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Impacts or Effects?

OVERVIEW OF STUDIES
ON THE IMPACT OF
MICROENTERPRISE CREDIT

June 1996

______________________________________________________________________

| Many early effortsto study ME creditimpactsinvolved case studies and before/after surveys |
i of borrowers. They generated a lot of useful micro level information on clients, the dynamics of |
i theirenterprises and households, the use of credit, and perceived benefits. While these studies have |
i been helpful to implementors in confirming the benefits of credit and in identifying ways programs |
i could be improved, the findings from these studies have been considered insufficient by donors and |
i policy makers concerned with impacts on broader development objectives and whether or not ME !
| programs are good mvestments. !

i Since 1990, a growing number of ME impactstudies have used quasi-experimental designs
i in an effort to separate the effect of credit from other factors that may be promoting or inhibiting
i changes. Nineteen of the 32 studies included in this review used quasi-experimental research
| designs (Annex 1, Table 1). These studies take account of factors inherent to households,
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This present review of previous studies reinforces the importance of research designs that
separate effects of credit from other factors. One study which compared findings from experimental
and non-experimental designs found differences not only in the amount of change that could be
attributed to credit, but in the direction of change in certain variables (Pitt and Khandkar 1995).

impacts. Context information, ethnographic data, and in-depth case studies have been critically
important in interpreting quantitative data, in explaining why certain changes have or have not
occurred, and in understanding the implications of certain changes for microentrepreneurs and their
families. Elevenofthe 32 studiesincluded in this review, including some of the most rigorous, have
used a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods in studying impacts (Annex 1, Table 1).
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| The review also suggests the limitations of quantitative survey data alone in understanding
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Kuhnian paradigm, Foucauldian discourse, or...
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Development discourse:

‘... an extremely efficient apparatus for
producing knowledge about, and the
exercise of power over, the Third World’;

‘... a top-down, ethnocentric, and
technocratic approach, which treat[s]
peoples and cultures as abstract concepts,
statistical figures to be moved up and down

in the charts of “progress™ (Escobar 1995: 9,
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Who evaluates the evaluators?

3 International
l a Y Initiative for find V use e get
( Impact Evaluation Evidence Evidence Funding
o5 Policy Briefs

88 Systernatic Reviews Find impact evaluations by

: entering keywords in the search
Impact Evaluations Wi

Home » Find Evidence » Impact Evaluations

& |mpact Evaluations

« Evidence Gap Maps

The 3ie impact evaluation database is
an essential resource for policymakers
and researchers who are looking for
evidence on what works, what doesn't,
and why in development.

Have your say

The database contains information on over 4,260 impact evaluations and links to the
original studies.

Impact evaluations provide the most rigorous evidence of what works in international
development because they assess the true impact of an intervention, programme,
policy, or project by developing a counterfactual. Counterfactual analysis is the

comparison between what actually happened and what would have happened in the
absence of the intervention. They use experimental and quasi-experimental methods

as well as qualitative analyses. What is an impact evaluation?

ras the

A ﬂ awed Th €0 ry Of Ch an g e? 1p published impact evaluations from the Impact

Evaluation Repository as well as completed and ongoing 3ie-Funded Impact Evaluations

= Studies in the Impact Evaluation Repository are published either as journal articles,
books or book chapters, reports, or warking papers as part of a working paper
series. The Repository contains summaries of all published reports of 3ie-funded
studies as well as hundreds of nan-3ie funded studies.

Glossary of terms related to impact



Multiple challenges

Effectiveness reviews

At a glance

Effectiveness reviews evaluate
the impact of our projects and
the degree to which they meet
agreed standards.
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Accountability / learning / impact Scale and cost

Oxfam operates in 52 countries, across 227 different programmes, within which sit over 1000 projects that
are designed to help end world poverty. ¥ith an annual budget of £268.9 million, we are deeply committed to
being accountable for what we do and improving how we understand and communicate our effectiveness.
Our effectiveness reviews aim to evaluate the impact of our work using robust and reputable methods.

Effectiveness Reviews form part of our Global Performance Framework, developed to better capture and
communicate Oxfam's effectiveness and promote evidence based leaming. To be fully accountable, we want
to determine whether our work is resulting in positive change and why. The undertaking of rigorous
evaluations is the only credible way of doing this. With over 400 projects completing each year, doing full
impact evaluations on each of these would be too resource intensive. Instead, projects are randomly selected
and assessed under the thematic areas {see links to themes below),




Methodological challenges
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Against Excessive Rhetoric in Impact
Assessment: Overstating the Case for
Randomised Controlled Experiments
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ABSTRACT The recent attention afforded to r isation, or R | Control Trials
(RCTs ), in impact assessment is a welcome development. The case for RCTy in international
development, however, has been gquite overstated. This article critically examines the seminal
model underiying RCTs, the Holland-Rubin Framework, with a view to make four claims about
RCTs: (i) they have limitations as conceptions of causation; (i) their ‘idealived’ model of causal
inference is undermined by implementation issues; (iii) they are not necessary to make internally
valid statements about impact; and (iv) in general, they do not provide sufficient information for
many purposes of impact assessment. The key argument is that ultimately, the choice of approach
i impact assessment should be driven by the research question at hand and not by the alleged
superiority of method.

o

. Introduction

‘When we talk of hard evidence, we will therefore have in mind evidence from a
randomised experiment, or, failing that, evidence from a true natural
experiment, in which an accident of history creates a setting that mimics a
randomised trial. (Banerjee, 2007:12)

Over the past 50 vears, the use of randomised clinical trials has unleashed an
explosion of new medical technologies. But this would never have been possible
if medicine had continued in its old ways, with doctors basing treatment on their
own individual experiences, their ‘feel’ for a patient or ancient remedies ...
Armed with these ideas [about randomisation], we hope economists can
generate similar breakthroughs in tackling the challenge of global poverty.
(Fisman and Miguel, 2008: 192-193)
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Implementation issues

TIVENESS REVIEW SERIES
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Evaluations under the first two thematic areas
- humanitarian and accountability - consider
the degree to which interventions meet agreed
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HOW ARE EFFECTIVENESS REVIEWS CARRIED OUT?
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projects. They consider whether there is evidence of
3 cause-effect between the i

and observed outcomes/ impact. even where the
intervention is only one factor contributing to that
change.
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Winners and losers?
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James McConnachie and Robin Tudge

Monitoring and Evaluation
in Health and Social Development

INTERPRETIVE AND ETHNOGRAPHIC PERSPECTIVES

Stephen Bell and Peter Aggleton
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Post-truth or pro-truth?
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