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Abstract 
Background: 
Despite global commitments under the Sustainable Development Goals, progress 
on reducing poverty, inequality, and exclusion—particularly across SDGs 1–5—has 
been severely impacted by intersecting crises such as COVID-19, conflict, and 
climate change. Although substantial evidence exists on cash transfers, little is 
known about the implementation and effectiveness of other social transfer 
modalities, particularly vouchers and in-kind transfers, especially for gender, age-, 
and disability-vulnerable groups. This synthesis responds to this evidence gap, 
commissioned by the Global SDG Synthesis Coalition’s People Pillar co-chaired by 
UNICEF, UNDP, UN Women, UNFPA, WFP, and UNESCO. 

Scope: 
This protocol outlines a mixed-methods synthesis focused on gender-, age-, and 
disability-responsive vouchers and in-kind transfers in low- and middle-income 
countries. It incorporates peer-reviewed impact evaluations, and country 
programme or project level evaluations from United Nations agencies.  

Objectives and Synthesis Questions: 
The main objective is to synthesize evidence on the design, implementation, and 
effectiveness of vouchers and in-kind transfers targeted at vulnerable 
populations. The synthesis aims to answer four overarching questions: 

1. What gender/age/disability- responsive vouchers and in-kind transfer 
interventions work for the furthest left behind among different gender, age 
and disability groups? 

2. How and why do gender/age/disability- responsive vouchers and in-kind 
transfer interventions work for reaching the furthest behind among different 
gender, age and disability groups? 

3. What factors contribute to progress towards Sustainable Development 
Goals 1-5?  

4. What evidence gaps on the impact of gender/age/disability- responsive 
vouchers and in-kind transfers on those left furthest behind currently exist?  
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Inclusion criteria for interventions and outcomes:  
The review considers gender-, age-, and disability-responsive voucher and in-
kind transfer programs implemented in low- and middle-income countries. 
Outcomes of interest include individual-level impacts (e.g., health, education, 
living standards, women empowerment), and implementation science. The 
synthesis applies the SPIDER framework for inclusion and uses narrative synthesis 
to analyze and summarize both quantitative and qualitative evidence 

Proposed Publication Date: 
The findings are intended to support upcoming global consultations, including the 
2025 UN World Social Summit, with a proposed publication date of last quarter 
2025. 

Keywords: 
Social assistance, vouchers, in-kind transfers, implementation science, gender-
responsive, age-responsive, disability, no poverty (SDG 1), zero hunger (SDG 2), 
good health and well-being (SDG 3), quality education (SDG 4), gender equality 
(SDG 5), mixed-methods synthesis, evidence gap map. 
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Introduction 
 

The Center for Evaluation and Development (C4ED) was commissioned by the 
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) on behalf of the People Pillar co-chairs to 
develop a “Synthesis of Implementation and Effectiveness of Social Assistance 
Interventions to Reach the Furthest Behind”. More specifically, evaluative evidence 
on the effectiveness, impacts, barriers and facilitators, and implementation 
features of gender-, age-, and disability-responsive vouchers and in-kind transfer 
interventions will be synthesized to provide a comprehensive overview of what 
works, for whom, and under what conditions. This approach will ensure that the 
existing high-quality evidence is organized and accessible, offering valuable 
insights to policymakers, practitioners, and stakeholders. This protocol presents 
the scope, objectives, methodology, and the overall work plan of the assignment. 

Background, scope, and objectives 
The 2015 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) aim to tackle poverty, inequality, 
and environmental degradation but are off track for 2030 due to crises like COVID-
19, wars, displacement, and climate change. Despite research on SDG-related 
programs, gaps remain between evidence and action, highlighting the need to 
understand and address the “why” and “how” behind effective program 
implementation.  

The Global SDG Synthesis Coalition (from here onwards the Coalition) is a 
collaborative initiative aimed at accelerating progress towards the SDGs by 
synthesizing rigorous and evaluative evidence to create a living evidence platform 
under each of the five pillars of SDGs: People, Planet, Prosperity, Peace and 
Partnership. While fragmented evidence often limits the ability of policymakers to 
make informed decisions, by synthesizing evidence and leveraging technologies 
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such as Artificial Intelligence (AI), the Coalition works to harness the power of 
evaluations and synthesis to accelerate progress on the SDGs.1 

The People pillar is identified as the cornerstone of the global agenda for 
sustainable development reflected in SDGs 1 to 5: no poverty (SDG1); zero hunger 
(SDG2); good health and well-being (SDG3); quality education (SDG4); and 
gender equality (SDG5). For the Coalition, it is the third pillar where evidence 
synthesis will be conducted, after the Peace and Partnership Pillars.2  

An initial scoping exercise conducted in 2022 identified three key guidelines to 
shape the objectives and methodology of the first synthesis under the People 
Pillar, namely (1) focusing on social protection as a critical topic; (2) addressing 
aspects of implementation science in social protection interventions where 
evidence is relatively scarce; and (3) emphasis on the principle of Leaving No One 
Behind (LNOB) to understand who is left behind and why.  The co-Chairs of the 
People Pillar conducted a rescoping exercise in 2023, which pinpointed the nature 
and quantity of evidence underpinning the People Pillar.  

Furthermore, considering the multitude of evidence under social protection, 
another rapid scoping exercise was conducted by C4ED in consultation with the 
UNICEF Evaluation Office and the co-Chairs of the People Pillar in 2024, which 
determined “social assistance interventions” as the most frequently used means 
to address the needs of those furthest behind. Among the various intervention 
types under social assistance, social transfers -encompassing cash transfers, 
vouchers, and in-kind transfers- are often considered as the first institutionalized 
layer of protection in many low- and middle-income countries (Schuering, 2021). 
Nevertheless, an extensive body of literature, including numerous reviews and 
syntheses, focuses on cash transfers as the primary policy instrument widely used 

 

 
1 The Coalition is led by a Steering Committee composed of high-ranking political representatives co-led by the 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF). This 
committee guides the Coalition's efforts by identifying critical learning needs essential for achieving the SDGs, 
fostering inclusive participation and ownership, and ensuring that findings and lessons are effectively 
communicated and utilized. Each thematic synthesis pillar is co-led by various partners and supported by a 
Management Group (MG), which is responsible for defining the scope and objectives, engaging strategic 
collaborators, mobilizing resources, ensuring timely completion of synthesis outputs, and promoting the 
dissemination and uptake of results. Also, each synthesis pillar is supported by a Technical Advisory Panel (TAP), 
composed of experts in relevant subject areas and methodologies who are nominated by the respective MG. This 
panel ensures the quality of the synthesis outputs, aids in effectively communicating key findings to stakeholders, 
and facilitates the adoption of these insights at appropriate decision-making levels.  
2 Please see “Peace Pillar | The global SDG synthesis coalition” for reference on Peace Pillar Synthesis, and 
“Partnership Pillar | The global SDG synthesis coalition” for reference on Partnership Pillar Synthesis. 

https://www.sdgsynthesiscoalition.org/pillar/peace-pillar#:~:text=The%20Peace%20Pillar%20is%20composed,of%20those%20in%20extreme%20poverty.
https://www.sdgsynthesiscoalition.org/pillar/partnership-pillar#:~:text=Overview,of%20SDGs%20into%20national%20strategies.


 

15 | SDGSYNTHESISCOALITION.ORG | C4ED.ORG  

across the globe.3 Thus, in order to offer a deeper examination of other relatively 
underexplored social transfer interventions, this synthesis exclusively focuses on 
“vouchers and in-kind transfers” as the interventions under study. 

The scope of the synthesis was further refined to focus on the "gender-, age-, and 
disability-responsiveness of vouchers and in-kind transfers interventions," aiming 
to address inequalities and vulnerabilities among the most marginalized 
populations.4 Accordingly, the primary objective of this assignment is to 
synthesize the existing evaluative evidence on the implementation features, 
barriers and facilitators, and the effectiveness of gender-, age-, and disability-
responsive vouchers and in-kind transfers, targeting outcomes related to the 
SDGs 1 through 5. More specifically, relevant outcomes in the realm of health, 
education, living standards and consumption (i.e. all three dimensions of 
multidimensional poverty5), gender equality and empowerment, implementation 
aspects of vouchers and in-kind transfer programs- will be examined. 

Given the focus on gender-, age-, and disability-responsive vouchers and in-kind 
transfer interventions, this synthesis significantly contributes to address the 
synthesis gap by highlighting understudied areas related to the scope and 
focusing on vulnerable population groups. Additionally, this synthesis will delve 
into the principles of implementation science, exploring the processes, actors, 
systems, and practical approaches that may drive successful program delivery. 
To illustrate, rather than focusing solely on the impact, this synthesis aims to also 
shed light on the process of program implementation and factors that potentially 
influence program effectiveness. It will also explore whether and which contextual 
factors may influence program delivery and effectiveness. Another significant 
contribution of this synthesis lies in its focus on leveraging an untapped goldmine 
- the wealth of UN-led evaluations, including country program evaluations and 

 

 

3 See for example, Zimmerman et al. (2021), Cooper et al. (2020),  Bastagli et al. (2016), Deveroux, et al. (2005), 
Gertler et al. (2005), and the Evidence Gap Map on “Cash Transfers and Cash Plus Programs in Low- and Middle-
Income Countries” published by C4ED and German Institute for Development Evaluation (DEval) via: 
https://socialprotection.org/discover/databases/egm-cash-transfers-and-cash-plus-programs-low-and-
middle-income-countries.  
4 Given the vast number of studies on the selected interventions, and the timeline for potential consultations as 
part of the General Assembly of the United Nations (UNGA) Summit of the Future, the scope of the synthesis was 
further refined to contain certain target groups, the most and furthest left behind. 
5 Based on the structure of the global Multidimensional Poverty Index presented by Oxford Poverty & Human 
Development Initiative (OPHI) and Human Development Report Office (HDRO) of United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), available at: https://www.undp.org/india/stories/what-makes-one-poor-understanding-
multidimensional-poverty-index.  

https://socialprotection.org/discover/databases/egm-cash-transfers-and-cash-plus-programs-low-and-middle-income-countries
https://socialprotection.org/discover/databases/egm-cash-transfers-and-cash-plus-programs-low-and-middle-income-countries
https://www.undp.org/india/stories/what-makes-one-poor-understanding-multidimensional-poverty-index
https://www.undp.org/india/stories/what-makes-one-poor-understanding-multidimensional-poverty-index
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project-level evaluations conducted by various UN agencies.6 These resources, 
which have remained typically underutilized, offer unique insights into the real-
world application, operational challenges, and practical outcomes of 
development initiatives. Unlike conventional syntheses that predominantly rely on 
evidence from academic, peer-reviewed journals and occasionally incorporate 
other types of studies, this synthesis seeks to broaden the scope by incorporating 
a much wider array of evidence. By doing so, it aims to capture diverse 
perspectives and practical lessons that are often hardly obtained by merely 
including studies from academic literature. This inclusive approach not only 
enriches the understanding of program effectiveness but also sheds light on the 
nuanced dynamics of implementation and performance, ultimately contributing 
to more comprehensive and actionable findings for advancing sustainable 
development efforts. 

By organizing the existing evidence and highlighting the lessons learned in a 
structured way using tools such as Evidence Gap Maps (EGMs), the synthesis 
provides insights into the “why” and “how” of effective SDG implementation within 
different (socio-cultural, legal, policy, and macro-economic context) contexts, 
thus showcasing strategies to bridge the divide between research and action. This 
supports the design of contextually relevant, data-driven programs, improving the 
effectiveness, equity, and impact of social protection policies in achieving their 
objectives. The EGM will also highlight critical gaps with limited or no evidence, 
suggesting potential areas for future research focus.  

This report presents the methodological protocol for this evidence synthesis. After 
describing the conceptual framework and outlining the Theory of Change (ToC), 
the synthesis questions will be presented in section 2. In section 0, this protocol will 
present the methodological approach to conduct the synthesis, illustrating the 
search strategy, the approach for identifying and including impact evaluation 
studies as well as process and performance evaluations in the synthesis, 
screening, analysis and reporting. Lastly, some considerations and limitations for 
the evidence synthesis are presented in Section 00.  

 

 
6 The “UN-led evaluations” in this protocol/synthesis refer to "process and performance evaluations" according to 
the terminology used in the Terms of References (ToR) for this assignment. These studies encompass both 
country programs included in the System-Wide Evaluation Office (SWEO) database and project-level evaluations 
provided by individual UN agencies. 
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Conceptual framework and theory of change 
Given the focus on gender-, age-, and disability-responsive social assistance 
interventions and the emphasis on implementation science, this section 
elaborates on the key underlying concepts to ensure that the scope and 
methodological aspects are clearly defined.   

Social protection 

Social protection refers to a set of public actions that deal with “both the absolute 
deprivation and vulnerabilities of the poorest, and also with the need of the non-
poor for security in the face of shocks and the particular demands of different 
stages of the life cycle” (Norton et al. 2001). The SDGs emphasize the importance 
of universal social protection, urging countries to ensure that everyone has access 
to a basic level of social security. Social protection includes a wide range of 
policies and programs designed to reduce poverty, vulnerability, and inequality, 
which often encompasses benefits for children and mothers, unemployment, 
employment injury, sickness, old age, disability, survivors, as well as health 
protection (ILO, 2017). Countries often provide these benefits either at community 
or national levels (labor market policies and interventions) or at 
individual/household level in terms of contributory or non-contributory schemes. 
In contributory schemes, beneficiaries need to make regular financial 
contributions, often through payroll deductions or premiums, to meet the 
conditions for accessing benefits such as pension, unemployment insurance, or 
healthcare services. In contrast, non-contributory schemes mainly target 
individuals living in extreme poverty who often lack the financial means to 
participate in contributory systems, providing benefits without requiring prior 
payments or contributions (ILO, 2017). 

Figure 1 illustrates a taxonomy of social protection instruments used by countries 
to cover various groups of individuals in their population.7 

  

 

 
7 This framework for social protection programs has been introduced by O’Brien et al. (2018), and further 
developed by Carter et al. (2019). 
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Figure 1. Taxonomy of social protection instruments 

Source: Carter et al. (2019). 

Social assistance and social transfers 

Social assistance constitutes the largest category within the non-contributory 
schemes. Over the last decades, social protection systems in most developing 
countries have primarily focused on social assistance, and much less so on social 
insurance and passive and active labor market interventions (Carter et al., 2019). 
Social assistance programs aim to provide immediate relief while promoting 
long-term resilience through access to basic needs, social services, and 
opportunities for economic empowerment. In essence, they help individuals and 
households cope with poverty, destitution, and vulnerability (Carter et al., 2019). 
These programs often address the needs of those furthest behind providing social 
transfers, fee waivers, subsidies, or through public work programs. Under the 
umbrella scheme of social assistance, social transfers are the most widely used 
instruments, constituting the first institutionalized layer of protection in most 
developing countries against extreme and persistent deprivation (Barrientos & 
Nino-Zarazua, 2011; Schuering, 2021).  

Social transfers are delivered through various modalities, including cash transfers 
(conditional or unconditional), vouchers, and in-kind transfers, each designed to 
address specific socio-economic needs and ensure effective support for targeted 
populations (High Level Panel of Experts (HLPE), 2012). Cash transfers are direct, 
regular and predictable money transfers which provide recipients with direct 
financial support offering the freedom to choose whatever they wish to consume, 
whether it be food or other necessities such as schooling and health-related 
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expenditures.8 Cash transfers can also be distributed through digital and mobile 
money platforms, which enhance speed, improve transparency, secure 
transactions, and reduce costs. In-kind transfers are direct, regular and 
predictable provision of goods or services to the recipients without monetary 
exchange. These transfers include tangible goods or services such as food, 
healthcare, or housing for individuals in need (Alderman et al., 2017). In-kind 
transfers can take the form of commodities given to beneficiaries through 
unconditional public distribution programs or conditional initiatives like school 
meal programs. One specific in-kind modality is rationing where governments use 
quotas to restrict the amount of food commodities available for purchase in 
markets, often during crises, such as world wars (Alderman et al., 2017). In-kind 
transfers have been instrumental in supporting low-income consumers by 
providing essential goods and services. However, they often involve significant 
administrative and logistical costs and are frequently linked to broader 
agricultural support and food price risk management initiatives. (ibid). A voucher 
is an instrument issued by an organization or government (principal) that can be 
redeemed by the recipient for a service, money, commodity, or other such benefit 
provided by the principal or by a third-party agent. Vouchers, also known as 
“near-cash” or “stamps”, provide the recipients a means to purchase specific food 
or services for a given value or quantity in pre-defined private or public outlets 
(Valkama et al., 2010; Alderman et al., 2017). These interventions lie midway on the 
transfer modality spectrum, with cash and in-kind transfers at either end 
(Alderman et al., 2017). Building on the advancements and widespread use of 
digital platforms, many governments and organizations are adopting electronic 
vouchers to enhance transparency, reduce fraud, and improve accessibility. For 
instance, the World Food Programme (WFP) uses electronic vouchers, facilitated 
through blockchain and biometric identification technology, in refugee camps in 
Jordan, allowing beneficiaries to purchase essential goods from designated 
vendors (WFP, 2023). 

Historically, countries have been shifting from in-kind provisions to cash-based 
transfers, with vouchers often serving as a transitional step. Cash transfers are 
typically favored for their flexibility and lower distribution costs (Alderman et al., 
2017; HLPE, 2012; Wicker, 2017). Nevertheless, their effectiveness can be 
compromised by market distortions and higher prices (HLPE, 2012; Brune, 2022). 
Therefore, in-kind transfers and vouchers remain highly prevalent, particularly in 
context where cash may not be effectively utilized (Alderman et al., 2017). 

 

 
8 See an example: https://www.wfp.org/stories/cash-provides-vital-lifeline-somalia  

https://www.wfp.org/stories/cash-provides-vital-lifeline-somalia
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According to the World Bank report (2017), around 1.5 billion people worldwide 
have been covered by in-kind food programs. Meanwhile, the UN WFP used 
vouchers to deliver food assistance to localities, such as southern Somalia and 
risk areas across war-torn Sudan, where security considerations preclude the 
delivery of either food or cash.9  

As mentioned in the introductory section, given the vast body of literature and 
syntheses on cash transfers, this synthesis exclusively focuses on gender-, age-, 
and disability-responsive interventions that use vouchers and in-kind transfers to 
address the needs of the most vulnerable and marginalized groups of society. 

Responsiveness 

While social transfers are well established as a poverty reduction tool in many 
contexts, their potential in addressing specific needs of vulnerable groups is not 
always realized (UNICEF & FCDO, 2022). In order to address such vulnerabilities, 
specific considerations should be explicitly incorporated into the design and 
implementation of the program. Program responsiveness is defined as “close 
alignment with the needs of individuals, groups, and societal trends to make 
adjustments for improvement” (Boutelier & Anderson, 2022). Under this definition, 
a program is responsive when on one hand addresses the specific needs of 
diverse vulnerable populations, and on the other hand, adapts to the changing 
circumstances faced by vulnerable groups.  

Since understanding intervention features is a key objective and contribution of 
this synthesis, examining the responsiveness of social assistance interventions 
naturally becomes an essential component, forming the next layer in defining the 
synthesis scope. 

  

 

 
9 See for example, an overview on the UN WFP in Sudan via https://www.wfp.org/news/operational-update-
surge-food-aid-sudan , and in Somalia though https://www.wfp.org/operations/200844-reducing-malnutrition-
and-strengthening-resilience-shocks-food-secure-somalia.  

https://www.wfp.org/news/operational-update-surge-food-aid-sudan
https://www.wfp.org/news/operational-update-surge-food-aid-sudan
https://www.wfp.org/operations/200844-reducing-malnutrition-and-strengthening-resilience-shocks-food-secure-somalia
https://www.wfp.org/operations/200844-reducing-malnutrition-and-strengthening-resilience-shocks-food-secure-somalia
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Target groups 

The next step is to define the target group of this synthesis. While vulnerable and 
marginalized groups may encompass various subgroups of society, including 
ethnic minorities, displaced persons, refugees, and low-income communities, this 
synthesis will focus on vouchers and in-kind transfers that target the needs of 
disadvantaged groups whose marginalization arises from their gender 
(particularly women and girls), age (particularly children, adolescents, and 
elderly), or disability status, and the intersectionality across these factors with 
other vulnerabilities. The rationale behind the decision on the target group is 
threefold: first, those groups are considered the most vulnerable; second, they are 
sufficiently broad to encompass intersectionality (e.g., women refugees), and 
third, these groups are the primary beneficiaries of social transfer programs 
(Pasha et al., 2023).  

Women and girls have a critical role in society and their inclusion and 
empowerment have a great influence on health, nutrition, education, and the 
overall well-being of societies as well as of the children and households. However, 
women often face various structural and social barriers due to gender 
discrimination, unequal access to education and employment, and imbalanced 
caregiving and domestic responsibilities (UN Women, 2023). In comparison with 
their male counterparts, women and girls tend to have lower levels of education, 
limited access to healthcare and employment opportunities and lower ability to 
make independent decisions about their lives (Saluja et al., 2023). This inequity, 
particularly in access to education, undermines their financial growth and 
perpetuates income inequality (Wei et al., 2021). 

Children are considered a vulnerable population against the effects of poverty, 
malnutrition, and lack of access to essential services such as education and 
healthcare (van Delden & Ho, 2015; Seher, 2023).  Early childhood is instrumental 
for physical, cognitive, and emotional development of children, and adverse 
conditions during this time can have long-term consequences on their well-being 
and future opportunities (Jopling & Vincent, 2016). Such deprivation can lead to 
long-term impacts on their growth, reducing their ability to escape poverty and 
contribute meaningfully to society as adults. Additionally, children around the 
world experience insidious forms of violence, exploitation and abuse in places 
where they should be most protected – their homes, schools and communities.10 

 

 
10 https://www.unicef.org/child-protection.  

https://www.unicef.org/child-protection
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This vulnerability is exacerbated in contexts such as war, natural disasters, and 
socio-economic challenges, where children face heightened risks of injury, 
malnutrition, and psychological trauma (Marshall et al., 2020; Awuah et al., 2022).  

Elderly individuals often lack access to stable income, healthcare, and social 
support, leaving them reliant on inadequate pensions or family assistance. This 
vulnerability is further exacerbated by declining physical capabilities, age-related 
health issues and social isolation, which diminish their quality of life and ability to 
live independently (Montserrat et al., 2022, Moslehi et al., 2023) In humanitarian 
contexts, elderly individuals are posed to increased risk of injury and death, due to 
physical issues, making it difficult for them to respond effectively. Many elderly 
individuals may also have mobility issues, which can hinder their ability to 
evacuate or seek help during disasters (Chung & Yang, 2022).  

Finally, people with disabilities (PwD) are the last group considered in this review. 
The United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD) 
defines persons with disabilities as “individuals with long-term physical, mental, 
intellectual, or sensory impairments, which in interaction with various barriers may 
hinder their full and effective participation in society on an equal basis with 
others”. Approximately 15% of the global population has some form of disability, 
with 80% residing in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs). Those with 
disabilities are among the most vulnerable populations, facing a heightened risk 
of poverty due to a combination of increased medical costs, limited educational 
opportunities, poorer health outcomes, and lower employment rates (Nuri et al., 
2020). PwD face systemic discrimination, and exclusion from timely information, 
economic opportunities and essential services, due to physical, social, and 
institutional barriers, mobility challenges and their reliance on inadequate support 
systems (Nuri et al., 2020; Vuong & Palmer, 2024). These challenges are often 
compounded by stigma and discrimination, which limit their access to education 
and public infrastructure, further marginalizing them from society (Pallavi, 2020; 
Giuntoli, et al., 2024). Additionally, negative societal attitudes can lead to social 
isolation, making it difficult for individuals to form supportive relationships and 
access necessary services (Subakozhoeva, 2022). 

It is important to note that intersectionality of the above-mentioned 
vulnerabilities exposes individuals with overlapping marginalized identities to 
further challenges. For instance, women with disabilities face dual forms of 
marginalization, are often excluded from decision-making processes and face 
heightened risks of violence, exploitation, and neglect (Ziegler, 2014). Research 
also shows that negative societal attitudes towards women with disabilities 
persist (Hridaya et al., 2019). Similarly, children with disabilities (CwD) experience 
compounded disadvantages, as they are more likely to face barriers to education, 
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healthcare, and social inclusion, further limiting their opportunities for 
development and well-being. According to the “UNICEF Disability and Inclusion 
Policy and Strategy” report, as many as 240 million CwD continue to be left behind 
(UNICEF, 2022). CwD are 49% more likely to have never attended school, 34% more 
likely to experience stunting, 25% more likely to suffer from wasting, 41% more likely 
to feel discriminated against, and 51% more likely to feel unhappy (ibid). These 
disparities highlight that the intersectionality of different vulnerability factors as 
overlapping forms of marginalization can significantly amplify the challenges 
faced by disadvantaged and marginalized populations. 

The next section presents an overview of the related literature to illustrate how 
age-, gender-, and disability-responsive social assistance in general, and social 
transfer programs in particular, can enhance the outcomes of these vulnerable 
groups. 

The Role of Responsive Social Assistance in Addressing 
Vulnerabilities 

A wealth of literature underscores how social assistance programs with 
responsive considerations in design, targeting, and implementation address the 
needs of the aforementioned vulnerable groups and improve their outcomes. 11  

Broadly speaking, social transfers aim to enhance the well-being of vulnerable 
populations by breaking down barriers to education, healthcare, and economic 
opportunities, ultimately fostering greater social and economic inclusion. These 
programs can alleviate immediate financial stress, enabling the recipients to 
invest in nutrition, education, or healthcare, and equip with trainings and skills for 
better job opportunities (Chaudhury & Parajuli, 2010; Hidrobo et al., 2012; Gobin et 
al., 2017; Camilletti, 2020; Stoner et al., 2021; Zimmerman et al., 2021). Studies show 
that food transfers and vouchers increase calorie intake as well as dietary 
diversity and quality of food consumed (Hidrobo et al., 2012; Banerjee et al., 2021; 
Gadenne et al., 2021). Moreover, voucher-based interventions that follow a pro-
poor approach have been shown to enhance healthcare access for 
disadvantaged and marginalized communities, reducing health disparities in 

 

 
11 Kindly refer to, for example, Chaudhury & Parajuli (2010), ), Macours and Shady (2012), Prennushi and Gupta 
(2014), Kilburn et al. (2018), Peterman et al. (2019), Camilletti (2020), Borraz & Munyo (2020), UNICEF (2020a), 
Pereznieto and Holmes (2020), Alfers et al. (2021), Camilletti et al. (2021), Little et al. (2021), Stoner et al. (2021), 
Gulnoza (2022), Bulus (2022), and Perera et al. (2022). These studies provide evidence of the transformative 
impact of targeted interventions, such as cash transfers, child benefits, disability allowances, and social pensions, 
on reducing poverty, enhancing access to essential services, and promoting social inclusion. 
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developing countries (Ali et al., 2018). Wicker (2017) established that both cash and 
in-kind transfers can be beneficial if planned, and that transfer models should be 
designed for long-term growth and empowerment. 

More specifically, gender-responsive social assistance programs can play a 
pivotal role in empowering women by addressing the structural inequalities that 
limit their access to resources and opportunities. By enhancing women’s access 
to resources, these programs can cause redistribution of unpaid care work 
responsibilities, resulting in reduced women’s caregiving burdens, increased 
participation in decision-making, greater financial inclusion and economic 
independence, and ultimately creating pathways for women to achieve economic 
and social empowerment (Gobin et al., 2017; Camilletti, 2020; Pereznieto & Holmes, 
2020; Alfers et al., 2021; Tanner et al., 2024). Studies also show that social transfers 
targeted to women can reduce the incidence of violence against women and girls 
(Bastagli et al., 2016; Peterman et al., 2017; Buller et al., 2018). In their systematic 
review of reviews on the impact of social protection in low- and middle-income 
countries, Perera et al. (2022) establish that social assistance programs could 
increase school enrolment and school attendance among girls, and savings, 
investments, labor force participation, the utilization of health care services and 
contraception use among women. They reduce unintended pregnancies among 
young women, risky sexual behavior, and symptoms of sexually transmitted 
infections among women.  

Additionally, research shows that when women have access to education, 
employment opportunities, and decision-making power, they are more likely to 
allocate resources toward essential needs such as nutrition, healthcare, and 
education, benefiting their families, particularly children (Gakidou et al., 2010; 
Osorio et al., 2014; Badejo et al., 2017; Wei et al., 2021; Noghanibehambari & 
Noghani, 2023). Empowered women are better equipped to advocate for their 
children’s well-being, ensuring improved access to healthcare and higher school 
attendance rates. Additionally, women’s financial inclusion and economic 
independence enhance household income stability and reduce poverty risks (Rui 
& Feng-ying, 2021). Moreover, it is found that women’s empowerment has a great 
impact on the reduction of income poverty and multidimensional poverty (Wei et 
al., 2021).  
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Social assistance programs targeting children typically address their basic needs 
to ensure their access to adequate nutrition, education, and medical care (Pace, 
et al., 2021; ILO & UNICEF, 2023).12 Hoynes et al. (2016) examined the rollout of the 
Food Stamp Program from 1961 to 1975 and found significant long-term benefits. 
Children with access to the program had lower metabolic syndrome index 
scores—indicating better health outcomes in adulthood—while women who 
benefited from the program exhibited greater economic self-sufficiency, including 
higher rates of high school graduation, employment, and earnings, compared to 
those in counties where the program had not yet been implemented. Additionally, 
school vouchers and school feeding programs are crucial social protection 
interventions that ensure children receive proper nutrition, supporting cognitive 
development and boosting academic performance. These programs also 
enhance school attendance through reducing the opportunity costs associated 
with attending school.13 International organizations such as FAO and WFP have 
recognized and potentiated the capacity of SFPs to address food insecurity (FAO, 
2015). In their analysis of a school voucher program in Colombia,14 Angrist et al. 
(2002) discovered that, regardless of gender, voucher lottery winners completed 
an additional 0.12–0.16 years of schooling, had a 10 percentage point higher 
likelihood of finishing eighth grade, were less likely to repeat grades, and 
performed slightly better on achievement exams. In the humanitarian context of 
Mali, children receiving hot school meals were 10 percentage points more likely to 
be enrolled in school and completed an additional half-year of education on 
average, compared with children not receiving meals (Aurino et al. 2019). In rural 
Burkina Faso, both hot school meals and take-home rations increased school 
enrolment (Kazianga et al. 2009). As another example, a randomized control trial 
(RCT) in South Sudan, which combined food transfers with livelihood promotion, 
skill development, and financial training, resulted in a 10-percentage point 
increase in girls' school enrolment (Sulaiman, 2010). To sum up, by directly 
addressing children’s needs, responsive social assistance programs can break 
cycles of intergenerational poverty, improve children's quality of life, and 
contribute to building healthier, more educated, and productive societies. 

 

 
12 These programs might also aim to reduce chances of children’s engagement in labor. See for example 
Sabates-Wheeler et al., (2023). 
13 See for example, Angrist et al. (2002); FAO, (2015), and Bekri et al. (2023).  
14 Using a lottery system, the Colombia’s Programa de Ampliacion de Cobertura de la Education Secundaria 
(PACES) provided school vouchers for private secondary schooling to over 125,000 pupils from low-income 
families, conditional on maintaining excellent academic performance. 
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In-kind transfers and vouchers can improve the quality of life and well-being of 
the elderly by providing access to essential goods and services, ensuring better 
nutrition, healthcare, and overall support for their daily needs. In an analysis of 
voucher schemes implemented in Hong Kong, Fung et al. (2020) found an 
increase in the utilization of private primary healthcare services for acute 
episodes among elderly residents. The vouchers, however, have not been effective 
in addressing chronic disease management and rehabilitation due to insufficient 
financial entitlements and a lack of awareness among the elderly about the 
services available under the scheme. The Autonomy Voucher policy in the 
Lombardy Region seeks to address social isolation and encourages the inclusion 
of the elderly and individuals with disabilities by offering access to local services 
that promote autonomy and help them remain in their homes. An analysis of the 
policy’s implementation highlights several factors that have undermined its 
effectiveness, as evidenced by empirical data gathered from focus groups and 
semi-structured interviews with stakeholders and key informants (Maino et al., 
2022). Overall, social assistance interventions responsive to elderly’s needs have 
the potential to not only improve their quality of life but also to reduce their 
vulnerability to neglect and poverty, fostering intergenerational solidarity and a 
more inclusive society. 

Social assistance for PwD is grounded in principles such as human dignity and 
subsidiarity, encompassing various forms of support to enhance their quality of 
life and address their unique challenges (Warchoł, 2024). Additionally, PwD are 
often exposed to lack of information and poor targeting when it comes to their 
access to social assistance programs, leading to their exclusion from these 
supports (Zhang & Fun, 2023). Nevertheless, local government initiatives, such as 
food assistance programs, have shown significant improvements in the outcomes 
of individuals with disabilities and low-income families (Mulia & Afif, 2024). By 
providing financial support through disability grants or allowances to cover 
medical expenses, assistive devices, or daily living costs, disability-responsive 
social assistance programs can empower PwD to live more independently, 
enhance their quality of life, and help them contribute meaningfully to their 
communities.15  

 

 
15 The literature on the impact of social transfers for PwD is not as large as for children, girls, and women. See for 
example Ma et al. (2023) for a review of the existing evidence. 
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Implementation Science 

An important aspect of this synthesis is its emphasis on implementation science 
(IS), which plays a key role in understanding how evidence-based interventions 
are applied and sustained in real-world settings. The relatively new field of IS 
emerged in health systems to enhance the uptake of evidence-based practices 
and thereby increase their public health impact (Bauer & Kirchner, 2020). As a 
central element of IS, implementation research (IR) has been defined as “the 
scientific study of methods to promote the systematic uptake of research findings 
and other evidence-based practice into routine practice and, hence, to improve 
the quality and effectiveness of health services” (Eccles and Mittman, 2006). The 
approach, however, holds a significant relevance and is widely used in 
development economics and public policy research. It includes all aspects of 
research in implementation, the critical gateway between the decision to adopt 
an intervention and the routine use of that intervention (Damschroder et al., 2009). 
Implementation is the process of putting policies, programs, practices, or services 
(interventions) into effect, and implementation research focuses on 
understanding this process, exploring why and how interventions succeed or fail in 
real-world settings, and identifying ways to improve their effectiveness (UNICEF 
Innocenti, 2022). IR sheds light on system-level factors behind successful 
implementation, tests strategies for optimization, and examines alternative 
approaches when interventions fall short.  

While the concept of IR may appear simple, the work involved is inherently 
complex, requiring nuanced analysis and adaptation to diverse and dynamic 
contexts. (UNICEF Innocenti, 2022). The basic idea relies on the linkages between 
determinants of context which potentially affect both the design of the 
intervention (actions to improve the conditions of beneficiaries) as well as the 
implementation strategies (actions to implement the intervention and for delivery 
to beneficiaries). All these components lead to changes in targeted outcomes at 
various levels (Ramly & Brown, 2023).  

Figure 2 depicts a graphic representation of how an intervention and its 
implementation relate to one another and the contextual factors which affect 
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both.16 The framework integrates multiple IS theories, representing the key 
concepts of IS as the building blocks:17  

• Determinants of context include characteristics of the intervention, 
individuals involved in implementation, inner context (cultural and 
institutional setting), outer context (external needs and resources), system 
context (political and legislation environment), and the implementation 
process.18  

• Implementation strategies encompass specific actions aimed at aligning 
programs, services, or policies with their operating contexts.19 A crucial 
aspect is the systematic analysis of the operating environment, identifying 
barriers and facilitators to guide the purposeful selection of strategies that 
address challenges and leverage opportunities effectively (UNICEF 
Innocenti, 2022).  

• Outcomes are generally classified as iii) intervention outcomes and 
implementation outcomes. The former entails beneficiary outcomes, which 
measure the intervention's impact on individuals (e.g., health, education, or 
income), and service outcomes, which evaluate improvements in system 
performance (e.g., efficiency, responsiveness, or safety). This category is 
distinct from implementation outcomes which reflect the success of 
execution efforts, focusing on factors like adoption and fidelity.20 

This framework outlines our overall approach for qualitative data extraction and 
analysis (from process and performance evaluations) in this synthesis.  While 
research on SQ 2.3 and 2.4 will focus on ascertaining implementation strategies, 
determinants of context and their influence on intervention outcomes within the 
framework of the OECD DAC criteria, SQ 3.2 will link those to implementation 
outcomes related to system-level changes. SQ 3.1 on the other hand will examine 
to what extent the interventions themselves have incorporated implementation 

 

 
16 The model is based on the Simplified Implementation Logic Model (SILM) presented by Ramly and Brown (2023), 
which adapts the well-established Implementation Research Logic Model (IRLM) from Smith et al. (2020). The 
terms and constructs included in each module are drawn from UNICEF Innocenti’s paper on “Cross-Sectoral 
Learning in Implementation Science” (2022) to align with the related concepts in the area of social protection. 
17 See Damschroder et al., 2009; Powell et al., 2015; Proctor et al. (2011).  
18 The domains in determinants of context come from the widely-used Consolidated Framework for 
Implementation Research (CFIR) developed by Damschroder et al. (2009). This framework also sheds light on 
determinants of implementation, that is, the wide range of factors containing the facilitators of and barriers to 
effective implementation.  
19 Implementation strategies are based on the taxonomy proposed by Powell et al. (2015). 
20 The outcome domains are drawn from Proctor et al. (2011).  
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research, by exploring the extent and effectiveness of evidence-based program 
planning and implementation. 

Figure 2: Simplified Implementation Logic Model (SILM) 

 

Source: Adapted from Ramly & Brown (2023) with own elaboration 

Following the literature on the role of social assistance interventions in addressing 
vulnerabilities and describing important aspects of implementation science 
stated above, the next section outlines the pathway through which interventions 
are expected to lead to desired outcomes, linking activities, inputs, and impacts to 
improve the well-being of vulnerable populations. 

Theory of Change 

 Figure 3 depicts a simplified ToC linking vouchers and in-kind transfer 
interventions, mostly accompanied by components or activities such as social 
and behavioral change communication, to different outcome areas (related to 
the first five SDGs) for targeted vulnerable groups, presenting intermediate 
outcomes and expected long-term impacts.  

The ToC begins with identifying the unique challenges of marginalized 
populations, such as food insecurity, limited access to education, healthcare, or 
employment opportunities (initial conditions). Vulnerable populations face 
multiple, interconnected challenges that hinder their well-being and 
development. Limited household income (SDG1), food insecurity (SDG2), poor 
access to clean water, sanitation, and healthcare (SDG3), lack of quality 
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education (SDG4), and systemic inequalities (SDG5) create barriers that 
perpetuate cycles of poverty and exclusion. These initial conditions 
disproportionately affect vulnerable population, i.a. women, children, the elderly, 
and persons with disabilities, leaving them with fewer opportunities to thrive. 

To address these challenges, targeted interventions are implemented through 
gender-, age-, and disability-responsive vouchers and in-kind transfers. These 
programs provide maternal and child nutrition support, school feeding initiatives, 
vouchers for the elderly, specialized healthcare for persons with disabilities, and 
education assistance. Additionally, activities such as social and behavioral 
change communication and provision of awareness and sensitization sessions 
may promote public knowledge and awareness, likely leading to improved access 
of the left-behind populations to essential services and resources.  

 Figure 3: Theory of Change (simplified illustration) 

Source: Own illustration 

As a result, intermediate outcomes such as household resources, nutrition and 
dietary diversity, access to healthcare, and school attendance will be improved 
among marginalized population. By reducing financial barriers and expanding 
access to essential services, these social assistance interventions empower 
vulnerable individuals with greater decision-making power and self-sufficiency. 

In the long term, these efforts result in sustained financial stability, improved 
health and nutrition, higher school completion rates, and overall well-being. 
Furthermore, they drive systemic changes by shifting social norms, eliminating 
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barriers to equality, and influencing policies to create a more inclusive and 
supportive environment. Through these multi-dimensional strategies, social 
assistance fosters long-lasting improvements in human development and 
resilience.21 

It is also important to note that while this framework presents a simplified causal 
pathway, these interventions potentially have cross-cutting effects, influencing 
multiple outcome domains simultaneously—for example, school feeding 
programs not only improve schooling outcomes but also contribute to better 
health and nutrition. 

  

 

 
21 Several research and reports were used in the formulation of this simplified theory of change. See for example, 
Borraz & Munyo, (2020), Bulus, (2022), Camilletti, (2020), Chung & Yang, (2022), Pace et al., (2021), & UN Women, 
(2019). 



 

32 | SDGSYNTHESISCOALITION.ORG | C4ED.ORG  

Synthesis questions  
 

The synthesis of evidence on “gender-, age-, and disability-responsive 
vouchers and in-kind transfers” seeks to answer the following main synthesis 
questions (SQs) as stated in Table 1 below. More specifically, each of the 
overarching SQs contains several sub-questions which will be investigated in the 
synthesis.  

Table 1: Synthesis questions and sub-questions 

Synthesis Question Sub-question Sources/Tools  
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SQ1. (Effectiveness) 
What 
gender/age/disabilit
y- responsive 
vouchers and in-
kind transfer 
interventions work 
for the furthest left 
behind among 
different gender, 
age and disability 
groups? 

SQ1.1. What is known about the 
effectiveness of gender-, age-, 
disability- responsive vouchers and 
in-kind transfers and policies that 
attempt to reach the furthest behind? 

⨯  ⨯ 

SQ1.2. How does effectiveness of 
gender-, age-, disability- responsive 
vouchers and in-kind transfers differ 
for different vulnerable groups and 
populations? 

⨯ ⨯  

SQ1.3. How does effectiveness of 
gender-, age-, disability- responsive 
vouchers and in-kind transfers differ 
across various contexts (e.g. 
rural/urban, low-income/middle-
income countries) 

⨯ ⨯  

SQ2. (Design and 
Implementation) 

SQ2.1. Which vulnerable groups (e.g. 
women, children, elderly, persons with 
disabilities) are being reached? 

⨯ ⨯  
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How and why do 
gender/age/disabilit
y- responsive 
vouchers and in-
kind transfer 
interventions work 
for reaching the 
furthest behind 
among different 
gender, age and 
disability groups? 

SQ2.2. What does the evidence say 
about how those further behind 
among different gender, age and 
disability groups are targeted or 
prioritized? 

⨯ ⨯  

SQ2.3. What are the barriers or 
facilitators to reaching those furthest 
behind among different gender, age 
and disability groups? 

 ⨯  

SQ2.4. Under what conditions 
(contextual or policy) have gender-, 
age-, disability- responsive vouchers 
and in-kind transfers been most 
effective, coherent, relevant, and 
sustainable in reaching those furthest 
behind among different gender, age 
and disability groups? 

 ⨯  

SQ3. What factors 
contribute to 
progress towards 
SDGs 1-5?  

SQ3.1. To what extent were the design 
and implementation of gender-, age-, 
disability- responsive vouchers and 
in-kind transfers informed by evidence 
to reach those furthest behind among 
different gender, age and disability 
groups? What are the most important 
implementation factors for success? 

 ⨯  

SQ3.2. How and in what ways did 
interventions contribute to system-
level changes, such as improvements 
in service delivery, policy formulation, 
or resource allocation to improve 
gender-, age-, disability- responsive 
vouchers and in-kind transfers? 

 ⨯  

SQ3.3. What lessons can be drawn for 
catalyzing or accelerating progress 
across and between within the People 
Pillar? 

⨯ ⨯  

SQ4. What evidence 
gaps on the impact 
of 
gender/age/disabilit
y- responsive 

SQ4.1. What are the evidence gaps on 
the impact of gender-, age-, 
disability- responsive vouchers and 
in-kind transfers in various vulnerable 
settings (e.g. low- and middle-income 

  ⨯ 
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Source: Main questions are derived from the Terms of References (ToR), and further 
elaborated and refined by the authors based on the synthesis scope.  

The above synthesis questions were developed according to the Terms of 
References (ToR) of this assignment, as well as C4ED elaborations based on the 
specific scope. These questions guided the development of data extraction tools 
for qualitative (deductive coding framework) and quantitative studies (see 
Appendix). Since information on the various aspects mentioned below might not 
be reported consistently in the studies, the feasibility of each question will be 
determined during the pilot phase of data extraction. The set of SQs will be thus 
finalized at that stage and will be in consultation with the Management Group 
(MG) and the Technical Advisory Panel (TAP), as well as experts from People pillar 
co-Chairs and academia. 

  

 

 
22 Fragility status to be assessed based on: 
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/fragilityconflictviolence/brief/classification-of-fragile-and-conflict-
affected-situations  

vouchers and in-
kind transfers on 
those left furthest 
behind currently 
exist?  

countries, country fragility status22, 
rural/urban areas etc.)? 

SQ4.2. What are the evidence gaps on 
the impact of gender-, age-, 
disability- responsive vouchers and 
in-kind transfers on targeted 
vulnerable groups (different gender, 
age and disability groups)? 

  ⨯ 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/fragilityconflictviolence/brief/classification-of-fragile-and-conflict-affected-situations
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/fragilityconflictviolence/brief/classification-of-fragile-and-conflict-affected-situations
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Methodology 
 

This section explains our methodological approach to the synthesis and describes 
different steps including 1) scope refinement, 2) systematic search and acquisition 
of studies, 3) data management and extraction, and 4) analysis and reporting. 
Figure 4 presents an overview of the methodology and different steps, as well as 
intermediate and final products of the synthesis process.   

Figure 4: Overview of Synthesis Methodology 

 

Source: Own elaboration 
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After the refinement of the scope which mainly occurred during the inception 
period, to address the synthesis questions, C4ED will collect relevant evidence 
through a systematic search of pre-determined databases as well as retrieval of 
UN-led evaluations listed by individual UN agencies or included in the System-
Wide Evaluation Office (SWEO) database. After the acquisition of all studies, the 
data management and extraction phase will commence. All studies will first 
undergo a pre-screening stage, followed by full-text screening, leading to the list 
of selected studies for data extraction. Quantitative and qualitative data will be 
extracted from impact evaluation and from process and performance evaluations 
respectively, with a critical appraisal of the selected evidence. All extracted data 
will be analyzed using narrative synthesis method, and an evidence gap map will 
be developed to highlight the areas where sufficient evidence is missing.  

The following sections outline the activities and procedures included in each step. 

Step 1: scope refinement 
The synthesis framework was developed in consultation with the co-Chairs of the 
People Pillar, the TAP and the MG. Three main exercises where conducted when 
defining and refining the synthesis’ scope: i) a scoping exercise running searches 
across multiple electronic databases (Cochrane, 3ie, and Web of Science) to gain 
a deeper understanding of the evidence base for interventions under the social 
protection umbrella; ii) a screening exercise both within the internal databases of 
the MG and UN agencies and of the SWEO database, focusing on country program 
studies, to have a better understanding on the number of interventions within 
each type of social protection program; and iii) meeting sessions with the co-
chairs of the People Pillar, TAP, and MG to assess interests, needs, and present 
results from exercises i) and ii).    

While gender-, age-, and disability-responsive vouchers and in-kind transfer 
interventions have been established as the focus of this synthesis, the scope 
refinement is not yet fully completed. As the interventions are linked to a broad 
spectrum of development target groups and outcomes aligned with SDGs 1-5 
under the People Pillar, the scope will be continuously refined through a 
systematic approach -from identifying priority areas and selecting studies. This 
iterative process ensures that the final set of included studies is both 
comprehensive in covering relevant evidence and manageable within the 
project’s timeframe. 
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1.A. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

The SPIDER framework (Cooke et al., 2012) will be used to guide the methodology 
and determine the eligibility of evidence to be included in this synthesis.23 This 
framework is a tailored and suitable approach to developing the inclusion and 
exclusion criteria and the search strategy for the syntheses that contain 
qualitative and mixed-method studies, in addition to quantitative studies. 
Accordingly, the acronym “SPIDER” stands for: 

• S – Sample refers to the population or subgroup of the population being 
studied. Sample size is typically smaller in qualitative research with the data 
collated being richer and more detailed than quantitative data. Thus, 
instead of population, the SPIDER approach refers to sample  

• PI – Phenomenon of Interest focuses on the experiences, behaviors, or 
issues being explored. Since in qualitative studies, an intervention/exposure 
is not always evident, the SPIDER approach refers to the Phenomenon of 
Interest as the second component  

• D – Design refers to the design of a study (including any supporting 
theoretical framework) which influences the robustness of the study and 
analysis. Comparison group, which is frequently excluded from qualitative 
studies is therefore replaced by design in the SPIDER approach  

• E – Evaluation refers to the specific outcomes in impact evaluation studies 
or the “why” and “how” in process and performance dimensions being 
assessed. Qualitative research metrics will have a strong focus on 
implementation science. Thus, the SPIDER approach refers to the term 
evaluation instead of outcomes.  

• R – Research Type specifies the type of research included in the synthesis. 
By the added component research type, the SPIDER framework emphasizes 

 

 
23 The SPIDER framework is based on commonly used PICOS tool (Population, Interventions, Comparator, 
Outcomes, Study design). The PICOS model, first introduced by Richardson et al. (1995), is a framework commonly 
used to structure research questions and search strategies in systematic reviews, particularly for clinical and 
health research. PICOS stands for Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcome, and Study design. Population 
refers to the group or population of interest (e.g., age, condition, or demographic). Intervention describes the 
treatment, program, or exposure being investigated. Comparison outlines alternative interventions or control 
groups against which the primary intervention is measured. Outcome focuses on the desired or measured effects 
(e.g., improved health, reduced symptoms). Study design specifies the type of research study (e.g., randomized 
controlled trials, cohort studies). The PICOS model helps ensure a clear, focused research question and guides 
systematic reviews by providing a structured approach for searching and synthesizing evidence (Jahanshahlou 
et al., 2024). Due to the challenges of applying PICOS to identify qualitative and mixed-methods studies for 
metasynthesis, the SPIDER approach was developed by Cooke et al. (2012) to address the limitations such as lack 
of large sample size and population in many qualitative studies, lack of explicit interventions or comparison 
groups in qualitative studies. 
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facilitating the inclusion of qualitative and mixed-method studies in 
evidence synthesis  

The SPIDER approach is particularly useful for qualitative syntheses where the 
focus is on understanding experiences, perceptions, or contexts rather than 
measuring the outcomes of the intervention and comparison groups 
quantitatively. Since this synthesis will contain qualitative and mixed-method 
research and focus on implementation research besides impact evaluations and 
quantitative studies, the SPIDER model will constitute the basis for the screening 
protocol and the data extraction tool. This approach will support focusing on 
specific elements of the SQs to gather and synthesize data effectively. 

Criteria for inclusion of studies 

The inclusion of studies in our synthesis relies on several domains including the 
components of SPIDER framework as well as publication years and accessibility of 
the studies. Table 2 summarizes the inclusion criteria:  

Table 2: Inclusion Criteria based on SPIDER Framework 

Domain Inclusion Criteria 

Sample Focuses on women, girls, children, or persons with disabilities in 
low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) according to the World 
Bank classification of fiscal year 202524 (see Appendix for a list). 

Phenomenon of 
Interest 

Focuses on the experiences with vouchers and in-kind transfer 
programs with a gender/age/disability element in targeting and 
assesses the disaggregated impacts or process/performance by 
gender/age/disability status.  

In order to capture the effectiveness of vouchers and in-kind 
transfers alone, the inclusion of impact evaluation studies is 
conditional on the existence of either of the following comparisons: 
i) vouchers vs. no intervention, ii) in-kind transfers vs. no 
intervention, iii) vouchers vs. other modalities (with or without a 

 

 
24 To more clearly define the sample, studies on programs in countries classified as low-income, lower-middle-
income, and upper-middle-income countries according to the WB classification (2025) will be included. The list 
of these countries is provided in the World Bank webpage accessible through: 
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups. 

https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups


 

39 | SDGSYNTHESISCOALITION.ORG | C4ED.ORG  

“no-intervention” group), iv) in-kind transfers vs. other modalities 
(with or without a “no-intervention” group).25  

Design Impact evaluations with sample size larger than or equal to 30,26 
performance or process evaluations (i.e. UN-led evaluations —
including UN-led country program and project-level evaluations), 
mixed-methods studies, meta-analyses and SRs. 

Evaluation For Impact evaluations: Outcomes related to SDGs 1 to 5 in areas of 
health, education, living standards and consumption, gender 
equality and empowerment, implementation aspects of vouchers 
and in-kind transfer programs. 

For process and performance evaluations: outcomes related to 
system-level changes; design, processes and contributing factors 
for change.  

Research Type Peer reviewed or grey literature or thesis (Bachelor or Master or 
Doctoral) with impact evaluations (experimental or quasi-
experimental), mixed-method studies, systematic evidence 
syntheses (systematic reviews and meta-analyses) 

UN-led evaluations.  

Publication year 2015-2024 

Accessibility Impact evaluations accessible in one of the academic repositories 
including Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, EconLit, 
International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie), Scopus, Web of 
Science, World Bank.  

UN-led evaluations accessible through the list of project-level 
evaluations provided by individual UN agencies as well as country 
programs listed in the SWEO database27 

Source: Own elaboration 

 

 
25 It is important to note that “no intervention” means that participants do not receive any kind of treatments. Yet, 
information is collected also from this group of participants to serve as a “counterfactual” (i.e. comparison 
group) to unfold the causal impact of the interventions. An equivalent term for “no intervention” group is “pure 
control group”. 
26 A commonly referred general rule for central limit theorems to hold is a sample size of 30 (see e.g., Chang et al 
2006). Further, the sample size required to detect an effect size of one standard deviation is approximately 30 for 
impact evaluations.  
27 See the list of studies in the Appendix.  
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Criteria for Exclusion of Studies28 

To ensure the inclusion of only the most relevant high-quality evidence, the 
following exclusion criteria will be used to filter out studies that do not align with 
the objectives and scope of this synthesis.  Most exclusion criteria apply to all 
studies, while some apply only to a specific type of studies.  

Exclusion criteria for all studies include: 

• Studies published before 2015. 
• Studies that merely include programs and interventions other than 

vouchers and in-kind transfers.  
• Studies that measure the impact or assess the performance or process of a 

program that does not contain any of the gender, age, or disability 
components in targeting.  

• Studies that measure the impact of the programs/ assess the performance 
or process of programs that focus on improving outcomes other than those 
related to SDGs 1-5. For instance, outcomes such as crime rates, arrest, 
safety, access to clean energy, infrastructure development, job creation in 
certain sectors, and so forth. 

• Studies that do not measure the impact of the programs/ do not assess the 
performance or process of programs with regard to gender/age/disability 
marginalized groups (e.g., EGMs).  

• Studies in high-income countries based on the WB classification of 2025.  

Additional exclusion criteria for impact evaluations include: 

• Clinical studies—such as those testing pharmaceuticals, biomedical, 
nutritional supplements, or medical treatments—are excluded. 

• Small-scale programmatic interventions—such as those evaluating the 
effects of specific supplements, dietary components, or localized health or 

 

 
28 If the number of studies to be included for full-text screening is too large, the team can consider using the 
PROGRESS+ equity framework as an additional exclusion criterion.  
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education programs—that do not fall within the scope of social protection 
will be excluded. 29 

• Studies that do not focus on outcomes in the area of health, education, and 
standard of living for gender/age/disability marginalized groups will be 
excluded.  

• Quantitative studies that do not use the (quasi-)experimental designs will 
be excluded. Therefore, impact evaluations with the following designs will 
be excluded: 
i) Granger causality 
ii) Correlation analysis 
iii) Cross-sectional studies 
iv) Cohort designs 
v) Random effects 
vi) Input-output models 
vii) General equilibrium models 
viii) Theoretical, modeling, and simulation studies 
ix) Case-control studies, controlled before and after studies 
x) (Interrupted) time series designs 
xi) Lab-experiments  

• In addition, traditional narrative reviews, opinion pieces, editorials, 
perspectives, and non-systematic reviews will be excluded.  

Additional exclusion criteria for UN-led evaluations entail: 

• UN-led evaluations that do not meet a “satisfactory” or “highly satisfactory” 
level of internal rating.30  

 

 
29 For the purposes of this review, social protection interventions are defined as non-clinical programs that aim to 
deliver direct social or economic benefits at a population level. Studies are included if the intervention targets 
more than 5,000 individuals. Interventions reaching between 1,000 and 5,000 individuals, or where the target 
population is unclear, are further assessed based on implementation scale. In such cases, studies reporting more 
than 20 clusters (e.g., schools, villages, districts) are included. Studies with 8 to 20 clusters are included only if the 
total sample size exceeds 1,000 individuals across clusters. Studies with fewer than 8 clusters or with individual-
level interventions involving fewer than 1,000 participants are excluded. This ensures the focus remains on large-
scale, policy-relevant interventions aligned with the social protection framework.  
30 The Global Evaluation Reports Oversight System (GEROS) tool will be used for UN-led evaluations. Please see 
explanations here: https://www.unicef.org/evaluation/global-evaluation-reports-oversight-system-geros. The 
rating has been done for most UN-led evaluations, see for example UNICEF Reports webpage: 
https://www.unicef.org/evaluation/reports#/ 

https://www.unicef.org/evaluation/global-evaluation-reports-oversight-system-geros
https://www.unicef.org/evaluation/reports#/
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1.B. Search Strategy 

Our search strategy is guided by inclusion and exclusion criteria tailored to each 
study type (qualitative and quantitative). For quantitative studies, we will perform 
an electronic systematic search in academic repositories. For qualitative studies, 
we will conduct an automated pre-screening of UN-led evaluations using R. The 
following sections provide details on our search strategy for each study type. 

Step 2: systematic search and acquisition of 
studies  
We aim to conduct a systematic search in the following electronic databases to 
identify the impact evaluation studies that meet the SPIDER: 

• Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews: The Cochrane Database of 
Systematic Reviews31 is a leading resource for high-quality, evidence-based 
systematic reviews (SRs) in healthcare and related fields. Published by the 
Cochrane Collaboration, it provides rigorously analyzed reviews that 
summarize the best available research on the effectiveness of 
interventions, diagnostic tests, and public health practices.  

• EconLit: EconLit32 is a comprehensive database of literature in economics, 
maintained by the American Economic Association. It provides access to a 
vast collection of peer-reviewed journal articles, working papers, books, 
dissertations, and conference proceedings covering all aspects of 
economics, including microeconomics, macroeconomics, international 
trade, and public finance. EconLit offers abstracts and indexing for more 
than 1,000 journals, along with links to full-text content when available. 

• International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie) - Development 
Evidence Portal 
The International Initiative for Impact Evaluation33 (3ie) is one of the largest 
free repositories of evidence on the effectiveness of development programs 
and interventions worldwide. Managed by 3ie, the portal provides access to 
a vast collection of impact evaluations, systematic reviews, and evidence 
gap maps, covering diverse sectors such as health, education, governance, 
and poverty reduction. 

 

 
31 https://www.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/about-cdsr  
32 https://www.aeaweb.org/econlit/  
33 https://developmentevidence.3ieimpact.org/  

https://www.cochranelibrary.com/cdsr/about-cdsr
https://www.aeaweb.org/econlit/
https://developmentevidence.3ieimpact.org/
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• Scopus: Scopus34 is a comprehensive abstract and citation database that 
provides access to a vast collection of peer-reviewed literature across 
disciplines, including science, technology, medicine, social sciences, arts, 
and humanities. Maintained by Elsevier, Scopus indexes millions of journal 
articles, conference papers, books, and patents, offering tools for tracking 
citations, analyzing research trends, and evaluating scholarly impact. 

• Web of Science: Web of Science35 is a multidisciplinary research platform 
and citation database that provides access to high-quality scholarly 
literature across a wide range of fields, including sciences, social sciences, 
arts, and humanities. The Web of Science indexes peer reviewed journal 
articles, conference proceedings, books, and patents, offering powerful 
tools for citation analysis and tracking research trends. 

• The World Bank Open Knowledge Repository: The World Bank Open 
Knowledge Repository (OKR)36 is an online platform that provides free 
access to a vast collection of the World Bank's research, reports, and data. 
The repository serves as a valuable resource for researchers, policymakers, 
and the general public, offering insights on global development issues such 
as poverty, education, climate change, and economic growth. The relevant 
evaluations and analyzes included in this rigorous database will also be 
incorporated into our synthesis. 

• The Campbell Collaboration Systematic Reviews: The Campbell 
Collaboration Systematic Reviews37 is a collection of high-quality, evidence-
based research systematic reviews that focus on the effectiveness of social 
interventions and policies. The relevant systematic reviews and evaluations 
from this reputable collection will also be included in our analysis. 

C4ED will retrieve all UN-led evaluations — including project-level evaluations 
provided by individual agencies, as well as country programs accessible through 
the SWEO database.  

• The SWEO Database of Evaluation Reports is a repository of all publicly 
available evaluation reports of UN agencies. The database serves as a 
repository of evaluation reports, tools, guidelines, and other knowledge 
products related to the evaluation of UN activities, programs, and policies. It 

 

 
34 https://www.elsevier.com/products/scopus  
35 https://clarivate.com/academia-government/scientific-and-academic-research/research-discovery-and-
referencing/web-of-science/  
36 https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/community-list 
37 https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/18911803 

https://www.elsevier.com/products/scopus
https://clarivate.com/academia-government/scientific-and-academic-research/research-discovery-and-referencing/web-of-science/
https://clarivate.com/academia-government/scientific-and-academic-research/research-discovery-and-referencing/web-of-science/
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/community-list
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/18911803
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contains various evaluation types including project/program evaluations, 
outcome/country evaluations, regional evaluations, thematic evaluations, 
strategic/policy evaluations, and impact evaluations, all tagged against 
the SDGs. The country programs included in this repository will be used as 
part of the evidence base for process and performance evaluations in this 
synthesis.  

• As a complementary evidence base for UN-led evaluations, the list of 
project-level evaluations shared by different UN agencies will be 
considered. 

The list of all UN-led evaluations by agency can be found in the Appendix.  

Limitations of search terms 

The databases and websites listed above differ with regards to their requirements 
for search queries. Some databases only allow for certain number of characters, 
and some might not allow for comprehensive search terms at all, while others 
such as 3ie and EconLit, allow for more detailed search terms with a wide selection 
of Boolean operators and restrictors. Given these differences, the search terms are 
customized for each search engine, while aiming to maintain a high degree of 
comparability between the individual searches.  

A search documentation protocol for each of the above-mentioned databases is 
presented in the Appendix.  

Benchmark studies and refinement of search strategies 

The assessment of the relevance of the search strategy regarding the search 
objective will be based on the inclusion rate of benchmark studies in the final 
search results. Refinement of the search strategy will continue until 95% of a 
maximum number of 20 benchmark studies are retrieved from the electronic 
databases (post-duplication).38 

 

 
38 The search strategy first included 11 of 23 identified benchmark studies (19 studies being impact evaluation and 
four systematic reviews). Therefore, the search was re-run on the 14th of March including the term “food transfer” 
and 43 studies were added. It is not clear why the other benchmark studies could not be identified as the search 
terms were found in the title and abstract. As there is no wish from the Coalition to increase the scope too much 
(agreed on the meeting with the Coalition on the 28.02.2025), C4ED decided to stop the search with the inclusion 
of 61% of the 23 identified benchmark studies.  
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Step 3: data management and extraction  
To initiate the data management phase, C4ED will upload the titles and abstracts 
of the impact evaluation studies obtained from the academic repositories to the 
EPPI Reviewer 6 software. Additionally, all UN-led evaluations —including country 
programs in the list of SWEO database as well as project-level evaluations in the 
lists shared by individual UN agencies— will be saved in a folder for a pre-
screening. Once duplicate studies across the various databases are removed, the 
data management phase will commence. There are five stages in data 
management and extraction phase: 

• 3.A. Title and abstract screening (TiAb screening) of the impact evaluation 
studies 

• 3.B. Pre-screening of UN-led evaluations 
• 3.C. Full-text screening (FT screening) of selected impact evaluations 
• 3.D. Data extraction 
• 3.E. Quality appraisal 

While the pre-screening stages (3.A and 3.B) occur largely in parallel, the 
subsequent stages follow a more sequential process. 

3.A. Title and abstract screening of impact evaluations  

For impact evaluations the screening stage of data management contains two 
steps: TiAb and FT screening. For both steps, a brief pilot will first be performed 
before all papers are screened.  

In the pilot phase for TiAb screening, a sample of 5% of titles and abstracts will be 
double-screened, that is, each study will be screened by two individual reviewers. 
All disagreements will be resolved in order to optimally prime the priority 
screening function of EPPI Reviewer 6. For the same reason, the reviewers will 
select inclusion and exclusion codes for each paper based on a sequential screen 
process (hierarchy codes based on the first to the last reason for exclusion). 
Based on these codes, EPPI will apply supervised machine learning to sort papers 
by relevance based on words contained in titles and abstracts. Initially, all 
screening and coding tools will be trialed to ensure feasibility and to refine the 
tools before entering them in EPPI Reviewer 6.  

After the TiAb pilot, and conditional on achieving 80% agreement among 
reviewers, single screening will be conducted until saturation, which C4ED defines 
as including not more than one paper for every 100 screened papers. Therefore, if 
100 papers are screened without including more than one paper, the screening 
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process stops. Remaining titles and abstracts will be discarded, assuming that the 
EPPI priority screening algorithm has moved the least relevant studies to the end 
of the screening sample.39 The TiAb screening will use predetermined criteria 
based on SPIDER model. In the Appendix the TiAb screening protocol can be found. 
As a result of this screening process, the list of studies for full-text screening will be 
achieved. 

3.B.  Pre-screening of UN-led evaluations 

UN-led evaluations will undergo two stages of pre-screening. First, C4ED will 
perform an automated full-text screening The purpose of this automated 
screening is to refine the sample, ensuring that only studies relevant to the 
synthesis are included. This process involves text analysis with R programming, 
where the frequency of specific search terms—including all relevant interventions 
in four languages—is counted across the entire text of the acquired UN-led 
evaluations.40 As a decision rule, C4ED applies a threshold of 10 occurrences: 
Studies with fewer than 10 mentions of keywords related to the "phenomenon of 
interest" will be excluded. Furthermore, among the studies that meet this threshold, 
those that do not mention either “social protection” or “social assistance” at least 
once will also be excluded from the sample. The keywords used to screen the UN-
led evaluations with R are provided in the appendix.  

Second, title and executive summary of the filtered UN-led evaluations will be 
screened in EPPI. Given that the qualitative analysis primarily focuses on 
implementation factors, success factors, barriers, facilitators, and similar aspects, 
UN-led studies should provide sufficient information on the type and 
characteristics of the intervention. Since titles and executive summaries in UN-led 
evaluations are often too general, making it difficult to determine the intervention 
type, the automated pre-filtering of studies with R helps to exclude studies that do 
not meet the inclusion criteria. Before the title/executive summary screening in 
EPPI, a brief pilot will be performed. In the pilot phase, a sample of 2% of titles and 
executive summaries will be double screened.  

 

 
39 EPPI Reviewer has a sorting by relevance algorithm, which updates the order in which studies are shown on the 
basis of studies that are included versus those excluded. Using this algorithm, based on C4ED’s previous 
experience, we believe that the review of the entire sample will not be needed, and that the review can stop 
within the first 30-50% of the set of prioritized studies. This can be determined during the inception stage, upon 
consultation with the MG.  
40 See the appendix for key word search protocol. 
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If during the screening process many performance and process evaluations are 
identified, C4ED may sample the included studies to further narrow the scope 
applying principles of saturation. Researchers have argued that qualitative 
synthesis should be grounded in principles of qualitative research rather than 
trying to transfer quantitative synthesis approaches (e.g., Booth, 2019). 
Accordingly, reviews can apply the saturation principle to limit the number of 
studies coded for the synthesis. Qualitative syntheses increasingly apply the 
saturation principle using stratification or purposeful sampling (e.g., Hennegan et 
al., 2019; Rohwer et al., 2021; Jain et al., 2022). If feasible and necessary, C4ED will 
use weighted stratified purposeful sampling that ensures agency variation, 
geographic representation and variation in evaluation type in the included 
studies. It may also be necessary to assess the extent to which various 
intervention categories have enough studies to ensure depth of coverage. For 
example, if only two studies provide evidence on sustainability, this category may 
not be synthesized. C4ED will note the lack of evidence in those areas as part of 
the synthesis. 

While in total around 250 studies with different research type will be selected for 
this assignment, the number of process and performance evaluations to be 
analyzed shall not exceed 100 studies. The exact number depends on the final list 
of all included studies, their focus, and the available time for analysis. As sampling 
and saturation decisions can only be taken after the screening process is 
concluded, C4ED will discuss these decisions in consultation with the MG. 

3.C. Full-text screening  

For impact evaluations the full texts of the studies selected in TiAb-screening 
phase will be retrieved and uploaded to EPPI Reviewer 6. Conducting a pilot full-
text screening text, double screening and coding will be conducted for 30 pilot 
papers, or 5% of the total number of studies included at this stage, whichever is 
fewer, in order to ensure common understanding of the inclusion criteria and data 
extraction tool. All disagreements among the reviewers will be resolved by 
discussion and, if necessary, third-member involvement. This will ensure 
consistent data extraction and increase the quality of synthesis results. All further 
papers after this pilot will be single-screened and coded by one reviewer per 
paper.  

3.D. Data extraction 

For all included studies, coding of intervention and outcome categories takes 
place after the full-text screening, making sure the extraction form is previously 
piloted. C4ED will also differentiate between papers that satisfy different study 
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design criteria at this stage and sort into evidence to be included in the 
quantitative or qualitative evidence. The reviewers will use one main data 
extraction form, making sure to mark the type of the study they review (impact 
evaluation, systematic reviews, mixed-method studies, process or performance 
evaluations). In addition, for the qualitative analysis, a coding tree will be 
developed from the process and performance evaluations included after TiAb 
screening. The preliminary data extraction form and qualitative coding tree can 
be found in the Appendix. The results of the screening process will be presented in 
a Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 
diagram (Page et al., 2021), with a potential  extension for equity considerations 
(Welch et al., 2016).  

For the qualitative data extraction and analysis based on process and 
performance evaluations, C4ED will import the full-text PDFs ofcode selected 
studies which meet the inclusion criteria and pass the critical appraisal (and if 
necessary stratified purposeful sampling) into the qualitative coding software 
MaxQDA.using EPPI reviewer. Importing and reviewing the full texts of the studies 
will enable C4ED to account for the studies ‘context and any characteristics that 
may have influenced the implementation of an intervention. C4ED will focus on 
extracting relevant second-order data from report sections findings, authors’ 
conclusions, and authors’ recommendations, organizing data into a coding 
framework that incorporates both deductive (top-down) and inductive (bottom-
up) codes. Using a deductive approach C4ED will apply predefined codes to the 
data framed by the relevant Sub-SQs and drawing on the insights from similar 
syntheses of process and performance evaluations, particularly lessons learned 
from the synthesis of SDG 17 (de Hoop et al., 2023) and SDG 5 (Tanner et al., 2024). 
In the Appendix we include an indicative list of deductive codes which will be 
refined during the pilot. 

To ensure intercoder reliability, C4ED will develop a codebook where we will define 
each of the predetermined codes and provide examples whenever possible. 
Subsequently researchers will pilot the deductive framework by coding the same 
two evaluations. The team members will compare coding, discussing 
inconsistencies in the understanding of codes and the type of data extracted from 
each of the pilot studies. During this process researchers will refine the coding 
framework and codebook itself, the definitions of deductive codes, and the 
process for adding inductive codes throughout the coding process. After the pilot, 
studies will be single-screened and coded by one reviewer per paper. 
Supplementing deductive coding, inductive coding will enable analysts to identify 
thematic patterns, emergent themes, and notable outliers from the data. Analysts 
will nest emerging findings within each of the deductive codes as patterns 
emerge in the data. Key to this approach is using open coding, in which 
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researchers keep an ongoing log of observations as patterns emerge. 
Researchers will meet regularly throughout the coding process to discuss any 
questions, emerging themes and inductively developed codes and any other 
divergences from the agreed approach. 

3.E. Quality appraisal 

A Risk of Bias (RoB) assessment will be performed to assess the quality of the 
impact evaluation studies. The RoB tool evaluates key domains that may 
introduce bias, including selection bias, performance bias (related to 
contamination and spillovers), outcome and analysis reporting bias, and other 
potential biases.  Each domain in the RoB tool includes a set of signaling questions 
designed to gather detailed information about aspects of the trial that may 
contribute to bias. These questions help assess factors such as study design, 
implementation, and reporting practices. Based on the responses, a decision rule 
generates a preliminary judgment on the risk of bias for each domain, 
categorizing it as “Low Risk”, “High Risk”, or “Some Concerns-Medium Risk”. The 
overall risk of bias for a trial outcome is determined by the least favorable 
assessment across all domains, meaning that if any domain is rated as high risk, 
the overall rating may be affected. However, reviewers have the flexibility to 
override the algorithm’s judgments—both at the domain and overall level—if they 
provide a clear justification for their decision. This approach ensures that risk 
assessments of the included studies were carried out in a systematic way, yet 
adaptable to the specific context of each study (Higgins et al., 2024). 

The RoB tool was developed based on the work by Hombrados & Waddington 
(2012), who designed a checklist to assess the risk of bias in quasi-experimental 
studies, particularly within the field of development economics. The checklist 
evaluates various bias domains, including selection bias and performance bias, 
etc., making it suitable for appraising both randomized controlled trials and quasi-
experimental designs. The signaling questions also build on the Partnership Pillar 
Synthesis developed by the American Institutes for Research (AIR). For each study, 
four different risks of biases are assessed (risk of selection bias; risk of 
performance bias; risk of outcome and analysis reporting bias; risk of other bias) 
and an aggregated RoB is calculated following the decision rules presented in the 
Appendix.  

The confidence level for the quality of SRs will be appraised using the 3ie 
Supporting the Use of Research Evidence (SURE) checklist. The SURE checklist for 
systematic reviews consists of three sections. Section A assesses the level of 
confidence of a SR’s search strategy (high, medium, or low confidence), whereas 
Section B assesses the level of confidence of a SR’s methods of analysis. Each of 
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these two sections consists of multiple subsections that pose various screening 
questions, and checklists. The overall assessment of a review’s reliability (again, 
high, medium, or low confidence) is determined based on the confidence levels of 
Sections A and B, as well as various mitigating factors considered in Section C. The 
Appendix presents the full checklist, and the method by which overall confidence 
levels are assigned to SRs.  

We expect that UN process and performance evaluations have already 
undergone quality appraisal procedures that UN agency evaluation offices have 
in place using their respective quality assessment tools. We will include 
evaluations that were rated Highly Satisfactory or Satisfactory (or equivalent 
ratings in different UN evaluation office quality assessment systems). Depending 
on the final scope of the data extraction and analysis, lack of existing quality 
appraisals may become an exclusion criterion so that studies without existing UN 
ratings would be excluded from the synthesis.  

Alternatively, and in case the number of included studies without quality appraisal 
is low, C4ED can apply the quality review protocol developed by de Hoop et al. 
(2024).  This tool, developed for the quality appraisal of qualitative evaluations 
within the systematic review of SDG 17, combines 16 overall questions and 35 sub-
questions from quality appraisal approaches across the UN system, including 
UNICEF’s Global Evaluation Reports Oversight System (UNICEF, 2020), UNDP’s 
evaluation quality assessment (UNDP Independent Evaluation Office, 2021), United 
Nations Environment Programme’s evaluation criteria and ratings (UNEP, n.d.), 
United Nations Population Fund’s (UNFPA’s) quality assurance and assessment 
tools (UNFPA, 2020), WFP’s evaluation quality assurance system (WFP, 2020), 
International Organization for Migration’s (IOM’s) evaluation quality control tool 
(IOM, 2022), and the UN Peace Building Support Office’s Evaluation Quality 
Assessment tool. The qualitative review protocol is displayed in the Appendix.  
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Step 4: analysis and reporting  
Through comprehensive extraction and systematic comparison of codes, C4ED 
will interpret existing evidence, synthesizing evaluation findings and conclusions, 
presenting patterns and themes in order to answer the SQs.  

We will use narrative synthesis to analyze and summarize both quantitative and 
qualitative evidence. Narrative synthesis is commonly used when meta-analysis is 
not feasible – due to diverse study designs or unsuitable data – to systematically 
describe and organize study results without statistical pooling. This approach 
brings together findings from multiple studies by relying primarily upon the use of 
textual descriptions, tabulation, or other elements, to build an overall picture of the 
current knowledge in a way that tells a compelling story in relation to the 
established research questions (Popay et al. 2006). Narrative synthesis is a useful 
approach to inform policy and decision-making which provides a structured way 
to explore how and why interventions work, considering the complexity of the 
evidence and the broader context in which studies were conducted. 

We will follow the key steps of the general framework for narrative synthesis 
developed by Popay and colleagues that has been proved useful for synthesizing 
both evidence 1) on the effects and 2) the factors impacting on the 
implementation of an intervention/program.  

We will integrate findings from quantitative and qualitative studies when feasible, 
primarily looking to answer the synthesis questions listed above. Given the diverse 
nature of the quantitative and qualitative studies, triangulation of findings may be 
unlikely; however, the analysis will seek to follow a complementary mixed-method 
design. The synthesis process will be tailored to each type of evidence as follows. 

Quantitative evidence synthesis (effectiveness) 

First, we will develop preliminary synthesis – based on the adopted theory of how 
social assistance interventions may work, why, and for whom – using tabulation of 
the study characteristics based on SPIDER. We will thematically organize and 
summarize the recurring themes and concepts identified across the evidence 
base. When possible, we will report the overall direction of effects of vouchers and 
in-kind transfers for each outcome, disaggregated by gender, age, and disability 
status.  

Next, we will explore relationships  in the data, looking for factors that may explain 
impact variations., When available, we will report potential mechanisms and 
pathways of impact, which might explain any differences in direction of effect 
across the included studies and allow us to have a better understanding of the 
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main channels linking vouchers and in-kind transfers to our outcomes of interest, 
across various vulnerability groups. 

Finally, we will assess the robustness of the synthesis, evaluating the evidence 
strength based on methodological quality, relevance, and consistency across 
studies to be able to draw and generalize conclusions about the likely direction of 
the effects of various relevant outcomes for the different vulnerable population 
groups and/or contexts 

By synthesizing the key findings on the responsiveness of current social assistance 
programs in alignment with the specified research questions, the report will 
enable key stakeholders and non-specialists such as policymakers, practitioners, 
and researchers to extract key insights and make informed decisions based on 
the available data.  The synthesis report will also identify important research gaps 
that require further exploration.  

Qualitative evidence synthesis 

The overarching approach to qualitative evidence synthesis will follow the 
narrative synthesis framework, while maintaining a strong focus on 
implementation science. Aligning with Popay's element of developing a theoretical 
model, we will situate our analysis within Implementation Research Logic Models, 
guiding our understanding of how contextual factors, implementation strategies, 
and program design interact to influence outcomes. 

Addressing Popay's preliminary synthesis element, our analysis begins during 
data extraction, using both deductive and inductive coding approaches. This 
process will identify program-internal and contextual barriers and drivers 
affecting the relevance, effectiveness, cohesion, and sustainability of social 
assistance interventions. We will also code for evidence-based program design, 
implementation factors, and system-level changes. We will further conduct a 
thematic analysis to identify broader patterns across the data. This involves 
grouping similar codes, exploring connections and contradictions, and refining 
themes as needed. Our analysis will go beyond description to interpret the 
significance of themes in relation to our research questions and theoretical 
frameworks. 

Focusing on Popay's element of exploring relationships within and between 
studies, a key aspect of our synthesis will be examining findings on vulnerable 
groups. We will compare and contrast data related to gender, age, and disability 
while considering intersectionality with other factors. This approach allows us to 
uncover nuanced insights into how implementation factors operate in different 
settings and for diverse populations. Continuing to explore relationships, we will 
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align our thematic analysis with Implementation Research Logic Models. This will 
help us map barriers and enablers to specific stages of implementation, analyze 
how evidence-based program design influences outcomes, and highlight the role 
of adaptations in diverse contexts. 

Addressing Popay's element of assessing the robustness of the synthesis, we will 
critically evaluate the quality of included studies and conduct sensitivity analyzes 
to ensure the reliability of our findings.  

This comprehensive approach, grounded in Popay's framework and 
implementation science, will generate insights into not only what works in social 
assistance interventions but also how and why they are effective in different 
contexts and for various vulnerable populations. 

Development of an Evidence Gap Map 

In addition to this analytical process, the team will develop an Evidence Gap Map 
(EGM) to visually map the studies, categorize them by intervention type, target 
group, and outcomes, and pinpoint areas where evidence is lacking. This dual 
approach ensures both a deep understanding of the existing evidence base and a 
clear identification of gaps that can guide future research and programmatic 
focus. We will use the EPPI mapper to visualize the EGM. The interactive map will 
showcase various interventions against the outcome categories, differentiating 
the evidence based on magnitude, quality, and, where possible (statistical) 
robustness.41 Additionally, extracted information such as the geographical region 
and study type (e.g. experimental or non-experimental) will be accessible through 
filters.  

The final results, lessons learned, and policy implications will be presented in 
various formats to ensure accessibility to a wide audience, including but not 
limited to policymakers, civil society, technical experts, and non-professionals. 

  

 

 
41 This depends on whether the EGM shows individual studies or individual interventions, which will be discussed 
with the MG and the TAP.  
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Potential limitations of Review Methods 
 

Two temporal factors may introduce bias into this synthesis. The first is the 
constraint of considering only evidence published from 2015 onwards. While this 
allows for the inclusion of interventions implemented earlier, provided their 
evidence was published in 2015 or later, relevant studies published before 2015 will 
be excluded from both the EGM and the synthesis.  

The second aspect is related to the choice of LMICs based on the World Bank 
classification for the fiscal year 2025. This sets a clear boundary, specifying which 
countries are included and excluded as potential sites for program 
implementation. However, this restriction does not account for the possibility that 
the income status of the country might differ between the time of program 
implementation and the time of the related study’s publication.  
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Work plan 
 

During the inception phase in October 2024 to February 2025, C4ED in consultation 
with the MG and co-Chairs of the People Pillar conducted a pilot search and a 
rapid scoping exercise to examine the areas under social protection where the 
synthesis gap is larger. After prioritization of various areas (social protection 
interventions and relevant outcomes), the scope of the synthesis was defined as 
“Gender/Age/Disability Responsiveness of Social Assistance Interventions” in the 
context of LMICs to address the principle of LNOB. This methodological protocol 
presents an updated work plan reflecting the progress of work made so far and 
the expected timeline of the assignment. 

Table 3 outlines the planned activities and indicative timeline. Throughout the year 
2025, we plan to finalize the methodological protocol in February, present interim 
findings by the end of June, submit the brief summary in October and the draft 
synthesis report in November, and submit the final report and EGM also in 
November with presentations and knowledge exchange taking place in the last 
month of the year 2025.  

Table 3: Indicative work plan 

Phase / Activity 

2025 

Ja
n 

Fe
b 

M
ar

 

Ap
r 

M
ay

 

Ju
n 

Ju
l 

Au
g 

Se
p 

O
ct

 

No
v 

D
ec

 
Phase 1 – Inception (continued)             

Feedback and review of the draft 
methodological protocol 

            

*** Deliverable 1. Methodological 
Protocol 

            

Phase 2 – Search and Selection of Studies 

Implement search strategy across 
selected databases 
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Phase / Activity 

2025 

Ja
n 

Fe
b 

M
ar

 

Ap
r 

M
ay

 

Ju
n 

Ju
l 

Au
g 

Se
p 

O
ct

 

No
v 

D
ec

 

Pilot title and abstract screening _ 
Impact Evaluations 

            

Conduct title and abstract 
screening _ Impact Evaluations 

            

Retrieve all studies for full-text 
screening 

            

Pre-screening of UN-led Evaluations 
by text analysis using R 

            

Title and executive summary 
screening _ UN-led Evaluations 

            

Pilot full-text screening _ Impact 
Evaluations 

            

Conduct full-text screening _ 
Impact Evaluations 

            

Phase 3 – Quality Appraisal and Data Extraction 

Conduct quality appraisals of 
included studies 

            

Extract information from studies 
included in synthesis 

            

Conduct preliminary analysis with 
preliminary included studies 

            

Presentation of interim findings             

*** Deliverable 2. Plain-language 
summary brief 
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Phase / Activity 

2025 

Ja
n 

Fe
b 

M
ar

 

Ap
r 

M
ay

 

Ju
n 

Ju
l 

Au
g 

Se
p 

O
ct

 

No
v 

D
ec

 

Phase 4 – Synthesis and analysis             

Perform final analysis with all 
included studies 

            

Writing final synthesis report             

Phase 5 – Communication and Knowledge Exchange 

Submit draft synthesis report for 
comments from TAP 

            

Generating interactive EGM             

Review and integration of 
comments to the report 

            

*** Deliverable 3. Final synthesis 
report, brief & PPT 

            

Develop communication products             

*** Deliverable 4. Consolidated 
package of final outputs 
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Appendix synthesis protocol 
 

List of Low- and middle-income countries  
The table below presents the list of low- and middle-income countries based on 
World Bank’s classification in 2025. 

Economy Code Region Income group 

Afghanistan AFG South Asia Low income 

Albania ALB Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Algeria DZA Middle East & North 
Africa 

Upper-middle income 

Angola AGO Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Argentina ARG Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Armenia ARM Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Azerbaijan AZE Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Bangladesh BGD South Asia Lower middle income 

Belarus BLR Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Belize BLZ Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Benin BEN Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Bhutan BTN South Asia Lower middle income 
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Economy Code Region Income group 

Bolivia BOL Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Lower middle income 

Bosnia and Herzegovina BIH Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Botswana BWA Sub-Saharan Africa Upper-middle income 

Brazil BRA Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Burkina Faso BFA Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Burundi BDI Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Cabo Verde CPV Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Cambodia KHM East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Cameroon CMR Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Central African Republic CAF Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Chad TCD Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

China CHN East Asia & Pacific Upper-middle income 

Colombia COL Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Comoros Islands COM Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Congo, Dem. Rep. COD Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Congo, Rep. COG Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Costa Rica CRI Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 
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Economy Code Region Income group 

Côte d’Ivoire CIV Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Cuba CUB Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Djibouti DJI Middle East & North 
Africa 

Lower middle income 

Dominica DMA Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Dominican Republic DOM Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Ecuador ECU Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Egypt, Arab Rep. EGY Middle East & North 
Africa 

Lower middle income 

El Salvador SLV Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Equatorial Guinea GNQ Sub-Saharan Africa Upper-middle income 

Eritrea ERI Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Eswatini SWZ Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Ethiopia ETH Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Fiji FJI East Asia & Pacific Upper-middle income 

Gabon GAB Sub-Saharan Africa Upper-middle income 

The Gambia GMB Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Georgia GEO Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 
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Economy Code Region Income group 

Ghana GHA Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Grenada GRD Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Guatemala GTM Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Guinea GIN Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Guinea-Bissau GNB Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Haiti HTI Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Lower middle income 

Honduras HND Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Lower middle income 

India IND South Asia Lower middle income 

Indonesia IDN East Asia & Pacific Upper-middle income 

Iran, Islamic Rep. IRN Middle East & North 
Africa 

Upper-middle income 

Iraq IRQ Middle East & North 
Africa 

Upper-middle income 

Jamaica JAM Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Jordan JOR Middle East & North 
Africa 

Lower middle income 

Kazakhstan KAZ Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Kenya KEN Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 
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Economy Code Region Income group 

Kiribati KIR East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Korea, Dem. People's Rep. PRK East Asia & Pacific Low income 

Kosovo XKX Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Kyrgyz Republic KGZ Europe & Central Asia Lower middle income 

Lao PDR LAO East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Lebanon LBN Middle East & North 
Africa 

Lower middle income 

Lesotho LSO Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Liberia LBR Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Libya LBY Middle East & North 
Africa 

Upper-middle income 

Madagascar MDG Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Malawi MWI Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Malaysia MYS East Asia & Pacific Upper-middle income 

Maldives MDV South Asia Upper-middle income 

Mali MLI Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Marshall Islands MHL East Asia & Pacific Upper-middle income 

Mauritania MRT Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Mauritius MUS Sub-Saharan Africa Upper-middle income 
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Economy Code Region Income group 

Mexico  MEX Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Micronesia, Fed. Sts. FSM East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Moldova MDA Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Mongolia MNG East Asia & Pacific Upper-middle income 

Montenegro MNE Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Morocco MAR Middle East & North 
Africa 

Lower middle income 

Mozambique MOZ Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Myanmar MMR East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Namibia NAM Sub-Saharan Africa Upper-middle income 

Nepal NPL South Asia Lower middle income 

Nicaragua NIC Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Lower middle income 

Niger NER Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Nigeria NGA Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

North Macedonia MKD Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Pakistan PAK South Asia Lower middle income 

Papua New Guinea PNG East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Paraguay PRY Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 
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Economy Code Region Income group 

Peru PER Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Philippines PHL East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Rwanda RWA Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Saint Lucia LCA Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Samoa WSM East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

São Tomé and Príncipe STP Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Senegal SEN Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Serbia SRB Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Sierra Leone SLE Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Solomon Islands SLB East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Somalia SOM Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

South Africa ZAF Sub-Saharan Africa Upper-middle income 

South Sudan SSD Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Sri Lanka LKA South Asia Lower middle income 

St Vincent and the Grenadines VCT Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 

Sudan SDN Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Suriname SUR Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income 
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Economy Code Region Income group 

Syrian Arab Republic SYR Middle East & North 
Africa 

Low income 

Tajikistan TJK Europe & Central Asia Lower middle income 

Tanzania TZA Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Thailand THA East Asia & Pacific Upper-middle income 

Timor-Leste TLS East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Togo TGO Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Tonga TON East Asia & Pacific Upper-middle income 

Tunisia TUN Middle East & North 
Africa 

Lower middle income 

Turkey TUR Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Turkmenistan TKM Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Tuvalu TUV East Asia & Pacific Upper-middle income 

Uganda UGA Sub-Saharan Africa Low income 

Ukraine UKR Europe & Central Asia Upper-middle income 

Uzbekistan UZB Europe & Central Asia Lower middle income 

Vanuatu VUT East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 

Venezuela, RB VEN Latin America & 
Caribbean 

Upper-middle income* 

Vietnam VNM East Asia & Pacific Lower middle income 
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Economy Code Region Income group 

West Bank and Gaza PSE Middle East & North 
Africa 

Lower middle income 

Yemen, Rep. YEM Middle East & North 
Africa 

Low income 

Zambia ZMB Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Zimbabwe ZWE Sub-Saharan Africa Lower middle income 

Source: World Bank classification, available through: 
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-
country-and-lending-groups.  

* Venezuela, RB classified as an upper-middle income country until FY21, has been unclassified since 
then due to the unavailability of data. 

Search strategy 
The table below presents a summary of the number of studies that will be through 
title and abstract screening based on the searches conducted and the UN studies 
received from the agencies. 

Database Name Platform Date of search # of results 

Scopus Elsevier February 6, 
2025 

3,103 

Social Science Citation 
Index (SSCI—1900-present) 
(Web of Science) 

Clarivate February 6, 
2025 

1,198 

EconLit EbscoHOST February 6, 
2025 

217 

3ie Development Evidence 
Portal 

3ie February 6, 
2025 

322 

Cochrane Database of 
Systematic Reviews 

Cochrane Library February 4, 
2025 

72 

Campbell Systematic 
Reviews 

Wiley February 6, 
2025 

76 

World Bank  Open Knowledge 
Repository 

February 6, 
2025 

30  

https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/knowledgebase/articles/906519-world-bank-country-and-lending-groups
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Additional search   March 13, 2025 43 

Total results from all databases 5,061 

Total results after deduplication 4,183 

UN evaluations ILO  309 

OHCHR  2 

UNDP  21 

UNESCO  42 

UNFPA  27 

UNICEF  35 

WFP  94 

SWEO database 
(Country Programme 
Evaluations) 

 310 

Total UN evaluations  840 

Total studies to be screened 5,023 

Main search  

SCOPUS Search  

Sample ((TITLE-ABS(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR 
mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization 
OR inclusi*OR equit*) OR AUTHKEY(gender* OR women OR woman OR 
girl* OR female* OR mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR 
feminization OR feminization OR inclusi*OR equit*)) OR (TITLE-
ABS(newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR 
juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR 
"young individual*" OR "young population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR 
retired) W/2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR woman OR women 
OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*) OR AUTHKEY(child* OR 
youth* OR juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR 
girls OR "young individual*" OR "young population*" OR elder* OR ((old* 
OR retired) W/2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR woman OR 
women OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* 
OR senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*)) OR (TITLE-ABS(disabil* 
OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visual impair*" OR 
"visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR 
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"blind people" OR  ((intellectual* OR mental* OR psychological* OR 
developmental*) W/5 (impair* OR retard* OR deficien* OR handicap* OR 
ill*)) OR ((communication OR language OR speech OR learning) W/5 
disorder*))  OR AUTHKEY(disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR 
handicap* OR "visual impair*" OR "visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" 
OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR  ((intellectual* OR 
mental* OR psychological* OR developmental*) W/5 (impair* OR retard* 
OR deficien* OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language 
OR speech OR learning) W/5 disorder*))) OR (TITLE-ABS(adolescen* OR 
juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high school*" OR "grade 
school*" OR "secondary school*" OR "young population*" OR "young man" 
OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR "young women" OR "young 
adult*") OR AUTHKEY(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR 
highschool* OR "high school*" OR "grade school*" OR "secondary school*" 
OR "young population*" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young 
woman" OR "young women" OR "young adult*"))) AND (TITLE-ABS-
KEY(afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR 
armenia OR armenian OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR 
belarus OR belorussian OR belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* 
OR bosnia* OR herzegovina OR botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR 
bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR 
cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape 
verde" OR "central african republic" OR chad OR china OR chinese OR 
colombia* OR comoros OR "comoro islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR 
congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR 
djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* 
OR "el salvador*" OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* 
OR gambia* OR gaza OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR 
guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR 
indonesia* OR iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR 
kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz 
republic" OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR liberia* OR 
libya* OR macedonia* OR madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR 
malay OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR 
mauritius OR mexico OR mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR 
moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR 
morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR myanmar OR 
namibia* OR nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR 
palau OR palestin* OR paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new 
guinea*" OR rwanda* OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR 
"st vincent*" OR grenadines OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR 
serbia* OR montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri lanka*" OR "solomon 
islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south 
africa*" OR syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR 
"timor leste" OR "togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR 
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türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* 
OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR vietnam* OR "viet 
nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR 
"developing nation*" OR "transitional countr*")) AND 

Phenomenon 
of Interest 

((TITLE-ABS(voucher* OR "e-voucher*" OR stamp* OR coupon* OR (("in-
kind") W/3 (transfer* OR assistance OR aid OR handout* OR "hand out*" 
OR grant OR grants OR credit* OR benefit* OR conditional OR 
unconditional)) OR "social protection" OR ((humanitarian OR 
emergency) W/1 (response* OR assistance OR setting* OR aid OR relief)) 
OR "disaster response*" OR "humanitarian disaster*") OR 
AUTHKEY(voucher* OR "e-voucher*" OR stamp* OR coupon* OR (("in-
kind") W/3 (transfer* OR assistance OR aid OR handout* OR "hand out*" 
OR grant OR grants OR credit* OR benefit* OR conditional OR 
unconditional)) OR "social protection" OR ((humanitarian OR 
emergency) W/1 (response* OR assistance OR setting* OR aid OR relief)) 
OR "disaster response*" OR "humanitarian disaster*")) OR (TITLE-
ABS((feeding OR "school-feeding" OR "school-meal" OR "school-milk" OR 
"school milk" OR meal* OR snack* OR breakfast OR "break-fast" OR lunch* 
OR mid-day OR "mid day" OR dinner* OR supper* OR "take home" OR 
ration* OR nutrition OR food*) AND (school* OR kindergarten OR 
parvularia OR "pre-primary" OR preschool OR "pre-school" OR daycare 
OR "day care" OR student* OR pupil* OR universit* OR "higher ed" OR 
college OR ((higher OR adult OR basic OR continuing OR elementary OR 
primary OR middle OR secondary) W/0 (education)))) OR 
AUTHKEY((feeding OR "school-feeding" OR "school-meal" OR "school-
milk" OR "school milk" OR meal* OR snack* OR breakfast OR "break-fast" 
OR lunch* OR mid-day OR "mid day" OR dinner* OR supper* OR "take 
home" OR ration* OR nutrition OR food*) AND (school* OR kindergarten 
OR parvularia OR "pre-primary" OR preschool OR "pre-school" OR 
daycare OR "day care" OR student* OR pupil* OR universit* OR "higher ed" 
OR college OR ((higher OR adult OR basic OR continuing OR elementary 
OR primary OR middle OR secondary) W/0 (education)))))) AND 

Design (TITLE-ABS-KEY("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" OR 
"evaluation research" OR "quasi experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR 
quasiexperiment* OR "random* control* trial*" OR "random* trial*" OR rct 
OR randomi* OR "matching study" OR "matching procedure" OR 
"propensity score" OR psm OR "regression discontinuity" OR "regression 
discontinuity" OR "regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR "sharp 
regression" OR rdd OR "difference in difference*" OR "difference-in-
difference*" OR "diff in diff" OR "diff-in-diff" OR "random allocat*" OR 
"random assign*" OR "random select*" OR "select random*" OR "research 
synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR "control treatment" 
OR "instrumental variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR 
"treatment group" OR "intervention group" OR "comparison group" OR 
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"control group" OR "subsidy group" OR "counterfactual analysis" OR 
"counter factual analysis" OR "counter-factual analysis" OR 
"counterfactual experiment*" OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR "control 
group*" OR "comparison group*" OR "control communit*" OR "treatment 
communit*" OR "control village*" OR "treatment village*" OR experiment* 
OR iv OR itt OR "treatment effect*" OR "intervention effect*" OR "intention-
to-treat" OR "intention to treat" OR "econometric analysis" OR "impact 
evaluation" OR "impact* stud*" OR "natural experiment*" OR (systematic* 
W/2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or "meta analy*" OR metaanaly*)) 

Evaluation No restriction on outcomes at search stage 
Research 
type 

Peer-reviewed journal/Academic Journal 
Report/Grey literature (e.g. Discussion Papers, Working Papers) 
Thesis (Bachelor, Master or PhD) 

Publication 
year 

2015-present 

Social Science Citation Index (exact search) 

Sample TS=(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR 
maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi* 
3ieOR equit*) OR 

TS=(newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR 
juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR 
"young individual*" OR "young population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR 
retired) NEAR/2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR woman OR 
women OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* 
OR senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*) OR 

TS=(disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visual 
impair*" OR "visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind 
person" OR "blind people" OR  ((intellectual* OR mental* OR 
psychological* OR developmental*) NEAR/5 (impair* OR retard* OR 
deficien* OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language OR 
speech OR learning) NEAR/5 disorder*))  OR 

TS=(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high 
school*" OR "grade school*" OR "secondary school*" OR "young 
population*" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR 
"young women" OR "young adult*") AND 

TS=(afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR 
armenia OR armenian OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR 
belarus OR belorussian OR belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* 
OR bosnia* OR herzegovina OR botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR 
bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR 
cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape 
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verde" OR "central african republic" OR chad OR china OR chinese OR 
colombia* OR comoros OR "comoro islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR 
congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR 
djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* 
OR "el salvador*" OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* 
OR gambia* OR gaza OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR 
guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR 
indonesia* OR iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR 
kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz 
republic" OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR liberia* OR 
libya* OR macedonia* OR madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR 
malay OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR 
mauritius OR mexico OR mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR 
moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR 
morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR myanmar OR 
namibia* OR nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR 
palau OR palestin* OR paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new 
guinea*" OR rwanda* OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR 
"st vincent*" OR grenadines OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR 
serbia* OR montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri lanka*" OR "solomon 
islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south 
africa*" OR syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR 
"timor leste" OR "togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR 
türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* 
OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR vietnam* OR "viet 
nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR 
"developing nation*" OR "transitional countr*") AND 

Phenomenon 
of Interest 

TS=(voucher* OR "e-voucher*" OR stamp* OR coupon* OR (("in-kind") 
NEAR/3 (transfer* OR assistance OR aid OR handout* OR "hand out*" OR 
grant OR grants OR credit* OR benefit* OR conditional OR unconditional)) 
OR "social protection" OR ((humanitarian OR emergency) NEAR/1 
(response* OR assistance OR setting* OR aid OR relief)) OR "disaster 
response*" OR "humanitarian disaster*") OR 

TS=((feeding OR "school-feeding" OR "school-meal" OR "school-milk" OR 
"school milk" OR meal* OR snack* OR breakfast OR "break-fast" OR lunch* 
OR mid-day OR "mid day" OR dinner* OR supper* OR "take home" OR 
ration* OR nutrition OR food*) AND (school* OR kindergarten OR 
parvularia OR "pre-primary" OR preschool OR "pre-school" OR daycare 
OR "day care" OR student* OR pupil* OR universit* OR "higher ed" OR 
college OR ((higher OR adult OR basic OR continuing OR elementary OR 
primary OR middle OR secondary) NEAR/0 (education)))) AND 

Design TS=("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" OR "evaluation 
research" OR "quasi experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR 
quasiexperiment* OR "random* control* trial*" OR "random* trial*" OR rct 
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OR randomi* OR "matching study" OR "matching procedure" OR 
"propensity score" OR psm OR "regression discontinuity" OR "regression 
discontinuity" OR "regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR "sharp 
regression" OR rdd OR "difference in difference*" OR "difference-in-
difference*" OR "diff in diff" OR "diff-in-diff" OR "random allocat*" OR 
"random assign*" OR "random select*" OR "select random*" OR "research 
synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR "control treatment" 
OR "instrumental variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR 
"treatment group" OR "intervention group" OR "comparison group" OR 
"control group" OR "subsidy group" OR "counterfactual analysis" OR 
"counter factual analysis" OR "counter-factual analysis" OR 
"counterfactual experiment*" OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR "control 
group*" OR "comparison group*" OR "control communit*" OR "treatment 
communit*" OR "control village*" OR "treatment village*" OR experiment* 
OR iv OR itt OR "treatment effect*" OR "intervention effect*" OR "intention-
to-treat" OR "intention to treat" OR "econometric analysis" OR "impact 
evaluation" OR "impact* stud*" OR "natural experiment*" OR (systematic* 
NEAR/2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or "meta analy*" OR metaanaly*) 

Evaluation No restriction on outcomes at search stage 

Research 
type 

Peer-reviewed journal/Academic Journal 

Report/Grey literature (e.g. Discussion Papers, Working Papers) 

Thesis (Bachelor, Master or PhD) 

Publication 
year 

2015-present 

EconLit 

Sample TI(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR 
maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi* 
OR equit*) OR AB(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR 
mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization 
OR inclusi* OR equit*) OR SU(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR 
female* OR mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR 
feminization OR inclusi* OR equit*) OR 

TI(newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR 
juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR 
"young individual*" OR "young population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR 
retired) N2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR woman OR women OR 
man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*) OR AB(newborn* OR 
neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR 
youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR "young 
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individual*" OR "young population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR retired) N2 
(people* OR person* OR individual* OR woman OR women OR man OR 
men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR senescen* OR 
retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR 
nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR 
menopaus*) OR SU(newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* 
OR youth* OR juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl 
OR girls OR "young individual*" OR "young population*" OR elder* OR 
((old* OR retired) N2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR woman OR 
women OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* 
OR senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*) OR 

TI(disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visual 
impair*" OR "visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind 
person" OR "blind people" OR  ((intellectual* OR mental* OR 
psychological* OR developmental*) N5 (impair* OR retard* OR deficien* 
OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language OR speech OR 
learning) N5 disorder*)) OR AB(disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" 
OR handicap* OR "visual impair*" OR "visually impair*" OR "hearing 
impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR  ((intellectual* 
OR mental* OR psychological* OR developmental*) N5 (impair* OR 
retard* OR deficien* OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR 
language OR speech OR learning) N5 disorder*)) OR SU(disabil* OR 
disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visual impair*" OR 
"visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR 
"blind people" OR  ((intellectual* OR mental* OR psychological* OR 
developmental*) N5 (impair* OR retard* OR deficien* OR handicap* OR 
ill*)) OR ((communication OR language OR speech OR learning) N5 
disorder*))  OR 

TI(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high 
school*" OR "grade school*" OR "secondary school*" OR "young 
population*" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR 
"young women" OR "young adult*") OR AB(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR 
teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high school*" OR "grade school*" OR 
"secondary school*" OR "young population*" OR "young man" OR "young 
men" OR "young woman" OR "young women" OR "young adult*") OR 
SU(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high 
school*" OR "grade school*" OR "secondary school*" OR "young 
population*" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR 
"young women" OR "young adult*") AND 

TI(afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR armenia 
OR armenian OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR 
belorussian OR belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* 
OR herzegovina OR botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR bulgaria* OR 
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"burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer 
republic" OR cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape verde" OR "central 
african republic" OR chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR 
comoros OR "comoro islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR 
"costa rica*" OR "cote d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR djibouti OR 
dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el 
salvador*" OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* OR 
gambia* OR gaza OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR 
guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR 
indonesia* OR iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR 
kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz 
republic" OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR liberia* OR 
libya* OR macedonia* OR madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR 
malay OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR 
mauritius OR mexico OR mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR 
moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR 
morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR myanmar OR 
namibia* OR nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR 
palau OR palestin* OR paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new 
guinea*" OR rwanda* OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR 
"st vincent*" OR grenadines OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR 
serbia* OR montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri lanka*" OR "solomon 
islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south 
africa*" OR syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR 
"timor leste" OR "togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR 
türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* 
OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR vietnam* OR "viet 
nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR 
"developing nation*" OR "transitional countr*") OR AB(afghan* OR 
albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR armenia OR armenian 
OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR belorussian OR 
belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina 
OR botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR 
"burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR 
cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape verde" OR "central african republic" 
OR chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR comoros OR "comoro 
islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote 
d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR djibouti OR dominica* OR 
"dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el salvador*" OR 
eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza 
OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR guatemala* OR 
guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR 
iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* 
OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" OR "lao pdr" OR 
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laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR 
madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay OR malawi* OR mali* 
OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR 
mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR moldova* OR moldovia 
OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR morocco OR moroccan 
OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR myanmar OR namibia* OR nepal* OR 
nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR palau OR palestin* OR 
paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new guinea*" OR rwanda* 
OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR "st vincent*" OR 
grenadines OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR serbia* OR 
montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri lanka*" OR "solomon islands" OR 
somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south africa*" OR 
syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR "timor 
leste" OR "togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye 
OR turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* OR 
Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR vietnam* OR "viet 
nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR 
"developing nation*" OR "transitional countr*") OR SU(afghan* OR 
albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR armenia OR armenian 
OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR belorussian OR 
belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina 
OR botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR 
"burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR 
cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape verde" OR "central african republic" 
OR chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR comoros OR "comoro 
islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote 
d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR djibouti OR dominica* OR 
"dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el salvador*" OR 
eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza 
OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR guatemala* OR 
guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR 
iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* 
OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" OR "lao pdr" OR 
laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR 
madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay OR malawi* OR mali* 
OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR 
mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR moldova* OR moldovia 
OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR morocco OR moroccan 
OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR myanmar OR namibia* OR nepal* OR 
nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR palau OR palestin* OR 
paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new guinea*" OR rwanda* 
OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR "st vincent*" OR 
grenadines OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR serbia* OR 
montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri lanka*" OR "solomon islands" OR 
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somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south africa*" OR 
syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR "timor 
leste" OR "togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye 
OR turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* OR 
Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR vietnam* OR "viet 
nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR 
"developing nation*" OR "transitional countr*") OR GE(afghan* OR 
albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR armenia OR armenian 
OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR belorussian OR 
belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina 
OR botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR 
"burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR 
cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape verde" OR "central african republic" 
OR chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR comoros OR "comoro 
islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote 
d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR djibouti OR dominica* OR 
"dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el salvador*" OR 
eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza 
OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR guatemala* OR 
guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR 
iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* 
OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" OR "lao pdr" OR 
laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR 
madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay OR malawi* OR mali* 
OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR 
mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR moldova* OR moldovia 
OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR morocco OR moroccan 
OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR myanmar OR namibia* OR nepal* OR 
nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR palau OR palestin* OR 
paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new guinea*" OR rwanda* 
OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR "st vincent*" OR 
grenadines OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR serbia* OR 
montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri lanka*" OR "solomon islands" OR 
somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south africa*" OR 
syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR "timor 
leste" OR "togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye 
OR turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* OR 
Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR vietnam* OR "viet 
nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR 
"developing nation*" OR "transitional countr*") 

AND 

Phenomenon 
of Interest 

TI(voucher* OR "e-voucher*" OR stamp* OR coupon* OR (("in-kind") N3 
(conditional OR unconditional OR transfer* OR assistance OR aid OR 
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handout* OR "hand out*" OR grant OR grants OR credit* OR benefit*)) OR 
"social protection" OR ((humanitarian OR emergency) N1 (response* OR 
assistance OR setting* OR aid OR relief)) OR "disaster response*" OR 
"humanitarian disaster*") OR AB(voucher* OR "e-voucher*" OR stamp* 
OR coupon* OR (("in-kind") N3 (conditional OR unconditional OR 
transfer* OR assistance OR aid OR handout* OR "hand out*" OR grant OR 
grants OR credit* OR benefit*)) OR "social protection" OR ((humanitarian 
OR emergency) N1 (response* OR assistance OR setting* OR aid OR 
relief)) OR "disaster response*" OR "humanitarian disaster*") OR 
SU(voucher* OR "e-voucher*" OR stamp* OR coupon* OR (("in-kind") N3 
(conditional OR unconditional OR transfer* OR assistance OR aid OR 
handout* OR "hand out*" OR grant OR grants OR credit* OR benefit*)) OR 
"social protection" OR ((humanitarian OR emergency) N1 (response* OR 
assistance OR setting* OR aid OR relief)) OR "disaster response*" OR 
"humanitarian disaster*") OR 

TI((feeding OR "school-feeding" OR "school-meal" OR "school-milk" OR 
"school milk" OR meal* OR snack* OR breakfast OR "break-fast" OR lunch* 
OR mid-day OR "mid day" OR dinner* OR supper* OR "take home" OR 
ration* OR nutrition OR food*) AND (school* OR kindergarten OR 
parvularia OR "pre-primary" OR preschool OR "pre-school" OR daycare 
OR "day care" OR student* OR pupil* OR universit* OR "higher ed" OR 
college OR ((higher OR adult OR basic OR continuing OR elementary OR 
primary OR middle OR secondary) N0 (education)))) OR AB((feeding OR 
"school-feeding" OR "school-meal" OR "school-milk" OR "school milk" OR 
meal* OR snack* OR breakfast OR "break-fast" OR lunch* OR mid-day OR 
"mid day" OR dinner* OR supper* OR "take home" OR ration* OR nutrition 
OR food*) AND (school* OR kindergarten OR parvularia OR "pre-primary" 
OR preschool OR "pre-school" OR daycare OR "day care" OR student* OR 
pupil* OR universit* OR "higher ed" OR college OR ((higher OR adult OR 
basic OR continuing OR elementary OR primary OR middle OR 
secondary) N0 (education)))) OR SU((feeding OR "school-feeding" OR 
"school-meal" OR "school-milk" OR "school milk" OR meal* OR snack* OR 
breakfast OR "break-fast" OR lunch* OR mid-day OR "mid day" OR dinner* 
OR supper* OR "take home" OR ration* OR nutrition OR food*) AND 
(school* OR kindergarten OR parvularia OR "pre-primary" OR preschool 
OR "pre-school" OR daycare OR "day care" OR student* OR pupil* OR 
universit* OR "higher ed" OR college OR ((higher OR adult OR basic OR 
continuing OR elementary OR primary OR middle OR secondary) N0 
(education)))) AND 

Design TI("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" OR "evaluation 
research" OR "quasi experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR 
quasiexperiment* OR "random* control* trial*" OR "random* trial*" OR rct 
OR randomi* OR "matching study" OR "matching procedure" OR 
"propensity score" OR psm OR "regression discontinuity" OR "regression 
discontinuity" OR "regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR "sharp 
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regression" OR rdd OR "difference in difference*" OR "difference-in-
difference*" OR "diff in diff" OR "diff-in-diff" OR "random allocat*" OR 
"random assign*" OR "random select*" OR "select random*" OR "research 
synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR "control treatment" 
OR "instrumental variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR 
"treatment group" OR "intervention group" OR "comparison group" OR 
"control group" OR "subsidy group" OR "counterfactual analysis" OR 
"counter factual analysis" OR "counter-factual analysis" OR 
"counterfactual experiment*" OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR "control 
group*" OR "comparison group*" OR "control communit*" OR "treatment 
communit*" OR "control village*" OR "treatment village*" OR experiment* 
OR iv OR itt OR "treatment effect*" OR "intervention effect*" OR "intention-
to-treat" OR "intention to treat" OR "econometric analysis" OR "impact 
evaluation" OR "impact* stud*" OR "natural experiment*" OR (systematic* 
N2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or "meta analy*" OR metaanaly*) OR 
AB("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" OR "evaluation 
research" OR "quasi experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR 
quasiexperiment* OR "random* control* trial*" OR "random* trial*" OR rct 
OR randomi* OR "matching study" OR "matching procedure" OR 
"propensity score" OR psm OR "regression discontinuity" OR "regression 
discontinuity" OR "regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR "sharp 
regression" OR rdd OR "difference in difference*" OR "difference-in-
difference*" OR "diff in diff" OR "diff-in-diff" OR "random allocat*" OR 
"random assign*" OR "random select*" OR "select random*" OR "research 
synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR "control treatment" 
OR "instrumental variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR 
"treatment group" OR "intervention group" OR "comparison group" OR 
"control group" OR "subsidy group" OR "counterfactual analysis" OR 
"counter factual analysis" OR "counter-factual analysis" OR 
"counterfactual experiment*" OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR "control 
group*" OR "comparison group*" OR "control communit*" OR "treatment 
communit*" OR "control village*" OR "treatment village*" OR experiment* 
OR iv OR itt OR "treatment effect*" OR "intervention effect*" OR "intention-
to-treat" OR "intention to treat" OR "econometric analysis" OR "impact 
evaluation" OR "impact* stud*" OR "natural experiment*" OR (systematic* 
N2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or "meta analy*" OR metaanaly*) OR 
SU("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" OR "evaluation 
research" OR "quasi experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR 
quasiexperiment* OR "random* control* trial*" OR "random* trial*" OR rct 
OR randomi* OR "matching study" OR "matching procedure" OR 
"propensity score" OR psm OR "regression discontinuity" OR "regression 
discontinuity" OR "regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR "sharp 
regression" OR rdd OR "difference in difference*" OR "difference-in-
difference*" OR "diff in diff" OR "diff-in-diff" OR "random allocat*" OR 
"random assign*" OR "random select*" OR "select random*" OR "research 



 

91 | SDGSYNTHESISCOALITION.ORG | C4ED.ORG  

synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR "control treatment" 
OR "instrumental variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR 
"treatment group" OR "intervention group" OR "comparison group" OR 
"control group" OR "subsidy group" OR "counterfactual analysis" OR 
"counter factual analysis" OR "counter-factual analysis" OR 
"counterfactual experiment*" OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR "control 
group*" OR "comparison group*" OR "control communit*" OR "treatment 
communit*" OR "control village*" OR "treatment village*" OR experiment* 
OR iv OR itt OR "treatment effect*" OR "intervention effect*" OR "intention-
to-treat" OR "intention to treat" OR "econometric analysis" OR "impact 
evaluation" OR "impact* stud*" OR "natural experiment*" OR (systematic* 
N2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or "meta analy*" OR metaanaly*) 

Evaluation No restriction on outcomes at search stage 

Research 
type 

Peer-reviewed journal/Academic Journal 

Report/Grey literature (e.g. Discussion Papers, Working Papers) 

Thesis (Bachelor, Master or PhD) 

Publication 
year 

2015-present 

3ie Development Evidence Portal 

Sample title:((gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR 
maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi* 
OR equit* OR newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR 
youth* OR juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR 
girls OR "young individuals" OR "young population" OR "young 
popoulations" OR elder* OR "older people" OR "older populations" OR 
"older men" OR retired OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus* OR disabil* OR disabled 
OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visually impaired" OR "visual 
impairment" OR "hearing impaired" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind 
people" OR disorder* OR adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR 
highschool* OR "high school" OR "grade school" OR "secondary school" OR 
"young population" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" 
OR "young women" OR "young adult" OR "young adults")) OR 

(abstract:((gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR 
mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization 
OR inclusi* OR equit* OR newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR 
child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys 
OR girl OR girls OR "young individuals" OR "young population" OR "young 
popoulations" OR elder* OR "older people" OR "older populations" OR 
"older men" OR retired OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
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senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus* OR disabil* OR disabled 
OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visually impaired" OR "visual 
impairment" OR "hearing impaired" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind 
people" OR disorder* OR adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR 
highschool* OR "high school" OR "grade school" OR "secondary school" OR 
"young population" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" 
OR "young women" OR "young adult" OR "young adults"))  OR 

keywords:((gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR 
mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization 
OR inclusi* OR equit* OR newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR 
child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys 
OR girl OR girls OR "young individuals" OR "young population" OR "young 
popoulations" OR elder* OR "older people" OR "older populations" OR 
"older men" OR retired OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus* OR disabil* OR disabled 
OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visually impaired" OR "visual 
impairment" OR "hearing impaired" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind 
people" OR disorder* OR adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR 
highschool* OR "high school" OR "grade school" OR "secondary school" OR 
"young population" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" 
OR "young women" OR "young adult" OR "young adults")) AND 

Sample (2) Limit Region to Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, Latin America and 
Caribbean, Middle East and North Africa, East Asia and the Pacific 

Phenomenon 
of Interest 

title:((voucher* OR "e-vouchers" OR stamp* OR coupon* OR "in-kind" OR 
"social protection" OR humanitarian OR "disaster response" OR "school-
feeding" OR "school-meal" OR "school-milk" OR "school milk"))) OR 

abstract:((voucher* OR "e-vouchers" OR stamp* OR coupon* OR "in-kind" 
OR "social protection" OR humanitarian OR "disaster response" OR 
"school-feeding" OR "school-meal" OR "school-milk" OR "school milk"))) 
OR 

keywords:((voucher* OR "e-vouchers" OR stamp* OR coupon* OR "in-
kind" OR "social protection" OR humanitarian OR "disaster response" OR 
"school-feeding" OR "school-meal" OR "school-milk" OR "school milk"))) 

Design The 3ie portal has a focus on (quasi-)experimental IEs and syntheses in 
developing countries. Therefore methodology filtering terms are not 
required. 

Evaluation No restriction on outcomes at search stage 

Research 
type 

No restriction 



 

93 | SDGSYNTHESISCOALITION.ORG | C4ED.ORG  

Publication 
year 

2015-2024 

Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 

Sample 1 (gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR 
mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR 
feminization OR inclusi*OR equit*):ti,ab,kw  

2 (newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR 
youth* OR juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR 
girl OR girls OR (young NEXT individual*) OR (young NEXT 
population*) OR elder* OR ((old* OR retired) AND (people* OR 
person* OR individual* OR woman OR women OR man OR men 
OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR senescen* 
OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*):ti,ab,kw  OR 

3 (disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR 
(visual NEXT impair*) OR (visually NEXT impair*) OR (hearing 
NEXT impair*) OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR  
((intellectual* OR mental* OR psychological* OR 
developmental*) AND (impair* OR retard* OR deficien* OR 
handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language OR 
speech OR learning) AND (disorder*))):ti,ab,kw  OR 

4 (adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* 
OR (high NEXT school*) OR (grade NEXT school*) OR (secondary 
NEXT school*) OR (young NEXT population*) OR "young man" OR 
"young men" OR "young woman" OR "young women" OR (young 
NEXT adult*) OR minors):ti,ab,kw AND 

7 (afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR 
armenia OR armenian OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin 
OR belarus OR belorussian OR belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* 
OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina OR botswana* OR brazil* 
OR brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR 
burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR cameroon* OR 
cameroons OR "cape verde" OR "central african republic" OR 
chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR comoros OR 
"comoro islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR (costa 
NEXT rica*) OR "cote d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR 
djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR 
egypt* OR (el NEXT salvador*) OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR 
eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza OR (georgia* 
NEXT republic) OR ghana* OR grenada OR guatemala* OR 
guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR 
indonesia* OR iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* 
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OR kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR 
"kyrgyz republic" OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR 
liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR madagascar OR 
malaysia* OR malaya OR malay OR malawi* OR mali* OR 
"marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR 
mexican OR micronesia* OR (middle NEXT east*) OR moldova* 
OR moldovia OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR 
morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR 
myanmar OR namibia* OR nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR 
nigeria OR pakistan* OR palau OR palestin* OR paraguay* OR 
peru* OR philippin* OR (new NEXT guinea*) OR rwanda* OR 
(saint NEXT lucia*) OR (st NEXT lucia*) OR (saint NEXT vincent*) 
OR (st NEXT vincent*) OR grenadines OR samoa* OR "sao tome" 
OR senegal* OR serbia* OR montenegro OR (sierra NEXT leone*) 
OR (sri NEXT lanka*) OR "solomon islands" OR somalia* OR 
sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR (south NEXT africa*) OR 
syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR 
"timor leste" OR "togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR 
turkey OR türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR 
uganda* OR ukrain* OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR 
venezuela* OR vietnam* OR "viet nam" OR "west bank" OR 
yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR lmics OR "third 
world" OR (lami NEXT countr*) OR (developing NEXT countr*) OR 
(developing NEXT nation*) OR (transitional NEXT 
countr*)):ti,ab,kw 

#7 AND #8 AND #9 

AND 

Phenomenon of 
Interest 

5 (voucher* OR e-voucher* OR stamp* OR coupon* OR (("in-
kind") AND (transfer* OR assistance OR aid OR handout* OR 
(hand NEXT out*) OR grant OR grants OR credit* OR benefit* OR 
conditional OR unconditional)) OR "social protection" OR 
((humanitarian OR emergency) AND (response* OR assistance 
OR setting* OR aid OR relief)) OR (disaster NEXT response*) OR 
(humanitarian NEXT disaster*)):ti,ab,kw OR 

6 ((feeding OR "school-feeding" OR "school-meal" OR "school-
milk" OR "school milk" OR meal* OR snack* OR breakfast OR 
"break-fast" OR lunch* OR mid-day OR "mid day" OR dinner* OR 
supper* OR "take home" OR ration* OR nutrition OR food*) AND 
(school* OR kindergarten OR parvularia OR "pre-primary" OR 
preschool OR "pre-school" OR daycare OR "day care" OR 
student* OR pupil* OR universit* OR "higher ed" OR college OR 
((higher OR adult OR basic OR continuing OR elementary OR 
primary OR middle OR secondary) AND (education)))):ti,ab,kw  
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Design The Cochrane platform is a database for systematic reviews 
(SRs) in health care. The search was limited to SRs and 
protocols were excluded as they belong to another database.  

Evaluation No restriction on outcomes at search stage 

Research type No restriction 

Publication year 2015-present 

Campbell Systematic Reviews 

Sample The platform lacks the sophistication to process complex 
searches involving multiple terms and truncation operators for 
quoted phrases, so only key terms related to the intervention 
were included 

Phenomenon of 
Interest 

Anywhere: voucher* OR "school feeding" OR "in-kind transfer" OR 
"in-kind transfers" 

Design No restriction but protocols shall be excluded 

Evaluation No restriction on outcomes at search stage 

Research type No restriction 

Publication year 01-01-2015 to 12-31-2025 

World Bank Open Knowledge Repository  

Sample The platform lacks the sophistication to process complex 
searches involving multiple terms and truncation operators for 
quoted phrases, so only key terms related to the intervention 
were included 

Phenomenon of 
Interest 

Two searchers were run separately:  

 

“vouchers” OR “e-vouchers” = 69 studies 

 

"in-kind transfers" OR "school-feeding" OR "school feeding" OR 
"school meal” = 85 studies 

Design No limitations were included 

Evaluation No restriction on outcomes at search stage 

Research type No restriction 

Publication year 2015-present 

Studies found from the search: 154 studies 

After basic screening considering phenomenon of interest and design: 30 studies  
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Additional search: 43 studies  

Database name: Scopus 

((TITLE-ABS(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR maternal 
OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi*OR equit*) OR 
AUTHKEY(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR maternal OR 
wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi*OR equit*)) OR (TITLE-
ABS(newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR 
youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR "young individual*" OR "young 
population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR retired) W/2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR 
woman OR women OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR 
nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*) OR 
AUTHKEY(child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR 
girls OR "young individual*" OR "young population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR retired) W/2 
(people* OR person* OR individual* OR woman OR women OR man OR men OR age)) OR 
geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR 
septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*)) OR (TITLE-ABS(disabil* OR disabled OR 
"differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visual impair*" OR "visually impair*" OR "hearing 
impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR  ((intellectual* OR mental* OR 
psychological* OR developmental*) W/5 (impair* OR retard* OR deficien* OR handicap* 
OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language OR speech OR learning) W/5 disorder*))  OR 
AUTHKEY(disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visual impair*" OR 
"visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR  
((intellectual* OR mental* OR psychological* OR developmental*) W/5 (impair* OR retard* 
OR deficien* OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language OR speech OR 
learning) W/5 disorder*))) OR (TITLE-ABS(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR 
highschool* OR "high school*" OR "grade school*" OR "secondary school*" OR "young 
population*" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR "young women" OR 
"young adult*") OR AUTHKEY(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR 
"high school*" OR "grade school*" OR "secondary school*" OR "young population*" OR 
"young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR "young women" OR "young adult*"))) 
AND (TITLE-ABS-KEY(food W/2 transfer*)) AND (TITLE-ABS-KEY(afghan* OR albania* OR 
algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR armenia OR armenian OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* 
OR benin OR belarus OR belorussian OR belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR 
bosnia* OR herzegovina OR botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" 
OR "burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR cameroon* OR 
cameroons OR "cape verde" OR "central african republic" OR chad OR china OR chinese OR 
colombia* OR comoros OR "comoro islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR "costa 
rica*" OR "cote d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican 
republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el salvador*" OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR 
fiji OR gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR 
guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR 
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iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR 
kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho 
OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay 
OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR 
mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR 
mongolia* OR montenegro OR morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR 
myanmar OR namibia* OR nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR 
palau OR palestin* OR paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new guinea*" OR 
rwanda* OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR "st vincent*" OR grenadines 
OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR serbia* OR montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri 
lanka*" OR "solomon islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south 
africa*" OR syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR "timor leste" OR 
"togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen 
OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR 
vietnam* OR "viet nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR "developing nation*" OR 
"transitional countr*")) AND (TITLE-ABS-KEY("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" 
OR "evaluation research" OR "quasi experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR 
quasiexperiment* OR "random* control* trial*" OR "random* trial*" OR rct OR randomi* OR 
"matching study" OR "matching procedure" OR "propensity score" OR psm OR "regression 
discontinuity" OR "regression discontinuity" OR "regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR 
"sharp regression" OR rdd OR "difference in difference*" OR "difference-in-difference*" OR 
"diff in diff" OR "diff-in-diff" OR "random allocat*" OR "random assign*" OR "random select*" 
OR "select random*" OR "research synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR 
"control treatment" OR "instrumental variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR 
"treatment group" OR "intervention group" OR "comparison group" OR "control group" OR 
"subsidy group" OR "counterfactual analysis" OR "counter factual analysis" OR "counter-
factual analysis" OR "counterfactual experiment*" OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR 
"control group*" OR "comparison group*" OR "control communit*" OR "treatment 
communit*" OR "control village*" OR "treatment village*" OR experiment* OR iv OR itt OR 
"treatment effect*" OR "intervention effect*" OR "intention-to-treat" OR "intention to treat" OR 
"econometric analysis" OR "impact evaluation" OR "impact* stud*" OR "natural experiment*" 
OR (systematic* W/2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or "meta analy*" OR metaanaly*)) 

2015-present 

n=45 

Database name: Social Science Citation Index 

EXACT SEARCH on 

1. TS=(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR maternal OR 
wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi* 3ieOR equit*)  

2. TS=(newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR 
youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR "young individual*" OR "young 
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population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR retired) NEAR/2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR 
woman OR women OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR 
nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*)  

3. TS=(disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visual impair*" OR 
"visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR  
((intellectual* OR mental* OR psychological* OR developmental*) NEAR/5 (impair* OR 
retard* OR deficien* OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language OR speech 
OR learning) NEAR/5 disorder*))   

4. TS=(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high school*" OR 
"grade school*" OR "secondary school*" OR "young population*" OR "young man" OR "young 
men" OR "young woman" OR "young women" OR "young adult*") 

5. #1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 

6. TS=(food NEAR/2 transfer*)  

7. TS=(afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR armenia OR armenian 
OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR belorussian OR belorussia OR 
belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina OR botswana* OR brazil* OR 
brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR cambodia* OR 
"khmer republic" OR cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape verde" OR "central african 
republic" OR chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR comoros OR "comoro islands" OR 
comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR 
cuba* OR djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el 
salvador*" OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza OR 
"georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR 
hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* 
OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" 
OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR 
madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall 
islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle 
east*" OR moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR 
morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR myanmar OR namibia* OR 
nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR palau OR palestin* OR 
paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new guinea*" OR rwanda* OR "saint lucia*" 
OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR "st vincent*" OR grenadines OR samoa* OR "sao tome" 
OR senegal* OR serbia* OR montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri lanka*" OR "solomon 
islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south africa*" OR syria* OR 
tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR "timor leste" OR "togolese republic" OR 
tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR 
uganda* OR ukrain* OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR vietnam* OR 
"viet nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR lmics OR 
"third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR "developing nation*" OR 
"transitional countr*") 
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8. TS=("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" OR "evaluation research" OR "quasi 
experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR quasiexperiment* OR "random* control* trial*" OR 
"random* trial*" OR rct OR randomi* OR "matching study" OR "matching procedure" OR 
"propensity score" OR psm OR "regression discontinuity" OR "regression discontinuity" OR 
"regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR "sharp regression" OR rdd OR "difference in 
difference*" OR "difference-in-difference*" OR "diff in diff" OR "diff-in-diff" OR "random 
allocat*" OR "random assign*" OR "random select*" OR "select random*" OR "research 
synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR "control treatment" OR "instrumental 
variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR "treatment group" OR "intervention group" OR 
"comparison group" OR "control group" OR "subsidy group" OR "counterfactual analysis" OR 
"counter factual analysis" OR "counter-factual analysis" OR "counterfactual experiment*" 
OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR "control group*" OR "comparison group*" OR "control 
communit*" OR "treatment communit*" OR "control village*" OR "treatment village*" OR 
experiment* OR iv OR itt OR "treatment effect*" OR "intervention effect*" OR "intention-to-
treat" OR "intention to treat" OR "econometric analysis" OR "impact evaluation" OR "impact* 
stud*" OR "natural experiment*" OR (systematic* NEAR/2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or 
"meta analy*" OR metaanaly*) 

9. #5 AND #6 AND #7AND #8 

Limit 2015-present 

n=39 

Database name: EconLit 

1. TI(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR maternal OR wife* 
OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi* OR equit*) OR AB(gender* OR women 
OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization 
OR feminization OR inclusi* OR equit*) OR SU(gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR 
female* OR mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR 
inclusi* OR equit*)  

2. TI(newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR 
youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR "young individual*" OR "young 
population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR retired) N2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR 
woman OR women OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR 
nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*) OR 
AB(newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR 
youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR "young individual*" OR "young 
population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR retired) N2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR 
woman OR women OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR 
nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*) OR 
SU(newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR 
youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR "young individual*" OR "young 
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population*" OR elder* OR ((old* OR retired) N2 (people* OR person* OR individual* OR 
woman OR women OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR 
senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR 
nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus*)  

3. TI(disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR "visual impair*" OR 
"visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR  
((intellectual* OR mental* OR psychological* OR developmental*) N5 (impair* OR retard* 
OR deficien* OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language OR speech OR 
learning) N5 disorder*)) OR AB(disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR 
"visual impair*" OR "visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR 
"blind people" OR  ((intellectual* OR mental* OR psychological* OR developmental*) N5 
(impair* OR retard* OR deficien* OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language 
OR speech OR learning) N5 disorder*)) OR SU(disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR 
handicap* OR "visual impair*" OR "visually impair*" OR "hearing impair*" OR deaf* OR "blind 
person" OR "blind people" OR  ((intellectual* OR mental* OR psychological* OR 
developmental*) N5 (impair* OR retard* OR deficien* OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR 
((communication OR language OR speech OR learning) N5 disorder*))   

4. TI(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high school*" OR 
"grade school*" OR "secondary school*" OR "young population*" OR "young man" OR "young 
men" OR "young woman" OR "young women" OR "young adult*") OR AB(adolescen* OR 
juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high school*" OR "grade school*" OR 
"secondary school*" OR "young population*" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young 
woman" OR "young women" OR "young adult*") OR SU(adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR 
youth* OR highschool* OR "high school*" OR "grade school*" OR "secondary school*" OR 
"young population*" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR "young 
women" OR "young adult*") 

5. S1 OR S2 OR S3 OR S4 

6. TI(food N2 transfer*) OR AB(food N2 transfer*) OR SU(food N2 transfer*) 

7. TI(afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR armenia OR armenian 
OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR belorussian OR belorussia OR 
belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina OR botswana* OR brazil* OR 
brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR cambodia* OR 
"khmer republic" OR cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape verde" OR "central african 
republic" OR chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR comoros OR "comoro islands" OR 
comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR 
cuba* OR djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el 
salvador*" OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza OR 
"georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR 
hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* 
OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" 
OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR 
madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall 
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islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle 
east*" OR moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR 
morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR myanmar OR namibia* OR 
nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR palau OR palestin* OR 
paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new guinea*" OR rwanda* OR "saint lucia*" 
OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR "st vincent*" OR grenadines OR samoa* OR "sao tome" 
OR senegal* OR serbia* OR montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri lanka*" OR "solomon 
islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south africa*" OR syria* OR 
tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR "timor leste" OR "togolese republic" OR 
tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR 
uganda* OR ukrain* OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR vietnam* OR 
"viet nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR lmics OR 
"third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR "developing nation*" OR 
"transitional countr*") OR AB(afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR 
armenia OR armenian OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR 
belorussian OR belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina OR 
botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR 
burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape 
verde" OR "central african republic" OR chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR 
comoros OR "comoro islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote 
d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR 
ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el salvador*" OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR 
gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR 
guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR 
iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR 
kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho 
OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay 
OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR 
mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR 
mongolia* OR montenegro OR morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR 
myanmar OR namibia* OR nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR 
palau OR palestin* OR paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new guinea*" OR 
rwanda* OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR "st vincent*" OR grenadines 
OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR serbia* OR montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri 
lanka*" OR "solomon islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south 
africa*" OR syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR "timor leste" OR 
"togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen 
OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR 
vietnam* OR "viet nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR "developing nation*" OR 
"transitional countr*") OR SU(afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR 
armenia OR armenian OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR 
belorussian OR belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina OR 
botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR 
burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape 
verde" OR "central african republic" OR chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR 
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comoros OR "comoro islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote 
d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR 
ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el salvador*" OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR 
gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR 
guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR 
iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR 
kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho 
OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay 
OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR 
mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR 
mongolia* OR montenegro OR morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR 
myanmar OR namibia* OR nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR 
palau OR palestin* OR paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new guinea*" OR 
rwanda* OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR "st vincent*" OR grenadines 
OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR serbia* OR montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri 
lanka*" OR "solomon islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south 
africa*" OR syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR "timor leste" OR 
"togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen 
OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR 
vietnam* OR "viet nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR "developing nation*" OR 
"transitional countr*") OR GE(afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR 
armenia OR armenian OR azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR 
belorussian OR belorussia OR belize OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina OR 
botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR 
burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer republic" OR cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape 
verde" OR "central african republic" OR chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR 
comoros OR "comoro islands" OR comores OR mayotte OR congo* OR "costa rica*" OR "cote 
d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR 
ecuador* OR egypt* OR "el salvador*" OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR 
gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza OR "georgia* republic" OR ghana* OR grenada OR 
guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR 
iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR 
kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho 
OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay 
OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR 
mexican OR micronesia* OR "middle east*" OR moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR 
mongolia* OR montenegro OR morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR 
myanmar OR namibia* OR nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR 
palau OR palestin* OR paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR "papua new guinea*" OR 
rwanda* OR "saint lucia*" OR "st lucia*" OR "saint vincent*" OR "st vincent*" OR grenadines 
OR samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR serbia* OR montenegro OR "sierra leone*" OR "sri 
lanka*" OR "solomon islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland OR "south 
africa*" OR syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR "timor leste" OR 
"togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye OR turkmenistan OR turkmen 
OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR vanuatu OR venezuela* OR 
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vietnam* OR "viet nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR 
lmics OR "third world" OR "lami countr*" OR "developing countr*" OR "developing nation*" OR 
"transitional countr*") 

8. TI("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" OR "evaluation research" OR "quasi 
experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR quasiexperiment* OR "random* control* trial*" OR 
"random* trial*" OR rct OR randomi* OR "matching study" OR "matching procedure" OR 
"propensity score" OR psm OR "regression discontinuity" OR "regression discontinuity" OR 
"regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR "sharp regression" OR rdd OR "difference in 
difference*" OR "difference-in-difference*" OR "diff in diff" OR "diff-in-diff" OR "random 
allocat*" OR "random assign*" OR "random select*" OR "select random*" OR "research 
synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR "control treatment" OR "instrumental 
variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR "treatment group" OR "intervention group" OR 
"comparison group" OR "control group" OR "subsidy group" OR "counterfactual analysis" OR 
"counter factual analysis" OR "counter-factual analysis" OR "counterfactual experiment*" 
OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR "control group*" OR "comparison group*" OR "control 
communit*" OR "treatment communit*" OR "control village*" OR "treatment village*" OR 
experiment* OR iv OR itt OR "treatment effect*" OR "intervention effect*" OR "intention-to-
treat" OR "intention to treat" OR "econometric analysis" OR "impact evaluation" OR "impact* 
stud*" OR "natural experiment*" OR (systematic* N2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or "meta 
analy*" OR metaanaly*) OR AB("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" OR 
"evaluation research" OR "quasi experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR quasiexperiment* 
OR "random* control* trial*" OR "random* trial*" OR rct OR randomi* OR "matching study" 
OR "matching procedure" OR "propensity score" OR psm OR "regression discontinuity" OR 
"regression discontinuity" OR "regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR "sharp regression" 
OR rdd OR "difference in difference*" OR "difference-in-difference*" OR "diff in diff" OR "diff-
in-diff" OR "random allocat*" OR "random assign*" OR "random select*" OR "select random*" 
OR "research synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR "control treatment" OR 
"instrumental variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR "treatment group" OR 
"intervention group" OR "comparison group" OR "control group" OR "subsidy group" OR 
"counterfactual analysis" OR "counter factual analysis" OR "counter-factual analysis" OR 
"counterfactual experiment*" OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR "control group*" OR 
"comparison group*" OR "control communit*" OR "treatment communit*" OR "control 
village*" OR "treatment village*" OR experiment* OR iv OR itt OR "treatment effect*" OR 
"intervention effect*" OR "intention-to-treat" OR "intention to treat" OR "econometric 
analysis" OR "impact evaluation" OR "impact* stud*" OR "natural experiment*" OR 
(systematic* N2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or "meta analy*" OR metaanaly*) OR 
SU("program* evaluation" OR "project evaluation" OR "evaluation research" OR "quasi 
experiment*" OR quasiexperiment* OR quasiexperiment* OR "random* control* trial*" OR 
"random* trial*" OR rct OR randomi* OR "matching study" OR "matching procedure" OR 
"propensity score" OR psm OR "regression discontinuity" OR "regression discontinuity" OR 
"regression kink" OR "fuzzy regression" OR "sharp regression" OR rdd OR "difference in 
difference*" OR "difference-in-difference*" OR "diff in diff" OR "diff-in-diff" OR "random 
allocat*" OR "random assign*" OR "random select*" OR "select random*" OR "research 
synthesis" OR "fixed effect*" OR "control evaluation" OR "control treatment" OR "instrumental 
variable*" OR "as instrument" OR heckman OR "treatment group" OR "intervention group" OR 
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"comparison group" OR "control group" OR "subsidy group" OR "counterfactual analysis" OR 
"counter factual analysis" OR "counter-factual analysis" OR "counterfactual experiment*" 
OR "random* stud*" OR causal* OR "control group*" OR "comparison group*" OR "control 
communit*" OR "treatment communit*" OR "control village*" OR "treatment village*" OR 
experiment* OR iv OR itt OR "treatment effect*" OR "intervention effect*" OR "intention-to-
treat" OR "intention to treat" OR "econometric analysis" OR "impact evaluation" OR "impact* 
stud*" OR "natural experiment*" OR (systematic* N2 review*) OR "meta-analy*" or "meta 
analy*" OR metaanaly*) 

9. S5 AND S6 AND S7 AND S8 

2015 to present 

n=21 

Database name: 3ie Development Evidence Portal 

(title:((gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR maternal OR 
wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi* OR equit* OR newborn* OR 
neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR youngster* OR child* OR 
boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR "young individuals" OR "young population" OR "young 
popoulations" OR elder* OR "older people" OR "older populations" OR "older men" OR retired 
OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR 
septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus* OR disabil* OR disabled OR "differently 
abled" OR handicap* OR "visually impaired" OR "visual impairment" OR "hearing impaired" 
OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR disorder* OR adolescen* OR juvenil* OR 
teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high school" OR "grade school" OR "secondary school" 
OR "young population" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR "young 
women" OR "young adult" OR "young adults")) AND title:(("food transfer" OR "food 
transfers"))) OR (abstract:((gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* 
OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi* OR equit* OR 
newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR youngster* 
OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR "young individuals" OR "young population" OR 
"young popoulations" OR elder* OR "older people" OR "older populations" OR "older men" OR 
retired OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* 
OR septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR 
supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus* OR disabil* OR disabled OR "differently 
abled" OR handicap* OR "visually impaired" OR "visual impairment" OR "hearing impaired" 
OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR disorder* OR adolescen* OR juvenil* OR 
teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high school" OR "grade school" OR "secondary school" 
OR "young population" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR "young 
women" OR "young adult" OR "young adults")) AND abstract:(("food transfer" OR "food 
transfers"))) OR (keywords:((gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR 
mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi* OR 
equit* OR newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR 
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youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR "young individuals" OR "young 
population" OR "young popoulations" OR elder* OR "older people" OR "older populations" OR 
"older men" OR retired OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* OR senior* OR senescen* OR retiree* OR 
sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* 
OR supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR menopaus* OR disabil* OR disabled OR "differently 
abled" OR handicap* OR "visually impaired" OR "visual impairment" OR "hearing impaired" 
OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind people" OR disorder* OR adolescen* OR juvenil* OR 
teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR "high school" OR "grade school" OR "secondary school" 
OR "young population" OR "young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR "young 
women" OR "young adult" OR "young adults")) AND keywords:(("food transfer" OR "food 
transfers"))) 

Limit Year of Publication 2015-2024 

Limit Region to Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, Latin America and Caribbean, Middle East 
and North Africa, East Asia and the Pacific 

n=25 

Database name: Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 

1 (gender* OR women OR woman OR girl* OR female* OR mother* OR maternal OR wife* OR 
wives OR feminization OR feminization OR inclusi*OR equit*):ti,ab,kw  

2 (newborn* OR neonat* OR baby OR babies OR child* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR 
youngster* OR child* OR boy OR boys OR girl OR girls OR (young NEXT individual*) OR 
(young NEXT population*) OR elder* OR ((old* OR retired) AND (people* OR person* OR 
individual* OR woman OR women OR man OR men OR age)) OR geriatr* OR gerontolog* 
OR senior* OR senescen* OR retiree* OR sexagenarian* OR septuagenarian* OR 
octagenarian* OR nonagenarian* OR centenarian* OR supercentenarian* OR veteran* OR 
menopaus*):ti,ab,kw  

3 (disabil* OR disabled OR "differently abled" OR handicap* OR (visual NEXT impair*) OR 
(visually NEXT impair*) OR (hearing NEXT impair*) OR deaf* OR "blind person" OR "blind 
people" OR  ((intellectual* OR mental* OR psychological* OR developmental*) AND 
(impair* OR retard* OR deficien* OR handicap* OR ill*)) OR ((communication OR language 
OR speech OR learning) AND (disorder*))):ti,ab,kw   

4 (adolescen* OR juvenil* OR teen* OR youth* OR highschool* OR (high NEXT school*) OR 
(grade NEXT school*) OR (secondary NEXT school*) OR (young NEXT population*) OR 
"young man" OR "young men" OR "young woman" OR "young women" OR (young NEXT 
adult*) OR minors):ti,ab,kw  

5 ((food NEXT transfer*)):ti,ab,kw 

6 (afghan* OR albania* OR algeria* OR angola OR argentin* OR armenia OR armenian OR 
azerbaijan* OR bangladesh* OR benin OR belarus OR belorussian OR belorussia OR belize 
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OR bhutan* OR bolivia* OR bosnia* OR herzegovina OR botswana* OR brazil* OR brasil* OR 
bulgaria* OR "burkina faso" OR "burkina fasso" OR burundi* OR cambodia* OR "khmer 
republic" OR cameroon* OR cameroons OR "cape verde" OR "central african republic" OR 
chad OR china OR chinese OR colombia* OR comoros OR "comoro islands" OR comores OR 
mayotte OR congo* OR (costa NEXT rica*) OR "cote d'ivoire" OR "ivory coast" OR cuba* OR 
djibouti OR dominica* OR "dominican republic" OR ecuador* OR egypt* OR (el NEXT 
salvador*) OR eritrea* OR ethiopia* OR eswatini* OR fiji OR gabon* OR gambia* OR gaza OR 
(georgia* NEXT republic) OR ghana* OR grenada OR guatemala* OR guinea* OR haiti* OR 
hondura* OR india* OR maldives OR indonesia* OR iran* OR iraq* OR jamaica* OR jordan* 
OR kazak* OR kenya* OR kiribati* OR korea* OR kosovo* OR kyrgyzstan* OR "kyrgyz republic" 
OR "lao pdr" OR laos OR lebanon* OR lesotho OR liberia* OR libya* OR macedonia* OR 
madagascar OR malaysia* OR malaya OR malay OR malawi* OR mali* OR "marshall 
islands" OR mauritania* OR mauritius OR mexico OR mexican OR micronesia* OR (middle 
NEXT east*) OR moldova* OR moldovia OR moldovian OR mongolia* OR montenegro OR 
morocco OR moroccan OR mozambique OR mozambi* OR myanmar OR namibia* OR 
nepal* OR nicaragua* OR niger* OR nigeria OR pakistan* OR palau OR palestin* OR 
paraguay* OR peru* OR philippin* OR (new NEXT guinea*) OR rwanda* OR (saint NEXT 
lucia*) OR (st NEXT lucia*) OR (saint NEXT vincent*) OR (st NEXT vincent*) OR grenadines OR 
samoa* OR "sao tome" OR senegal* OR serbia* OR montenegro OR (sierra NEXT leone*) OR 
(sri NEXT lanka*) OR "solomon islands" OR somalia* OR sudan* OR suriname OR swaziland 
OR (south NEXT africa*) OR syria* OR tajik* OR tanzania* OR thailand OR thai OR togo* OR 
"timor leste" OR "togolese republic" OR tonga* OR tunisia* OR turkey OR türkiye OR 
turkmenistan OR turkmen OR tuvalu OR uganda* OR ukrain* OR Uzbekistan OR uzbek OR 
vanuatu OR venezuela* OR vietnam* OR "viet nam" OR "west bank" OR yemen* OR zambia* 
OR zimbabwe* OR lmic OR lmics OR "third world" OR (lami NEXT countr*) OR (developing 
NEXT countr*) OR (developing NEXT nation*) OR (transitional NEXT countr*)):ti,ab,kw 

7 #1 OR #2 OR #3 OR #4 

8 #7 AND #5 AND #6 

Date: 2015-present 

n=1 

Database name: Campbell Systematic Reviews 

Advanced Search 

Anywhere: "food transfer" OR "food transfers" 

Publication Date: 01-01-2015 to 12-31-2025 

n=2 
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Screening Protocol for selection of impact 
evaluation studies 
TITLE AND ABSTRACT SCREENING (4 STEPS): 

1. Read title first, get first impression of what the text is about 
(a) If title is clear and study is not relevant → EXCLUDE from full text 

screening 
(b) If title is relevant or unclear or does not give enough information to 

exclude  proceed to step 2 
Note: Keep record whether a study was included or excluded on the basis 
of just the title or both title and abstract. Reasons for inclusion or exclusion 
based on the abstract must be recorded. 

 
2. Is the publication date within the specified interval (from 2015 onwards)?  

Yes OR unclear → proceed to step 3  
No →  EXCLUDE from full-text screening 

3. Country of analysis 

Does the study relate to interventions in any low- and middle-
income countries and NOT ONLY in high-income countries (consult 
the list of LMICs for 2024)? 
Yes OR unclear →  proceed to step 4  
No →  EXCLUDE from full-text screening 

 
4. For the next step, scan the abstract  
Note: Do not read every word carefully or look at background information at this 
stage.  

 
(a) Aim of the study: Is the research question relevant for our topic? 

Is there an intervention/phenomenon of interest (see below)?  

Social assistance 
(1) in-kind transfers (e.g., food, non-food items, health services, 

housing, free training, childcare, education, other in-kind 
transfers),  

(2) school feeding (free nutritious meal at school) 
(3) vouchers (commodity vouchers, monetary vouchers) 
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Yes OR unclear →  proceed to step 4 (b)  
No →  EXCLUDE from full-text screening 
 

(b) Does the method used include…? 
(i) Experimental designs; such as cluster and individual randomized 

controlled trials (CRCTs or RCTs)? or, 
(ii) Quasi-experimental designs; we include difference-in-difference, 

instrumental variables, regression-discontinuity-designs, propensity 
score matching and synthetic control methods or,  

(iii) Systematic evidence syntheses (Systematic reviews/meta-
analysis) that only include quantitative studies following 
experimental or quasi-experimental study designs, or 
 
Yes OR unclear →  INCLUDE into full-text screening  
No →  EXCLUDE from full-text screening 

DECISION RULE (SUMMARY): 

If the paper has met all the above criteria (time of publication, country, 
interventions, and methods) → INCLUDE 

If the paper has met some criteria and the rest are unclear → INCLUDE 

If the paper has NOT met one or more criteria, even if it has met others → 
EXCLUDE 
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FULL-TEXT SCREENING: 

Step 1. General observation 

1. Sample. Does the study present evidence either only from low- and 
middle-income countries or if not only, then disaggregated so it is possible 
to separate effects measured for low- and middle-income countries from 
aggregated effects? 

Yes →  proceed to 2 
No →  EXCLUDE from full-text review 

 
2. Research type. Is the study a systematic review or meta-analysis of 

experimental or quasi-experimental studies discussing the effects of 
vouchers or in-kind interventions on outcomes related to health, education, 
or living standards? 
 

Yes →  INCLUDE into full-text review 
Not clear → Consult the METHODS section of the paper  
No relevant synthesis →  EXCLUDE from full text review 
This is not a synthesis →  proceed to Step 2 

 

Step 2. Review of the RESULTS section of the paper (the table of results) 

3. Phenomenon of Interest and Evaluation   
 
(a) Can the interventions be put into one or more of the predefined 

categories (vouchers or in-kind transfers)? 
Yes → proceed to 4(b) 
Not clear → Consult the METHODS section and the DESCRIPTION of 
the study 
No → EXCLUDE from full-text review 
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(b) Can the intervention be considered as a social intervention (under 
social protection)?  
(b1) Is it a clinical study?  

Yes → EXCLUDE 
Not clear → Consult the METHODS section and the DESCRIPTION of 
the study  
No → proceed to (b2) 

 
(b2) What is the size of the population of beneficiaries? study?  

Larger than 5000 → proceed to 3(c) 
Between 1000 and 5000 → proceed to (b3) 
Smaller than 1000 → EXCLUDE 
Not clear → proceed to (b3) 

 
(b3) How many clusters does the study cover to estimate the impact of 
the intervention?  

None, it is an individual-level study → proceed to (b5) 
Fewer than 8 clusters → EXCLUDE 
Between 8 and 20 → proceed to (b4) 
Larger than 20 → proceed to 3(c) 

 
(b4) What is the sample size of the study within all clusters? 

Above 1000→ proceed to 3(c) 
Lower than 1000 → EXCLUDE 

 
(b5) In the individual-level study, how many individuals are included in 
the study? 

Above 1000→ proceed to 3(c) 
Lower than 1000 → EXCLUDE 

 
(c) Can the outcomes be put into one or more of the predefined 

categories? 
Yes → proceed to 3(d) 
Not clear → Consult the METHODS section and the DESCRIPTION of 
the study  
No → EXCLUDE from full-text review 
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(d) Is the outcome of interest measured immediately after the start of the 
intervention (e.g., lab experiments)? 

Yes → EXCLUDE from full-text review  
Not clear → Consult the METHODS section and the DESCRIPTION of 
the study 
No → proceed to 4(a) 

 
4. Research Type 

 
(a) There is an attempt to evaluate causal effect of an intervention on the 

outcome (experimental or quasi-experimental studies)  
Yes → proceed to 4(b) 
Not clear → Consult the METHODS section and the DESCRIPTION of 
the study 
No → EXCLUDE from full-text review 

 
(b) There is a clearly defined comparison group that falls into one of the 

following categories: 
 
Treatment vs. pure control 
i. Vouchers vs. control group 
ii. In-kind transfers vs. control group 
 
Treatment vs. other modalities  
iii. Vouchers vs. other modalities 
iv. In-kind transfers vs. other modalities 

 
Yes → proceed to 4(c) 
Not clear → Consult the METHODS section and the DESCRIPTION of 
the study 
No → EXCLUDE from full-text review 
 

(c) There is a clearly defined unit of observation AND there are >= 30 
observations in the comparison group and >= 30 observations in 
relevant treatment arm(s) 
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Yes → INCLUDE into full-text review 
Not clear → Consult the METHODS section and the DESCRIPTION of 
the study 
No → EXCLUDE from full-text review 

DECISION RULE (SUMMARY): 

If the study satisfies ALL of the criteria →  INCLUDE into full text review  

If the paper has met some criteria and the rest are still somehow unclear → 
START READING FROM THE START OF THE PAPER TO FIGURE WHICH STEP YOU NEED TO 
START FROM 

If the paper has NOT met some criteria, even if it has met others → EXCLUDE 



 

113 | SDGSYNTHESISCOALITION.ORG | C4ED.ORG  

Screening Protocol for selection of UN-LED 
evaluations 

PRE-SCREENING IN R – SEARCH TERMS  

 "in kind", "in-kind","transfert en nature", "transferts en nature", "transferencia en 
especie", "transferencias en especie", "transferência em espécie","P: transferências 
em espécie", 
  "voucher","vouchers", "bon d’échange", "vale", "bons d’échange", "vales", 
  "e-voucher", "e-vouchers","bon électronique","bons électroniques","e-bon", "e-
bons", "vale electrónico","vales electrónicos", "e-vale", "e-vales","vale eletrônico", 
"vales eletrônicos",  
  "food transfer", "food transfers", "transfert alimentaire","transferts alimentaires", 
"transferencia de alimentos", "transferencias de alimentos", "transferência 
alimentar","transferências alimentares", "food program","food programme","food 
programs", "food programmes", "programme d’alimentation", "programmes 
d’alimentation", "programa de alimentación", "programas de alimentación", 
"programa alimentar", "programas alimentares" , 
  "school-feeding", "cantines scolaires", "alimentación escolar", "alimentação 
escolar", "feeding","alimentation", "alimentación", "alimentação", 
  "social protection", "protection sociale", "Protección social", "Proteção social", 
  "social assistance","assistance sociale", "asistencia social", "assistência social" 
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TITLE PAGE AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY SCREENING (4 STEPS):42 

1. Read title page first, get first impression of what the text is about 
(a) If title is clear and study is not relevant EXCLUDE from synthesis study 
(b) If title indicates that the document is not a full evaluation report EXCLUDE 

from synthesis study 
(c) If title is relevant or unclear or does not give enough information to exclude 

→ proceed to step 2 
 

Note: Keep record whether a study was included or excluded on the basis 
of just the title. Reasons for inclusion or exclusion based on the title must 
be recorded. 

 
2. Is the publication date within the specified interval (from 2015 onwards)?  

Yes OR unclear → proceed to step 3a  
No →  EXCLUDE from synthesis study 

3. Sample 
(a) Does the evaluation assess one intervention (project or program) that is 

specific to one country? 
Yes OR unclear →  proceed to step 3b  
No →  EXCLUDE from synthesis study 
 

(b) Does the study relate to an intervention in a low- or middle-income country 
(consult the list of LMICs for 2024)? 

Yes OR unclear →  proceed to step 4  
No →  EXCLUDE from synthesis study 
 

4. For the next step, scan the executive summary43 
Note: Do not read every word carefully or look at the overall purpose, scope, and 
methodology at this stage.  

(a) Does the evaluated intervention promote social assistance for one or 
several of the following vulnerable groups?  

 

 
42 For studies in languages other than English, use Deepl.com 
43 In case there is no executive summary, kindly review the Introduction, Objectives/Purpose/Scope, Methodology 
sections. 
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(1) Women or girls, 
(2) Children (0-13 years old) 
(3) Adolescents (4-19 years old)  
(4) Elderly (+65 years old) 
(5) Persons with disabilities  

Yes OR unclear →  proceed to step 4 (b)  
No →  EXCLUDE from synthesis study 

(b) Does the evaluation have a strong focus on implementation research (see 
below)?  

Does the evaluation refer to at least two of the OECD DAC criteria 
coherence, relevance, efficiency, effectiveness or sustainability, OR does 
the evaluation aim to explain in-depth “why” and “how” effects or impacts 
of social assistance have materialized? 
 
AND/OR does the evaluation asses systemic changes, contextual factors 
and UN/intervention contributions? 
 

Yes OR unclear →  include in sample for coding and data 
extraction)  
No →  EXCLUDE from synthesis study 

DECISION RULE (SUMMARY): 

If the evaluation has met ALL the above criteria (1a, 1b, 2, 3a, 3b, 4a, 4b) → 
INCLUDE 

If the paper has met some criteria and the rest are unclear → INCLUDE 

If the paper has NOT met one or more criteria, even if it has met others → 
EXCLUDE 
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(Preliminary) Data Extraction Form 
1 ID of person extracting data  

2 Publication ID (from EPPI) (Select one with search) 

3 Author names and title 
(Confirm from preload. If incorrect make 
adjustments) 

4 Article title 
(Confirm from preload. If incorrect make 
adjustments) 

5 Publication Year 
(Confirm from preload. If incorrect make 
adjustments) 

6 

 
Publication type 

Peer-reviewed journal/Academic Journal ☐ 

Report/Grey literature (e.g. Discussion 
Papers, Working Papers) 

☐ 

Thesis (Bachelor, Master or PhD) ☐ 

UN evaluation ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

7 Study type 

Impact evaluation / (Quasi-)experimental 
study 

☐ 

Systematic review or meta-analysis  ☐ 

Process or performance evaluation (if 
marked in 6 “UN evaluation”) 

☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

8 
Region  

(Select all that apply) 

East Asia and Pacific ☐ 

Europe and Central Asia ☐ 

Sub-Saharan Africa ☐ 

Middle East and North Africa ☐ 

South Asia ☐ 

Latin American and Caribbean ☐ 

9 

Does the study include one of 
the following methods?  

(i) Experimental designs; 
such as cluster and individual 
randomized controlled trials 
(CRCTs or RCTs)?  

 

(ii) Quasi-experimental 
designs; we include difference-
in-difference, instrumental 
variables, regression-

Yes 

☐ 

No 

☐ 
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discontinuity-designs, 
propensity score matching and 
synthetic control methods  

10 

Does the study include several 
(quasi-)experimental studies? 

This means that impact 
evaluations for more than one 
country/context are included 
and separately discussed 

Yes ☐ 

No 

☐ 

11 Countries (List all that apply) LMICs list   

12 
Is the study implemented in an 
urban or rural environment? 

Both urban and rural ☐ 

(Predominantely) Urban ☐ 

(Predominantely) Rural ☐ 

Can’t tell or not specified ☐ 

13 

What is the fragility status of 
this country? 

If multiple countries select the 
most predominant  

High levels of institutional and social fragility  

Affected by violent conflict 
 

14 

What are the types of 
interventions under study?  

(Select all that apply) 

 

Monetary voucher  ☐ 

Commodity voucher ☐ 

School vouchers ☐ 

School feeding  ☐ 

Food transfers  ☐ 

Non-food transfers ☐ 

Service transfers (health, education, 
housing) 

☐ 

Other in-kind transfer ☐ 

Other, please specify:  ☐ 

 

15 

Was the intervention 
implemented as part of a 
humanitarian action or 
emergency response? 

Yes ☐ 

No ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

16 

Who was the main actor that 
was responsible for the 
intervention? 

Note that this refers to the 
actor primarily responsible for 
administering the intervention, 

Government (local or national) ☐ 

Non-government ☐ 

Unspecified ☐ 
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and not necessarily the actor 
responsible for financing. Mark 
both in cases where both are 
involved in implementation, 
even when only certain parts 
of intervention are evaluated. 

17 

Who was the non-
governmental actor?  

(if question above is market 
“non-government”. Select all 
that apply) 

 

Concern Worldwide ☐ 

Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) ☐ 

International Fund for Agricultural 
Development (IFAD) 

☐ 

International Labour Organization (ILO) ☐ 

International Rescue Committee (IRC) ☐ 

United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 

☐ 

United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP) 

☐ 

United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and 
the Empowerment of Women (UN Women) 

☐ 

United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP) 

☐ 

United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees (UNHCR) 

☐ 

United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) ☐ 

United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) ☐ 

World Bank Group (WBG) ☐ 

World Health Organization (WHO) ☐ 

World Food Programme (WFP) ☐ 

Other: Specify  ☐ 

If UN evaluation does not include (quasi-) experimental methods, end the extraction 
here  

18 

How many recipients are 
there?  

Note that this is not necessarily 
the same as the sample size of 
the respective treatment arm, 
but the sample size of the 
treatment arm is a lower 
bound.  

< 500 ☐ 

500-1000 ☐ 

1001-5000 ☐ 

5001-10000 ☐ 

> 10000 ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

19 
How was the targeting 
conducted? 

Census data  ☐ 

Listing exercise  ☐ 
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(Select all that apply)  

Usually this is described in the 
design section  

Secondary data other than census ☐ 

Open call  ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

Other (Please specify) ☐ 

20 
Who is the recipient of the 
vouchers or in-kind transfers?  

Parent or caregiver ☐ 

Infants (0-5 years) ☐ 

Kids (6-13 years) ☐ 

Adolescents (14-17 years) ☐ 

Young adults (18-34 years) ☐ 

Adults (35-64 years) ☐ 

Elderly (65 and more years)  

Person with disabilities  ☐ 

21 Is the recipient of the vouchers 
or in-kind transfers the 
intended beneficiary?  

Yes ☐ 

No  ☐ 

22 Who is the intended 
beneficiary? 

(if question 20 is marked as 
“No”) 

Infants (0-5 years) ☐ 

Kids (6-13 years) ☐ 

Adolescents (14-17 years) ☐ 

Youg adults (18-34 years) ☐ 

Adults (35-64 years) ☐ 

Elderly (65 and more years) ☐ 

23 

Does the beneficiary have a 
gender condition for eligibility? 

Note that this refers to the 
beneficiary for which 
conditions have to be met for 
receiving the vouchers and/or 
in-kind transfer  

No ☐ 

Females ☐ 

Males  ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

24 

Does the beneficiary have an 
age condition for eligibility? 
(Select all that apply) 

Note that this refers to the 
beneficiary for which 
conditions have to be met for 
receiving the vouchers and/or 
in-kind transfer 

No ☐ 

Infants (0-5 years) ☐ 

Kids (6-13 years) ☐ 

Adolescents (14-17 years) ☐ 

Young adults (18-34 years) ☐ 

Adults (35-64 years) ☐ 

Elderly (65 and more years)  

Can’t tell ☐ 
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25 

Does the beneficiary need to 
have a disability condition for 
eligibility?  

Note that this refers to the 
beneficiary for which 
conditions have to be met for 
receiving the vouchers and/or 
in-kind transfer   

Yes ☐ 

No ☐ 

26 

Was there targeting based on 
gender?  

(if question 19 is marked as 
“Parent or caregiver”) 

(Select all that apply) 

Note: This specifically refers to 
the person receiving the 
voucher and/or in-kind 
transfer 

No ☐ 

Females ☐ 

Males ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

27 

Was the intervention targeted 
towards one or more of the 
following specific 
subpopulations? 

(Select all that apply) 

Note that this means that only 
members that belong to the 
selected populations receive 
the voucher or in-kind transfer. 

None (apart from poverty and location) ☐ 

Refugees, Migrants, and Internally Displaced 
Persons 

☐ 

Pregnant women or mothers with infants ☐ 

Ethnic, Religious, or Indigenous Minorities ☐ 

LGBTQ+ Individuals ☐ 

Rural and Remote Populations ☐ 

Other (specify) ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

 

 

 

 

28 

What is the study design?  

(Select all that apply) 

 

Experimental design – RCT or CRCT ☐ 

Quasi-experimental design – difference-in-
difference 

☐ 

Quasi-experimental design – instrumental 
variable 

☐ 

Quasi-experimental design –regression 
discontinuity 

☐ 

Quasi-experimental design –matching (e.g. 
PSM, Kernel matching, IPWRA etc.) 

☐ 

Quasi-experimental design–synthetic 
control method 

☐ 

Systematic review or meta-analysis  ☐ 

Process or performance evaluation ☐ 

Other (specify) ☐ 
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29 

What comparisons are the 
effect estimates based on? 

(Select all that apply) 

 

Vouchers vs. control group ☐ 

In-kind transfers vs. control group ☐ 

Vouchers vs. other modalities ☐ 

In-kind transfers vs. other modalities  ☐ 

 

30 

 

What is the total sample size?  

30-100 ☐ 

101-250 ☐ 

251-500 ☐ 

501-1000 ☐ 

> 1000 ☐ 

Begin repeat intervention type / Repeat over each selected type of intervention  

Intervention characteristics  

31 

How was the voucher and/or 
in-kind transfer provided? 

(Select all that apply if there is 
more than one modality) 

Physically  ☐ 

Digitally (e.g., e-vouchers, mobile money 
vouchers) 

☐ 

Other, please specify: _____________ ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

32 

What is the frequency of the 
voucher and/or in-kind 
transfer? 

(Select all that apply if there is 
more than one modality) 

One-time ☐ 

Biweekly/Every other week ☐ 

Monthly ☐ 

Bimonthly/ Every other month ☐ 

Quarterly ☐ 

Annually ☐ 

Less frequently ☐ 

Other (specify) ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

33 

What is the length of time over 
which the voucher or in-kind 
transfer is transferred? 

If transfers are implemented 
by government, with no pre-
specified end date, answer 5+ 
years (unless intervention was 
implemented after 2019) 

One-time ☐ 

< 6 months ☐ 

6-12 months ☐ 

> 1-2 years ☐ 

>=2-5 years ☐ 

>= 5 years ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 
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34 

For which outcome categories 
are effects estimated based on 
an (quasi-)experimental 
design? 

(Select all that apply) 

Note that for systematic 
reviews or 
process/performance 
evaluations select those that 
are discussed. 

 Health  

 Education 

 Living standards 

 

35 

What is the specific outcome 
subcategory investigated? 

(Select all that apply) 

 

Health 

1. Child health (including nutritional status 
indicators such as stunting) 

2. Sexual, reproductive and maternal health 

3. Mental health and well-being 

4. Access and use of health services 

5. Nutrition (e.g., food consumption, infant 
and young child feeding practices, 
dietary diversity, nutritional biomarkers) 

6. Child labour 

7. Other health outcomes 

 

Education 

1. Learning and achievement (test scores, 
literacy, cognitive development, 
completion/graduation) 

2. Access to education (enrolment, 
attendance, dropouts, and truancy) 

 

Living standards  

1. Housing, Electricity and water, sanitation, 
and hygiene (WASH) infrastructure 

2. Household income 

3. Food security 

4. Other non-food consumption, 
consumption in general, non-productive 
or household assets 

5. Reduction of gender-gaps (e.g., in 
education or labor market outcomes) 
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6. Production decisions (i.e., decision-
making regarding productive activities of 
the household) 

7. Control over household resources and 
income (e.g., ownership of/access to and 
decision-making power regarding assets, 
credit, and household income and 
spending) 

Begin repeat outcome subcategory / Repeat for each outcome subcategory and/or 
population 

36 

What are the specific 
indicators used to assess the 
outcome subcategory? 

Please provide a list of the 
specific indicators used in the 
study, separated with a 
comma (e.g. "stunting, severe 
stunting, infant mortality") 

(Open text question) 

 

37 

Are effect sizes significant? 

Answer “yes” if at least one 
effect size significant 

Yes ☐ 

 ☐ 

Unsure ☐ 

38 

Is the significant effect in the 
favorable direction? 

If answered ‘Yes’ to previous 
question 

Yes ☐ 

No ☐ 

Some favorable and some unfavorable ☐ 

39 

Are effects reported based on 
sex? 

(Select all that apply)  

Note that this can also apply if 
no heterogenous effects are 
discussed but when the study 
has a particular target group. 
In these cases, effects of the 
whole sample are effects for 
this subpopulation only. 

No, there are pooled effects ☐ 

Females ☐ 

Males ☐ 

40 

Are effects reported based on 
age? 

(Select all that apply) 

Note that this can also apply if 
no heterogeneous effects are 
discussed but when outcomes 
are only measured based on a 

No, there are pooled effects ☐ 

Infants (0-5 years) ☐ 

Kids (6-13 years) ☐ 

Adolescents (14-17 years) ☐ 

Young adults (18-34 years) ☐ 

Adults (35-64 years) ☐ 
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specific age group or if there is 
a specific target population. In 
these cases, effects of the 
whole sample are effects for 
this subpopulation only. 

Elderly (65 and more years) ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

41 Are the effects reported for 
Persons with Disabilities? 

No, there are pooled effects ☐ 

Yes ☐ 

42 Are effects reported for other 
specific subpopulations? 

(Select all that apply) 

Note that this can also apply if 
no heterogeneous effects are 
discussed but when the study 
has a particular target group. 
In these cases, effects of the 
whole sample are effects for 
this subpopulation only. 

None (apart from poverty and location) ☐ 

Refugees, Migrants, and Internally Displaced 
Persons 

 

Pregnant women or mothers with infants  

Ethnic, Religious, or Indigenous Minorities  

LGBTQ+ Individuals  

Rural and Remote Populations ☐ 

Other ☐ 

Can’t tell ☐ 

End repeat outcome subcategory and or population group  

End repeat intervention type  
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Draft Deductive Coding Framework (QUALITATIVE DATA EXTRACTION) 
Sub-Questions 

(Program/performance 
evaluation synthesis) 

Code Sub-code (1st order) Sub-code (2nd order) 

SQ2.3 What are the barriers or 
facilitators to reaching those 
furthest behind?  

 

SQ2.4. Under what conditions 
(contextual or policy) have 
gender-, age-, disability- 
responsive vouchers and in-kind 
transfers been most effective, 
coherent, relevant, and 
sustainable in reaching those 
furthest behind among different 
gender, age and disability 
groups? 

• Barriers / 
facilitators 
program 
design & 
responsiveness 

 Affecting program relevance (incl. targeting & 
coverage, comprehensiveness, accessibility) 

• General 
• Reaching vulnerable (sub-)groups 

Affecting program effectiveness 
• General quality, adequacy, responsiveness 
• Outcomes vulnerable (sub-)groups 

Affecting program coherence 
• Internal coherence 
• External coherence 

Affecting program sustainability 

• Financial & institutional sustainability 
• Social & cultural sustainability 
• Risk & resilience sustainability 
• Political & technological sustainability 
• others 

• Contextual 
barriers / 
facilitators 

Affecting program relevance 

• Political & governance 
• Disasters, macro-economic & geo-political 

events  
• Socio-cultural / socio-demographic 

factors 
• Others 

Affecting program effectiveness 

• Political & Governance 
• Disasters, macro-economic & geo-political 

events  
• Socio-cultural / socio-demographic 

factors 
• Others 

Affecting program coherence • Political & governance 
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Sub-Questions 
(Program/performance 
evaluation synthesis) 

Code Sub-code (1st order) Sub-code (2nd order) 

• Disasters, macro-economic & geo-political 
events  

• Socio-cultural / socio-demographic 
factors 

• Others 

Affecting program sustainability • Political & governance 
• Disasters, macro-economic & geo-political 

events  
• Socio-cultural / socio-demographic 

factors 
• Others 

SQ 3.1To what extent were the 
design and implementation of 
gender-, age-, disability- 
responsive vouchers and in-kind 
transfers informed by evidence 
to reach those furthest behind 
among different gender, age 
and disability groups? What are 
the most important 
implementation factors for 
success? 

 

• Extent & Effect 
Evidence-
based Program 
Design 

• Availability Needs/context/stakeholder 
analyzes 

• General 
• Vulnerable (sub-)groups 

• Stakeholder Engagement during planning • General 
• Vulnerable (sub-)groups 

• Evidence-based program design choices • General 
• Vulnerable (sub-)groups 

• Barriers and drivers (for evidence-based 
design) 

 

• Extent & Effect 
Evidence-
based Program 
Implementation 

• (Evidence from) Feedback and complaint 
mechanisms 

• General 
• Vulnerable (sub-)groups 

• (Evidence from) monitoring, reporting and 
learning mechanisms 

• General 
• Vulnerable (sub-)groups 

• Course corrections through generated 
evidence 

• General 
• Vulnerable (sub-)groups 
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Sub-Questions 
(Program/performance 
evaluation synthesis) 

Code Sub-code (1st order) Sub-code (2nd order) 

• Barriers and drivers (for evidence-based 
implementation) 

 

SQ 3.2 How and in what ways do 
social protection interventions 
contribute to system-level 
changes, such as improvements 
in service delivery, policy 
formulation, or resource 
allocation?  

 

• System-level 
changes 

• laws 
• policies 
• law/policy enforcement /implementation44 
• Others 

 

• Intervention 
drivers for 
system level 
change 

• Advocacy 
• Capacity development 
• resource allocation (time, money & other 

inputs) 
• Partnerships & stakeholder particip. 
• Others 

 

• External drivers 
for system level 
change 

• Political & governance 
• Disasters, macro-economic & geo-

political events  
• Socio-cultural/socio-demographic factors 
• Others 

 

 

 
44 Including institutional frameworks and mechanisms, resource allocation, and service delivery, digital innovation 
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Risk of bias tool for impact evaluation studies 

 

B. General 
questions 

1) Are the mean values or the 
distributions of the covariates at 
baseline statistically different for the 
control or comparison group 
(p<0.05)? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

2) Are these differences controlled for 
using covariate analysis in the 
impact evaluation? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

3) Is difference-in-difference 
estimation used? (in addition to 
main specification) 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

4) If the study does not use difference-
in-difference, does the study control 
for baseline values of the outcome 
of interest (ANCOVA)? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

 

C. Attrition 

1) Is the attrition rate from the study 
below 10%? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

2) Is the attrition rate statistically 
significantly different between the 
treatment and comparison group? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

 

D. Spillovers and 
Contamination 

1) Are comparisons sufficiently 
isolated from the intervention (e.g., 
control or comparison group are 
sufficiently geographically 
separated)? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

2) Contamination: does the control 
group receive the intervention? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

A. Study type 

 Experimental 
 Quasi-experimental – RDD 
 Quasi-experimental – DiD 
 Quasi-experimental – Matching 
 Quasi-experimental – IV 
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3) Contamination: if the control group 
receives the intervention but for a 
shorter amount of time, does the 
study assess the likelihood that the 
control group has received equal 
benefits as the treatment group? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

 

E. Sample size 

1) Does the study account for lack of 
independence between 
observations within assignment 
clusters if the outcome variables are 
clustered? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

2) Is the sample size likely to be 
sufficient to find significant effects 
of the intervention? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

If “Experimental” is marked in set A,  

F. Randomization Does the study apply randomized 
assignment? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

If “Quasi-experimental – RDD” is marked in set A,  

G. RDD 

Is the allocation of the program based on a 
pre-determined continuity on a continuous 
variable and blinded to the beneficiaries or, 
if not blinded, individuals cannot 
reasonably affect the assignment variable 
in response to knowledge of the 
participation rule? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

If “Quasi-experimental – DiD” is marked in set A,  

H. DiD 

If the study is quasi-experimental and uses 
difference-in-difference estimation, is it 
showing that the parallel trends 
assumption is valid? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 
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If “Quasi-experimental – Matching” is marked in set A,  

I. Matching 

Are the characteristics of the treatment 
and comparison group similar? (based on 
statistical significance tests) after 
matching? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

If “Quasi-experimental – IV” is marked in set A,  

J. IV 

1) Does the study describe clearly the 
instrumental variable(s)/identifier 
used and why it is exogenous? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

2) Are the instruments jointly 
significant at the level of F ≥ 10? If an 
F test is not reported, does the 
author report and assess whether 
the R-squared of the instrumenting 
equation is large enough for 
appropriate identification (R-sq > 
0.5)? 

 Yes 
 No 
 Unclear 

Decision rule per bias for randomized studies 

Risk of 
Selection Bias: 
 

• Low risk (1 pt): Good RCT; RCT with moderate (10%) attrition but good 
and convincing robust checks 

o Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Yes” 
o Question C1 is replied with “Yes” 
o Question C2 is replied with “No” 
o Question E1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
o Question E2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 

• Medium risk (2 pt): Underpowered RCT and/or with significant balance 
problems, moderate attrition and no convincing robust checks. 

o Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
o Question C1 is replied with “Yes” - ONLY if attrition lower than 

30% 
o Question C2 is replied with “No” 
o Question E1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
o Question E2 is replied with “No” 

• High risk (3 pt): RCT with very large balance problems, high attrition, 
and no convincing robustness checks.  

o Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Unclear” 
o Question C1 is replied with “No” 
o Question C2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear”  
o Question E1 is replied with “No” or “Unclear”  
o Question E2 is replied with “No” 
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Risk of 
performance 
Bias 

(Related to 
contamination 
and spillovers) 

• Low risk (1 pt): cluster-randomized controlled trial and no evidence that 
control group received the program. Researchers have a convincing 
methodology to estimate spillovers and no evidence that control or 
comparison group received the program, and beneficiaries are not in 
contact with non-beneficiaries.  

o Question D1 is replied with “Yes” 
o Question D2 is replied with “No” 

• Medium risk (2 pt): If some percentage of the control or comparison 
group receives the intervention (<20%).  

o Question D1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
o Question D2 is replied with “No” – ONLY if contamination is lower 

than 20% 
o Question D3 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 

• High risk (3 pt): If a significant percentage (>20%) of the control or 
comparison group receives the intervention. If there is evidence that the 
treatment and control or comparison group compete for the same jobs 
(vocational training) or sales (business training).  

o Question D1 is replied with “No” 
o Question D2 is replied with “Yes”  
o Question D3 is replied with “Yes”  

Risk of 
outcome and 
analysis 
reporting bias 
 

• Low risk (1 pt): if there is no evidence for selective reporting 
• Medium risk (2 pt): if there is evidence that the authors prioritize 

outcome variables with statistically significant effects over outcome 
variables that do not show statistically significant effects but 
nonetheless report all effects in tables 

• High risk (3 pt): If there is evidence that the authors prioritize outcome 
variables with statistically significant effects over outcome variables 
that do not show statistically significant effects and do not show the 
results of the non-statistically significant effects 

Risk of other 
bias 

 

• Low risk (1 pt): If there is no evidence for other bias 
• Medium risk (2 pt): if authors are supposed to cluster standard errors 

but do not do so.  
• High risk (3 pt): If authors make other clear analytical mistakes 

Decision for aggregating scores 

Risk of Bias  Criteria  

Low risk of bias  If total of points =< 5 

Medium risk of bias  If total of points =< 7 

High risk of bias  If total of points > 7  
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Decision rule per bias for quasi-experimental studies 

Risk of 
Selection Bias: 
 

• Low risk (Matching and Fuzzy RDDs are never low) – 1pt:  
o RDD (only sharp RDD):  

▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Yes” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “Yes” 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question E1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear (sufficient 

sample size on both sides of the cut point) 
▪ Question G is replied with “Yes” 
▪ if all the robustness checks support that the 

beneficiaries and comparison just above and just below 
the cut-off point are comparable to each other, there is 
a clear-cut point  

o IV: 
▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Yes” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “Yes” 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question E1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear  
▪ ONLY if randomization is the instrumental variable 

o DiD:  
▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Yes” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “Yes” 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question E1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear  
▪ Question H is replied with “Yes”  

• Medium risk (2pt):  
o RDD (sharp or fuzzy): 

▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “Yes” - ONLY if attrition lower 

than 30% 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question E1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
▪ Question E2 is replied with “No” - RDD with a lower 

sample on both sides of the cut-off point.  
▪ Question G is replied with a “Yes” or “Unclear” 

o IV  
▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “Yes” - ONLY if attrition lower 

than 30% 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question E1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
▪ Question E2 is replied with “No”  
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▪ Question J1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
▪ Question J2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 

o DiD:  
▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “Yes” - ONLY if attrition lower 

than 30% 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question E1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
▪ Question E2 is replied with “No”  
▪ Question H is replied with “No”  
▪ Controls for trends before the start of the program. 

o Matching:  
▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “Yes” - ONLY if attrition lower 

than 30% 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question E1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
▪ Question E2 is replied with “No”  
▪ Question I is replied with “Yes” 
▪ Matching algorithm uses baseline variables 

• High risk (3 pt):  
o RDD 

▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Unclear” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E1 is replied with “No” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question G is replied with “No” 

o IV 
▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Unclear” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E1 is replied with “No” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question J1 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question J2 is replied with “No” 

o DiD: 
▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Unclear” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E1 is replied with “No” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question H is replied with “No”  
▪ Study does not control for trends before the start of the 

program. 
o Matching:  



 

134 | SDGSYNTHESISCOALITION.ORG | C4ED.ORG  

▪ Questions B1 and B2 are replied with “Unclear” 
▪ Question C1 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question C2 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E1 is replied with “No” or “Unclear”  
▪ Question E2 is replied with “No” 
▪ Question I is replied with “Yes” 
▪ Matching algorithm does not use baseline variables 

Risk of 
performance 
Bias 

(Related to 
contamination 
and spillovers) 

• Low risk (1 pt):  
o Question D1 is replied with “Yes” 
o Question D2 is replied with “No” 
o Questions D2 & D3 is replied with “Yes” BUT researchers have a 

convincing methodology to estimate spillovers 
• Medium risk (2 pt): If some percentage of the control or comparison 

group receives the intervention (<20%).  
o Question D1 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 
o Question D2 is replied with “No” – ONLY if contamination is lower 

than 20% 
o Question D3 is replied with “Yes” or “Unclear” 

• High risk (3 pt): If a significant percentage (>20%) of the control or 
comparison group receives the intervention. If there is evidence that 
the treatment and control or comparison group compete for the same 
jobs (vocational training) or sales (business training).  

o Question D1 is replied with “No” 
o Question D2 is replied with “Yes”  
o Question D3 is replied with “Yes”  

Risk of 
outcome and 
analysis 
reporting bias 
 

• Low risk (1 pt): if there is no evidence for selective reporting 
• Medium risk (2 pt): if there is evidence that the authors prioritize 

outcome variables with statistically significant effects over outcome 
variables that do not show statistically significant effects but 
nonetheless report all effects in tables 

• High risk (3 pt): If there is evidence that the authors prioritize outcome 
variables with statistically significant effects over outcome variables 
that do not show statistically significant effects and do not show the 
results of the non-statistically significant effects 

Risk of other 
bias 

 

• Low risk (1 pt): If there is no evidence for other bias 
• Medium risk (2 pt): if authors are supposed to cluster standard errors 

but do not do so.  
• High risk (3 pt): If authors make other clear analytical mistakes 

Decision for aggregating scores 

Risk of Bias  Criteria  

Low risk of bias  If total of points =< 5 

Medium risk of bias  If total of points =< 7 

High risk of bias  If total of points > 7  
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SURE Assessment Sheet and Scoring for systematic 
reviews45  
This version is still to be shortened and contexualized. 

Section A: Methods used to identify, include and critically appraise studies 

A.1 Were the criteria used for deciding which studies 
to include in the review reported? 

Did the authors specify: 

 Types of studies 
 Participants/ settings/ population 
 Intervention(s) 
 Outcome(s) 

 Yes 

 Partially 

 No 

Coding guide - check the answers 
above  

YES: All four conditions should be 
yes 

NO: All four conditions should be no  

PARTIALLY: All other cases 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

A.2 Was the search for evidence reasonably 
comprehensive? 

Were the following done: 

 Language bias avoided (no restriction of 
inclusion based on language) 

 No restriction of inclusion based on publication 
status 

 Relevant databases searched (Minimum 
criteria: All reviews should search at least one 
source of grey literature such as Google; for 
health: Medline/ Pubmed + Cochrane Library; 
for social sciences IDEAS + at least one 
database of general social science literature 
and one subject specific database) 

 Reference lists in included articles checked 

 Authors/experts contacted 

 Yes 

 Partially 

 No 

 Can’t tell 

 

 

Coding guide - check the answers 
above  

YES: All five conditions should be 
yes 

PARTIALLY: Only relevant databases 
and reference lists are both 
reported, while other conditions not 
met  

NO: All other cases 

CAN’T TELL: If unclear 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

 

 
45 3ie’s adjusted SURE critical appraisal assessment sheet. Taken from Snilstveit et al. (2013). 
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A.3 Does the review cover an appropriate time 
period? 

 Is the search period comprehensive enough 
that relevant literature is unlikely to be 
omitted? 

☐ Yes 

☐ Can't tell (only use if no 
information about time period for 
search) 

☐ No 

☐ Unsure 

Coding guide: 

YES: Literature search goes back at 
least 15 years from SR’s publication 
date 

NO: Literature search does not go 
back 15 years from SR’s publication 
date  

CAN’T TELL: No information about 
time period for search  

Report the time period for the 
search in the comment box. 

Comments (note search period, any justification provided for the search period, or 
uncertainty): 

A.4 Was bias in the selection of articles avoided? 

Did the authors specify: 

 Independent screening of full text by at least two 
reviewers 

 List of included studies provided  

 Yes 

 No 

Coding guide: 

YES: Both conditions should be yes 

NO: If only one or zero conditions 
are yes  

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

A.5 Did the authors use appropriate criteria to assess 
the quality and risk of bias in analyzing the studies 
that are included? 

 The criteria used for assessing the quality/ risk of 
bias were reported 

 A table or summary of the assessment of each 
included study for each criterion was reported 

Sensible criteria were used that focus on the quality/ 
risk of bias (and not other qualities of the studies, such 
as precision or applicability/external validity). 
“Sensible” is defined as a recognized quality appraisal 
tool/ checklist, or similar tool which assesses bias in 

 Yes 

 Partially 

 No 

Coding guide: 

YES: All three conditions should be 
yes 

PARTIALLY: The first and third 
condition should be met. If the 
authors report the criteria for 
assessing risk of bias and report a 
summary of this assessment for 
each criterion, but the criteria may 
be only partially sensible (e.g. do 
not address all possible risks of 
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included studies. Please see footnotes46 for details of 
the main types of bias such a tool should assess. 

bias, but do address some), 
downgrade to PARTIALLY. 

 NO: All other cases 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

A.6 Overall – how much confidence do you have in 
the methods used to identify, include and critically 
appraise studies? 

Summary assessment score A relates to the 5 
questions above. 

High confidence applicable when the answers to the 
questions in section A are all assessed as ‘yes’ 

Low confidence applicable when any of the following 
are assessed as ‘NO’ above: not reporting explicit 
selection criteria (A1), not conducting reasonably 
comprehensive search (A2), not avoiding bias in 
selection of articles (A4), not assessing the risk of bias 
in included studies (A5) 

 

Medium confidence applicable for any other – i.e. 
section A3 is assessed as ‘NO’ or can’t tell and 
remaining sections are assessed as ’Yes’, ‘partially’ or 
‘can’t tell’ 

☐ Low confidence (limitations are 
important enough that the results 
of the review are not reliable) 

☐ Medium confidence (limitations 
are important enough that it would 
be worthwhile to search for 
another systematic review and to 
interpret the results of this review 
cautiously if a better review cannot 
be found) 

☐ High confidence (only minor 
limitations) 

Comments (note important limitations): 

 

  

 

 
46 Risk of bias is the extent to which bias may be responsible for the findings of a study. Bias is a systematic error or 
deviation from the truth in results or inferences. In studies of the effects of social, economic and health care 
interventions, the main types of bias arise from systematic differences in the groups that are compared (selection 
bias), the intervention that is provided, or exposure to other factors apart from the intervention of interest 
(performance bias/contamination), withdrawals or exclusions of people entered into a study (attrition bias) or how 
outcomes are assessed (detection bias) and reported (reporting bias). Reviews of social science studies may be 
particularly affected by reporting bias, where a biased subset of all the relevant data and analyzes is presented. 
Assessments of the risk of bias are sometimes also referred to as assessments of the validity or quality of a study. 
Validity is the extent to which a result (of a measurement or study) is likely to be true. Quality is a vague notion of the 
strength or validity of a study, often indicating the extent of control over bias. 
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Section B: Methods used to analyze the findings 

B.1 Were the characteristics and results of 
the included studies reliably reported? 

Was there: 

 Independent data extraction by at 
least two reviewers 

 A table or summary of the 
characteristics of the participants, 
interventions, and outcomes for the 
included studies 

 A table or summary of the results of all 
the included studies 

 Yes 

 No 

 Partially 

 Not applicable (e.g. no included studies) 

Coding guide: 

YES: All three conditions should be yes 

PARTIALLY: Conditions one and three are 
yes, but some information is lacking on 
second condition. 

No: None of these are reported, or 
condition one is not met. 

NOT APPLICABLE: if no studies/no data 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

B.2 Are the methods used by the review 
authors to analyze the findings of the 
included studies clear, including methods 
for calculating effect sizes if applicable? 

 Yes 

 Partially 

 No 

 Not applicable (e.g. no studies or no 
data) 

Coding guide: 

YES: Methods used clearly reported. If it is 
clear that the authors use narrative 
synthesis, they don't need to say this 
explicitly. 

PARTIALLY: Some reporting on methods but 
lack of clarity 

NO: Nothing reported on methods 

NOT APPLICABLE: if no studies/no data 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

B.3 Did the review describe the extent of 
heterogeneity? 

 Did the review ensure that included 
studies were similar enough that it 
made sense to combine them, 
sensibly divide the included studies 
into homogeneous groups, or sensibly 
conclude that it did not make sense to 
combine or group the included 
studies? 

 Yes 

 Partially 

 No 

 Not applicable (e.g. no studies or no 
data) 

 

 

Coding guide: 
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 Did the review discuss the extent to 
which there were important 
differences in the results of the 
included studies? 

If a meta-analysis was done, was the I2, chi 
square test for heterogeneity or other 
appropriate statistic reported? If no 
statistical test was reported, is a qualitative 
justification made for the use of random 
effects? 

YES: First two conditions should be yes, and 
third condition should be yes if applicable  

PARTIALLY: The first category is yes and all 
other categories are ‘No’ or ‘Partial’ 

NO: All other cases 

 NOT APPLICABLE: if no studies/no data 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

B.B.4 Were the findings of the relevant 
studies combined (or not combined) 
appropriately relative to the primary 
question the review addresses and the 
available data? 

How was the data analysis done? 

 Descriptive only 

 Vote counting based on direction of 
effect 

 Vote counting based on statistical 
significance 

 Description of range of effect sizes 

 Meta-analysis 

 Meta-regression 

 Other: specify 

 Not applicable (e.g. no studies or 
no data) 

How were the studies weighted in the 
analysis? 

 Equal weights (this is what is done 
when vote counting is used) 

 By quality or study design (this is 
rarely done) 

 Inverse variance (this is what is 
typically done in a meta-analysis) 

 Number of participants (sample 
size) 

 Other: specify 

 Not clear 

 Yes 

 Partially 

 No 

 Not applicable (e.g. no studies or no 
data) 

 Can’t tell 

Coding guide: 

YES: If appropriate table, graph or meta- 
analysis AND appropriate weights AND 
extent of heterogeneity taken into account 

NO: If narrative OR vote counting (where 
quantitative analyzes would have been 
possible) OR inappropriate table, graph or 
meta-analyzes OR unit of analysis errors 
not addressed (and should have been). 

NOT APPLICABLE: if no studies/no data 

PARTIALLY/CAN’T TELL: if unsure (note 
reasons in comments below) 
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 Not applicable (e.g. no studies or 
no data) 

Did the review address unit of analysis 
errors? 

 Yes - took clustering into account in 
the analysis (e.g. used intra-cluster 
correlation coefficient) 

 No, but acknowledged problem of 
unit of analysis errors 

 No mention of issue 

Not applicable - no clustered trials or 
studies included 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

B.5 Does the review report evidence 
appropriately? 

 The review makes clear which 
evidence is subject to low risk of bias in 
assessing causality (attribution of 
outcomes to intervention), and which is 
likely to be biased, and does so 
appropriately 

 Where studies of differing risk of bias 
are included, results are reported and 
analyzed separately by risk of bias 
status 

 Yes 

 No 

 Partially 

 Not applicable 

Coding guide: 

YES: Both conditions fulfilled, or only first 
condition fulfilled if no studies with different 
risk of bias 

NO: No conditions fulfilled 

PARTIALLY: Only one condition fulfilled even 
though both are applicable, or when 
quality of study reporting limited 

 NOT APPLICABLE: No included studies 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

Please specify included study designs and any other comments (note important 
limitations or uncertainty): 
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B.6 Did the review examine the extent to 
which specific factors might explain 
differences in the results of the included 
studies? 

 Were factors that the review authors 
considered as likely explanatory 
factors clearly described? 

 Was a sensible method used to explore 
the extent to which key factors 
explained heterogeneity? 

 Descriptive/textual 

 Graphical 

 Meta-analysis by sub-groups 

 Meta-regression 

Other 

 Yes 

 Partially 

 No 

 Not applicable 

Coding guide: 

YES: Explanatory factors clearly described 
and the methods used explore 
heterogeneity 

PARTIALLY: Explanatory factors described 
but for meta-analyses, sub-group analysis 
or meta-regression not considered (when 
they should have been) 

NO: No description or analysis of likely 
explanatory factors 

NOT APPLICABLE: e.g. too few studies, no 
important differences in the results of the 
included studies, or the included studies 
were so dissimilar that it would not make 
sense to explore heterogeneity of the 
results 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

B.7 Overall - how much confidence do you 
have in the methods used to analyze the 
findings relative to the primary question 
addressed in the review? 

Summary assessment score B relates to 
the six questions in this section, regarding 
the analysis. 

High confidence applicable when all the 
answers to the questions in section B are 
assessed as ‘yes’. 

Low confidence applicable when any of 
the following are assessed as ‘NO’ above: 
critical characteristics of the included 
studies not reported (B1), not describing 
the extent of heterogeneity (B3), 
combining results inappropriately (B4), 
reporting evidence inappropriately (B5). 

Medium confidence applicable for any 
other. 

☐ Low confidence (limitations are 
important enough that the results of the 
review are not reliable) 

☐ Medium confidence (limitations are 
important enough that it would be 
worthwhile to search for another 
systematic review and to interpret the 
results of this review cautiously if a better 
review cannot be found) 

☐ High confidence (only minor limitations) 

Comments (note important limitations or uncertainty): 

Use comments to specify if relevant, to flag uncertainty or need for discussion: 
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Section C: Overall assessment of the reliability of the review 

C.1 Are there any other aspects of the 
review not mentioned before which lead 
you to question the results? 

☐ One person performing title and 
abstract screening 

☐ Robustness 

☐ Interpretation 

☐ Conflicts of interest (of the review 
authors or for included studies)  

C.2 Are there any mitigating factors which 
should be taken into account in 
determining the reviews reliability? 

☐ Limitations acknowledged 

☐ No strong policy conclusions drawn 
(including in abstract/ summary) 

Use comments to specify if relevant, to flag uncertainty or need for discussion: 

C.3 Based on the above assessments of the methods how would you rate the reliability 
of the review? 

 Low confidence in conclusions about effects: 

The systematic review has the following major limitations... 

 Medium confidence in conclusions about effects: 

The systematic review has the following limitations... 

 High confidence in conclusions about effects: 

If applicable: The review has the following minor limitations... 

Coding guide: 

High confidence in conclusions about effects: high confidence noted overall for sections 
A and B, unless moderated by answer to C1. 

Medium confidence in conclusions about effects: medium confidence noted overall for 
sections A or B, unless moderated by answer to C1 or C2. 

Low confidence in conclusions about effects: low confidence noted overall for sections A 
or B, unless moderated by answer to C2. 

Where ‘moderated’ means that, if any condition in C1 is met, the SR is rated one 
confidence level lower (e.g. from ‘Medium’ to ‘Low’). If all conditions in C2 are met, the SR 
is rated one confidence level higher (e.g. from ‘Medium’ to ‘High’).  

Limitations should be summarized above, based on what was noted in Sections A, B and 
C. 
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Quality appraisal form for qualitative review protocol studies (UN-led 
evaluations) 

Number Question High: 
mentioned 
& well 
explained 

Med: 
Mentioned, 
but missing 
at least one 
element 

Low: Alluded 
to, but not 
described in 
full or 
explicitly 

Not 
Applicable 

Not 
Mentioned 

Reason for 
assessment of 
H/M/L and 
supporting text, 
where Necessary 

SECTION A: EVALUATION PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES, AND SCOPE 

Question 
1. 

Is the purpose of the 
evaluation clearly 
described? 

            

i Purpose of evaluation is 
clearly defined, including 
why it was needed at that 
point in time, its intended 
use, and key intended users. 

            

ii Clear and relevant 
description of the scope of 
the evaluation: what will and 
will not be covered 
(thematically, 
chronologically, 
geographically with key 
terms defined), as well as, if 
applicable, the reasons for 
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this scope (e.g., 
specifications by the ToRs, 
lack of access to particular 
geographic areas for 
political or safety reasons at 
the time of the evaluation, 
lack of data/evidence on 
particular elements of the 
intervention). 

Question 
2. 

Is the Theory of Change, 
results chain, or logic well 
articulated? 

            

i Clear description of the 
intervention’s intended 
results, or of the parts of 
implementation that are 
applicable to, or are being 
assessed by, the evaluation. 

            

SECTION B: EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Question 
3. 

Does the evaluation use 
questions and the relevant 
evaluation criteria that are 
explicitly justified as 
appropriate for the purpose 
of the evaluation? 

            

i Evaluation questions and 
sub-questions are 
appropriate for meeting the 
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objectives and purpose of 
the evaluation. The relevant 
criteria are specified and are 
aligned with the questions. 

 

 
 

ii In addition to the questions 
and sub- questions, the 
evaluation matrix includes 
indicators, benchmarks, 
assumptions, and/or other 
processes from which the 
analysis can be based and 
conclusions drawn. 

            

Question 
4. 

Does the report specify 
adequate methods for data 
collection, analysis, and 
sampling? 

            

i Evaluation design and set of 
methods is relevant and 
adequately robust for the 
evaluation’s purpose, 
objectives, and scope, and 
are fully and clearly 
described. 

            

ii Qualitative and quantitative 
data sources are 
appropriate and are clearly 
described. 
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iii Sampling strategy is 
provided. It should include a 
description of how diverse 
perspectives are captured 
(or if not, provide reasons for 
this), with articulated 
consideration and/or 
inclusion of 
vulnerable/marginalized 
groups, equity, and 
intersectionality 

            

iv Clear and complete 
description of the methods 
of data analysis. 

            

v Clear and complete 
description of limitations and 
constraints faced by the 
evaluation, including gaps in 
the evidence that was 
generated and mitigation of 
bias, and how these were 
addressed by the evaluators 
(as feasible). 

            

Question 
5. 

Are ethical issues and 
considerations described? 
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ii Description of ethical 
safeguards for participants 
appropriate for the issues 
relevant to methodology and 
how they are applied 
(respect for dignity and 
diversity, right to self-
determination, fair 
representation, compliance 
with codes for vulnerable 
groups, confidentiality, and 
avoidance of harm). 

            

SECTION C: EVALUATION FINDINGS 

Question 
6. 

Do the findings clearly 
address all evaluation 
objectives and scope? 

            

i Findings marshal sufficient 
levels of evidence to 
systematically address all of 
the evaluation’s questions, 
sub-questions, and criteria. 

            

Question 
7. 

Are evaluation findings 
derived from the 
conscientious, explicit, and 
judicious use of the best 
available, objective, reliable, 
and valid data and by 
accurate quantitative and 
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qualitative analysis of 
evidence. 

i Evaluation uses credible 
forms of qualitative and 
quantitative data. It presents 
both output and outcome-
level data as relevant to the 
evaluation framework. 
Triangulation is evident 
through the use of multiple 
data sources. 

            

ii Findings are clearly 
supported by, and respond 
to, the evidence presented, 
including both positive and 
negative. Findings are based 
on clear performance 
indicators, standards, 
benchmarks, or other means 
of comparison as relevant 
for each question. 

            

SECTION D: EVALUATION CONCLUSIONS & LESSONS 

Question 
8. 

Do the conclusions clearly 
present an objective overall 
assessment of the 
intervention? 
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i Conclusions are clearly 
formulated and reflect the 
purpose and objectives of 
the evaluation. They are 
sufficiently forward looking 
(if a formative evaluation or 
if the implementation is 
expected to continue or have 
additional phase). 

            

ii Conclusions are derived 
appropriately from findings, 
and present a picture of the 
strengths and limitations of 
the intervention that adds 
insight and analysis beyond 
the findings. 

            

 

 

 

 



 

  

 


