had a 43% lower risk of being stunted
than before project initiation. Information derived from national data sources suggested childhood stunting in countries included in this
study has remained largely unchanged between 1990 and 2008”.
Of the 12 studies that considered a measure of food security, 11 saw at least 1 positive effect and 1 had a negative effect
Of the 3 studies that considered effect on household income, 2 saw positive effects (1 slight) and 1 no effect
Of the 12 studies that considered a measure of food security, 11 saw at least 1 positive effect and 1 had a negative effect
Of the 3 studies that considered effect on household income, 2 found positive effects (1 slight) and 1 no effect
All 14 papers with data on diet quality and/or nutrition showed positive effects
Of the 5 papers that looked at stunting/HAZ, only 1 found beneficial effects while the others showed no effects
Of the 5 papers that looked at wasting/WHZ, 4 found beneficial effects and 2 no effects
In the 2 studies that looked at food security, biofortification was shown to have a positive effect on diet and micronutrient status
All 8 papers that looked at diet quality and/or nutrition found at least 1 positive impact
Of the 4 papers that looked at the effect of home garden-type programmes on stunting, none found an effect
In the 4 papers that looked at effect of home garden-type programmes on wasting/WHZ, 2 saw beneficial effects and 2 saw no effects
2 papers on livestock had measures of diet quality and/or nutrition, and both found positive effects
Only 1 paper looked at stunting/HAZ/height and found beneficial effects, but just in 1 region (Nepal’s Terai)
2 papers looked at child WHZ/weight and both found beneficial impacts for some groups
1 study with statistically significant positive effects on haemoglobin, although the change in anaemia was not statistically significant
1 paper included with positive impact on diet quality and/or nutrition (consumption of nutritious foods)
Mixed: “Our meta-analysis gave the following findings: (1) 92% of the data show that mulch cover in high rainfall areas leads to lower
yields due to waterlogging; (2) 85% of data show that soil texture is important in the temporal development of conservation agriculture
effects, improved yields are likely on well-drained soils; (3) 73% of the data show that conservation agriculture practices require high
inputs especially N for improved yield; (4) 63% of data show that increased yields are obtained with rotation but calculations often do not
include the variations in rainfall within and between seasons; (5) 56% of the data show that reduced tillage with no mulch cover leads to
lower yields in semi-arid areas; and (6) when adequate fertiliser is available, rainfall is the most important determinant of yield in southern
Africa”.
Of the 3 studies that considered household welfare, only 1 looked at total per capita consumption expenditure (positive effect) and 2
looked at forest income and found positive effects; however, the impact on the poorest households is not always positive
Of the 2 studies with evidence on income, both found positive effects
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

Seufert et al. 2012

Sustainable agriculture: organic agriculture

Productivity (yield)

Steinert et al. 2017

Financial products: savings promotion
interventions

Income

Financial products: microcredit and
microsavings

Food security (quantity)

Stewart et al. 2010

Food security (quantity)

Nutrition security (quality)
Income
Stunting
Poverty

Stewart et al. 2012

Financial products: microcredit,
microsavings and microleasing

Income
Poverty

Stewart et al. 2015

Ag. General: training, innovation and new
technology

Income
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting

Biofortification/OFSP

Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting

Extension and advisory services

Income

Extension and advisory services: innovation
grants

Income

Productivity
Ton et al. 2013

Poverty
Food security (quantity)
Productivity

Ton et al. 2017

Agricultural commercialization: contract
farming

Income

Torero 2011

Infrastructure

Poverty

Food security (quantity)

Productivity
Valerio et al. 2014

Job creation: entrepreneurship education
and training programmes

Income

Waddington et al. 2014

Extension and advisory services: farmer
field schools

Productivity (yield)

Wall et al. 2013

Sustainable agriculture: CA

Productivity (yield)
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Conclusions
“Comparing organic agriculture across the world, we find that in developed countries organic performance is, on average, -20%,
whereas in developing countries it is -43%. (But) In the few cases from developing countries where organic yields are compared to
conventional yields typical for the location or where the yield data comes from surveys, organic yields do not differ significantly from
conventional yields because of a wide confidence interval resulting from the small sample size (n = 8 and n = 12, respectively)”.
Meta-analysis/pooled effect sizes show significant increases in households’ expenditures and incomes (gpooled = 0.066, p<0.01)
Meta-analysis/pooled effect sizes show significant increases in food security (gpooled = 0.052, p<0.05). The effect sizes are small but
significant
Of the 2 studies that measured the effect on food security (quantity), both found no significant effect
Of the 5 studies that considered food security (quality and/or nutrition), 5 found positive effects and 1 found no effect
Of the 3 studies that looked at household or individual income/expenditures, 1 found positive effects, 1 found mixed effects initially, but
negative effects over time, and 1 found no significant change
The 1 study that looked at stunting found beneficial effects
Of the 2 studies that measured the effect on poverty, 1 found no statistically significant effect and 1 found a detrimental effect
Of the 8 studies that looked at household income or expenditure, 7 found positive effects and 1 found negative effects. Of the 2 that
looked at individual income or expenditures, both found positive effects
Of the 3 studies that considered the effect on poverty status, 1 found beneficial effects, 1 found detrimental effects and 1 found no
change
Of the 6 studies with results on total income (household income or per capita), 5 showed positive effects and 1 no effect
Of the 5 studies with results on nutrition security (quality), all 5 showed positive effects
Of the 2 studies with results on HAZ, both showed positive results
Of the 5 biofortification studies with evidence on nutrition security (quality), all 5 saw a positive effect
The 1 study with evidence on HAZ saw a positive effect
Of the 3 training studies with studies of effect on total income, 2 found positive effects and 1 had no effect
The 1 training study that evaluated effect on productivity showed a positive effect
Of the 4 studies that looked at household or farmer income, 3 had a positive effect and 1 no effect
The 1 study that looked at poverty status found beneficial effects
Of the 4 studies that looked at food security, all found positive effects
Of the 2 studies that looked at productivity/yields, 1 found a positive effect and 1 mixed
For the 8 studies that looked at household income, the pooled effect was positive. “For the eight studies that used household income as
the proxy-indicator, the pooled effect size was 1.32 (CI = 1.13-1.54)”.
The 1 study that looked at food security showed a reduction in the length of the hungry season
“Fan and Hazell (1999), Zhang and Fan (2000), Fan et al. (2000a), Fan et al. (2000b) and Fan et al. (2002): Their studies in India and
China are among the few works that attempt to link infrastructure, rural growth and poverty alleviation, by highlighting the role of
investment complementarities. Their research efforts show that infrastructure investments, particularly in irrigation, roads, electricity and
telecommunications not only contribute to growth in agricultural production, but also a reduction in rural poverty and regional inequality in
these countries”.
“Aschauer (1997) demonstrated that changes in productivity (i.e., rate of return per unit of private capital and worker) are positively
related to government infrastructure spending”.
Of the 5 studies that could be identified as evaluating impact on per capita or household income/consumption, 2 showed positive effects
and 3 showed no effect
Of the 11 studies that considered the effects on yields, the review finds overall a statistically significant 13% increase in yields of FFS
participants on average relative to a comparison group (this is excluding the studies that had a high risk of bias, following the authors’
lead)
For maize, conservation agriculture had higher yields than conventional in 32 cases, and lower yields in 9 cases based on data from
farmers’ fields. For other crops, 8 studies showed CA had higher yields, 11 showed CA had lower yields and 1 showed no difference
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Papers included in the Evidence Map: intervention type, outcome type and conclusions (cont.)
Paper name

Intervention type

Outcome type

World Bank 2007

Agriculture: general

Income
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting
Productivity (yield)

Home gardens/HFP

Income
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Agricultural commercialization

Income
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)
Stunting
Wasting

Aquaculture

Income
Nutrition security (quality)
Productivity (yield)

Livestock (dairy and poultry)

Income
Food security (quantity)
Nutrition security (quality)

BF, breastfeeding; BMI, body-mass index; CA, conservation agriculture; CCT, conditional cash transfers; CI, confidence
interval; EGS, employment guarantee schemes; FFS, farmer field school; HAZ, height-for-age z scores; HFP, homestead food
production; ICT, information and communications technology; IEG, independent evaluation group; IOB, policy and operations
evaluation department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands; IPM, integrated pest management; ISP, input subsidy
programme; ITC, international trade centre; MD, mean difference; MUAC, mid-upper arm circumference; OFSP, other food
security programmes; OR, odds ratio; RCT, randomized control trial; TFP, total factor productivity; UCT, unconditional cash
transfers; WASH, water, sanitation and hygiene; WAZ, weight-for-age z-score; WHZ, weight-for-height z scores; WLR, women’s
land rights.
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Conclusions
Of the 9 studies that looked at household income or expenditures, 7 showed positive effects and 2 no effect
5 studies were positive, 1 mixed and 1 unclear
Of the 28 studies on diet quality and/nutrition, 21 found positive effects, 2 mixed, 1 negative, 2 no effects and 2 unclear
Of the 2 studies that considered stunting/height, 1 showed beneficial effects and 1 mixed effects
Of the 2 studies on wasting/weight, 1 showed beneficial effects and 1 mixed effects
The 1 study that looked at yield showed a positive effect
The 1 study with an evaluation on household income found positive effects
The 1 study on diet quantity saw positive effects
Of the 18 studies that included a measure of diet quality and/or nutrition, 15 showed positive effects, 2 mixed and 1 negative
The 1 study on stunting showed beneficial effects
The 1 study on wasting showed beneficial effects
Of the 3 studies that considered effects on household income, 1 showed positive effects and 2 showed no effect
Of the 2 studies that considered effects on diet quantity, 1 showed a positive impact and the other showed mixed effects
Of the 2 studies that measured diet quality and/or nutrition, 1 showed positive effects and 1 showed no effect
The 1 study with reported evidence on child height showed mixed results based on age
The 1 study that considered the effect of agricultural commercialization on weight showed mixed effects
The 1 study that looked at income showed a positive effect
Of the 3 studies that looked at diet quality and/or nutrition, 1 found a positive effect, 1 no effect and for 1 the results were unclear
The 1 study that looked at yield showed a positive effect
Of the 4 studies that considered effects on income/expenditures, all 4 found positive effects
Of the 4 livestock programmes with data on diet quantity, 3 found positive effects and for 1 the effects were unclear
Of the 5 livestock studies with data on diet quality and/or nutrition, 4 found positive effects and for 1 the effects were unclear

79

The IFAD Research Series

01.

02.

03.

04.

05.

06.
07.

08.
09.
10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

80

Agricultural and rural development reconsidered
A guide to issues and debates
By Steve Wiggins
Migration and transformative pathways
A rural perspective
By David Suttie, Rosemary Vargas-Lundius
Fostering inclusive outcomes in sub-Saharan African agriculture
Improving agricultural productivity and expanding agribusiness opportunities
By David Suttie, Rui Benfica
The effects of smallholder agricultural involvement on household food consumption and
dietary diversity
Evidence from Malawi
By Rui Benfica, Talip Kilic
Rural-urban linkages and food systems in sub-Saharan Africa
The rural dimension
By Karim Hussein, David Suttie
Why food and nutrition security matters for inclusive structural and rural transformation
By Steven Were Omamo
Measuring IFAD’s impact
Background paper to the IFAD9 Impact Assessment Initiative
By Alessandra Garbero
Fostering inclusive rural transformation in fragile states and situations
By Karim Hussein
Social protection and inclusive rural transformation
By Carolina Trivelli, Silvana Vargas, Jhonatan Clausen
Inclusive finance and inclusive rural transformation
By Calum G. Turvey
Food safety, trade, standards and the integration of smallholders into value chains
A review of the literature
By John Humphrey
An evidence-based assessment of IFAD’s end of project reporting
By Bia Carneiro, Alessandra Garbero
Graduation models for rural financial inclusion
By Khalid El Harizi, Xinjia Yan
Disbursement performance of the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD)
An in-depth analysis of drivers and trends
By Tim Balint, Daniel Higgins, Paola Mallia, Silvana Scalzo, Paul Winters
Remittances, growth and poverty reduction in Asia
A critical review of the literature and new evidence from cross-country panel data
By Katsushi S. Imai, Bilal Malaeb, Fabrizio Bresciani
Getting the most out of impact evaluation for learning, reporting and influence
Insights from piloting a Participatory Impact Assessment and Learning Approach (PIALA) with IFAD
By Edward Heinemann, Adinda Van Hemelrijck, Irene Guijt
Population age structure and sex composition in sub-Saharan Africa
A rural-urban perspective
By Ashira Menashe-Oren, Guy Stecklov

18. Do agricultural support and cash transfer programmes improve nutritional status?
By Seth R. Gitter, James Manley, Jill Bernstein, Paul Winters
19. Measuring women’s empowerment in agriculture
A streamlined approach
By Alessandra Garbero, Emilie Perge
20. Transformation and diversification of the rural economy in Asia
By Roehlano M. Briones
21. Does relative deprivation induce migration?
Evidence from sub-Saharan Africa
By Kashi Kafle, Rui Benfica, Paul Winters
22. Poverty reduction during the rural-urban transformation
Rural development is still more important than urbanization
By Katsushi S. Imai, Raghav Gaiha, Alessandra Garbero
23. The effect of the sectoral composition of economic growth on rural and urban poverty
By Rui Benfica, Heath Henderson
24. Influence of nutrition-sensitive interventions on dietary profiles of smallholder farming
households in East and Southern Africa
By Marian Amaka Odenigbo, Patience Elabor-Idemudia, Nigatu Regassa Geda
25. Structural transformation and poverty in Malawi
Decomposing the effects of occupational and spatial mobility
By Rui Benfica, Margherita Squarcina, Alejandro de la Fuente
26. Exploration of a methodology for assessing the impact of policy engagement
What impact and how to assess it?
By Anna McCord, Ed Heinemann, Lauren Phillips
27. Asia’s rural-urban disparity in the context of growing inequality
By Katsushi S. Imai, Bilal Malaeb
28. Understanding the dynamics of adoption decisions and their poverty impacts
The case of improved maize seeds in Uganda
By Alessandra Garbero, Pierre Marion
29. Empowering through collective action
By Pierre-Marie Bosc
30. Nutrition-sensitive value chains from a smallholder perspective
A framework for project design
By Isabel de la Peña, James Garrett, Aulo Gelli
31. Impact of modern irrigation on household production and welfare outcomes
Evidence from the Participatory Small-Scale Irrigation Development Programme (PASIDP)
project in Ethiopia
By Alessandra Garbero, Tisorn Songsermsawas
32. Developing country-wide farming system typologies
An analysis of Ethiopian smallholders’ income and food security
By Esther Boere, Aline Mosnier, Géraldine Bocquého, Alessandra Garbero, Tamás Krisztin,
Petr Havlík, Tomas Elhaut
33. The impact of the adoption of CGIAR’s improved varieties on poverty and welfare outcomes
A systematic review
By Alessandra Garbero, Pierre Marion, Valentina Brailovskaya
34. Farm size and productivity
Lessons from recent literature
By Douglas Gollin

81

35. Climate change mitigation potential of agricultural practices supported by IFAD investments
An ex ante analysis
By Meryl Richards, Aslihan Arslan, Romina Cavatassi, Todd Rosenstock
36. Who works in agriculture?
Exploring the dynamics of youth involvement in the agri-food systems of Tanzania and Malawi
By Kashi Kafle, Neha Paliwal, Rui Benfica
37. Determinants of cofinancing in IFAD-funded projects
A call to rethink development interventions
By Manda Dite Mariam Sissoko, Natalia Toschi, Lisandro Martin
38. Meta-evidence review on the impacts of investments in agricultural and rural development on
Sustainable Development Goals 1 and 2
By Jill Bernstein, Nancy Johnson, Aslihan Arslan

82

International Fund for Agricultural Development
Via Paolo di Dono, 44 - 00142 Rome, Italy
Tel: +39 06 54591 - Fax: +39 06 5043463
Email: ifad@ifad.org
www.ifad.org
facebook.com/ifad
instagram.com/ifadnews
linkedin.com/company/ifad
twitter.com/ifad
youtube.com/user/ifadTV

84

