Humanitarian Evidence Programme

evidence synthesis published in March 2017 by the
Humanitarian Evidence Programme and carried out by a team
of independent and multidisciplinary consultants. It
summarizes key findings in response to the research
guestions identified, indicates the country contexts from which
evidence is drawn, outlines the methodology, highlights
research gaps and provides references to the original
literature.

The brief aims to assist policymakers, practitioners and
researchers in assessing the available evidence in this field.

It does not provide advice on which interventions or
approaches are more or less appropriate in any given context.
The varied and varying nature of crisis, vulnerability, goals of
humanitarian programming, local conditions and quality of
available data make the evidence highly contextual.

The views and opinions expressed herein are those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of Oxfam,
Feinstein or the UK government.

Objectives of the evidence synthesis

The evidence synthesis represents the first ever attempt to
apply systematic review methodology to identify, synthesize
and evaluate the existing evidence on the influence of market
support interventions on household food security in
humanitarian crises. The synthesis identified seven
sub-questions.
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Figure 1. The influence of market support interventions on household food security in

humanitarian crises. Source: The research team

Findings Interventions supporting the Location
finding (total=7)
Market support interventions positively influence the food 5 Ethiopia
security of crisis-affected households Philippines
Haiti
Sufficient coverage of targeted market actors is required to 5 Pakistan
ensure an impact on household food security Philippines
Ethiopia
Market support interventions improve the income of targeted 7 Pakistan
market actors Philippines
Ethiopia
Haiti
Market support interventions that are part of an integrated 7 Pakistan
approach have a positive influence on household food security Philippines
Ethiopia
Haiti
Market support interventions that are complemented with 2 Philippines
vouchers can positively influence the food security of targeted Haiti
and non-targeted households

Findings

Market support interventions do positively
influence the food security of disaster-affected
households

Five of the seven interventions included in the
evidence synthesis demonstrate a positive
influence on the food security of disaster-affected
households. Of these, two studies provide the
most robust evidence of influence on household
food security in which more than one food-
security-related indicator is applied. In one of the
five studies the indicator includes a pre-crisis
comparison. In the remaining examples, proxy
indicators illustrating household outcomes on food
security were required.

The timing of market support interventions is
critical. One intervention did not positively
influence food security outcomes for disaster-
affected households, principally as market support
activities were being implemented one year after
the disaster, when households were already
meeting their food needs and most traders had
already re-established themselves.

Sufficient coverage of targeted market actors
is required to ensure an impact on household
food security

Five of the seven interventions reference the
importance of ensuring sufficient coverage of
market actors for programmes to have the
intended household-level outcomes. The
problems associated with market actor coverage
and the impact this can have on positive
household outcomes, including food security, are
highlighted in one study. Another recommends
that programmes are designed inclusively, and
are open to all traders of similar type in an area.
Other studies acknowledge efforts to gain
sufficient market actor coverage.

Definitions

Market support interventions are activities that support
existing market systems to improve the situation of crisis-
affected populations. They are a form of market-based
programming.

This synthesis looks at market support interventions
targeting market actors, service or infrastructure providers
that sell or buy products and services that are ultimately
available to consumers.

It sets out to compare and analyse evidence of the
impacts of such interventions to reduce negative coping
mechanisms and improve the food security of crisis-
affected populations in humanitarian settings.

Food security ‘exists when all people, at all times, have
physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and
nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food
preferences for an active and healthy life’ (Food and
Agriculture Organization, 2006, p. 1).

Market support interventions improve the
income of targeted market actors

Evidence from all seven included interventions
illustrates that the supported market actors
increased their income and by proxy (it is
assumed in some studies), their own food
security. Studies do not however provide details
on how the market actors used the income
generated through the intervention. One study
looks at a number of intra-dependent market
actors along the same critical market chain. In this
study increases in income are seen throughout
the whole market system. This programme
benefited from the elaboration of market system
baselines and subsequent analysis to enable the
identification of key market actors and from a
longer timeframe, and this evidence of income
was seen two years after the activity was
implemented.
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Market support interventions can be part of an
integrated programme approach, potentially
increasing their positive influence on
household food security

All of the interventions included in the evidence
synthesis were part of a wider programme,
tending to be designed as small sub-components
of larger complex programmes. There is some
evidence that such an approach is beneficial for
household-level outcomes. In one study, support
to small retailers was part of a wider food security
and livelihood programme that was in turn
integrated with shelter, water and sanitation
interventions. Evaluation indicates that
beneficiaries have a positive opinion of this
integrated approach since it provided a complete
package to meet all post-disaster needs.

Market support interventions that are
complemented with vouchers can influence
the food security of targeted households

Two of the seven interventions used vouchers at
household level to complement the support
provided to market actors. This was to ensure that
market actors would be guaranteed some
business, especially where an investment was
also required on the side of the market actor. For
example, in the case of cash grants provided to
blacksmiths, households were provided with
vouchers for a range of agricultural inputs,
including tools, at an input fair. Although the
available data from these studies is limited, there
does appear to be a positive influence on food
security of targeted households. With the limited
evidence available it is not possible to say how
voucher- and cash-based interventions compare.

Some parameters drive the inclusion and
exclusion of market support interventions in
humanitarian crises

The research points to several factors that
influence whether market support interventions
are included or excluded in humanitarian
response: organizational interest and capacity;
use of response analysis processes based on the
findings of market assessments; the availability
and flexibility of funding; and a willingness to try
new approaches that look beyond traditional
response activities.

Barriers and enablers to market support
interventions

Significantly, this evidence synthesis found that
most of the barriers to market support
interventions were institutional rather than
contextual — specifically, poor recognition of the
role that market actors play in enabling economic
recovery and meeting the needs of affected
populations, and that market actors need support
themselves to maximize outcomes for affected
people.

A range of institutional enabling factors are

identified, including:

o the recognition of the role market actors play in
meeting the needs of affected populations and
enabling economic recovery

e that government and donor policies enable the
implementation of market support interventions

e programme management decision-making
flexibility

e organizational capacity to consider market-
based approaches at leadership, technical and
operational levels and the level to which
organizations have institutionalized market
support interventions

e organizational learning from implementing
such interventions and the willingness to
openly examine failures

e programme design being informed by robust
analysis that acknowledges the role of markets
in the lives of affected households

e the significance of multi-sectoral sensitivity in
understanding household needs

e the correct identification of market actors, as
informed by interconnection to household
needs

e the timing and timeliness of market support
interventions.

Methodology

Database, website and academic journal
searches were conducted between June and
August 2016. In total, 6,216 records were
obtained through keyword searches from 25
online sources, and 65 from key informants.

During the first stage 6,046 studies were excluded
as they did not present the outcomes of market
support interventions on household food security.
The full text for the remaining 148 studies was
then screened.

Of the 148 studies screened, 7 were eligible for
inclusion in the full analysis and synthesis of
evidence. Of these:

e all are in English

e all were published after 2008 (and five of
seven since 2014)

o six employ qualitative research methods and
one uses mixed (quantitative and qualitative)
methods

o of the included studies, two are evaluations,
two are international non-governmental
organization (INGO) case study briefings, one
is a peer-reviewed journal article, one is a
rapid review and one is a working paper.

The seven eligible studies focused on market
support interventions that:
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e were in response to humanitarian crises of
varying lengths — the shortest being under six
months and the longest over five years

e were parts of larger humanitarian programmes

e were implemented by INGOs, in contexts
where multiple agencies and government
entities were providing assistance

e took place in Ethiopia (three), Haiti (one),
Pakistan (one) and the Philippines (two) — two
low income and two middle income countries

e were in response to both slow-onset drought
and rapid-onset disasters (floods, earthquake
and a super typhoon) (three and four studies
respectively)

e took place in rural or urban/peri-urban contexts
(four and three studies respectively)

e engaged a range of market actors including
livestock traders, animal healthcare providers,
shelter material traders, blacksmiths and sari-
sari (grocery) store owners

e engaged with a range of populations, with
varied connections to local markets, including
livestock-owning pastoralists, small business
owners and vulnerable households provided

with vouchers to access products and services.

Research gaps

The volume of evidence on the outcomes of
market support interventions on household food
security in humanitarian crises is extremely limited
and the overall quality weak. Of the 148 fully
screened studies, 141 were excluded because:

o they did not report on the outcomes of market
support interventions that aimed to improve
food security or reduce negative coping
mechanisms (80/141)

o they used interventions outside the scope of
this research — mostly ‘market sensitive’
approaches such as cash transfer
programming rather than ‘market support’
(46/141)

o they did not report on an intervention — mostly
in the case of market assessment reports
(12/141)

e they did not mention that findings were based
on data collected from project stakeholders
(3/141).

Of the seven included studies:

e only one clearly states coverage of the
programme (in this particular case, 5,405
households)
none records intervention costs
none clearly states the timing of the
intervention.

The authors observed research and evidence
gaps relating to the following key questions.

e Are market support interventions more
effective as part of an integrated programme,
or stand-alone?

e What is the cost-benefit of different market
support interventions and how do we define
this?

e What are the lessons learned from the market

system approaches that are applicable in
humanitarian contexts?

e How could organizations’ compliance, risk
analysis and procurement systems be modified
to facilitate better engagement with smaller-
scale traders and market actors in disaster
contexts?

e How are the potential positive and negative
effects of market support interventions best
measured in humanitarian settings?

e To what extent could humanitarian practices
be positively influenced by market
stakeholders’ inputs?

Further considerations

The authors observed that the following factors

could be contributing to a lack of market-based

programming:

e the lack of funding available for market support
interventions, and the inflexibility of funding

e low quality and narrow scope of market
assessments and market monitoring

e the market ‘blindness’ of many humanitarian
interventions which, despite always using and
having an impact on a market system, do not
consistently (at best) maximize or (at worst)
redress these impacts of humanitarian
programme activities on markets

o the disconnect between humanitarian
infrastructure support programmes and
household outcomes

o the limited investment in market infrastructure
support activities, both before and during
crises.



The influence of market support interventions on household food security

References

Articles included in the evidence synthesis

Abebe, D., Cullis, A., Catley, A., et al. (2008). Impact of
a commercial destocking relief intervention in Moyale
district, southern Ethiopia. Disasters 32, 167—-89.

Carter, B. (2016). Economic and market resilience
before and after shocks (GSDRC Helpdesk Research
Report 1328).

Catholic Relief Services (CRS) (2015). Support to the
local tool market post-Typhoon Haiyan, Philippines.

Celebic, Z. (2014). Revitalising agricultural/pastoral
incomes and new markets.

Pelly I., De Wild, D. and Inarra, C. (2015). Philippines
Haiyan Response — A multi-sectoral review of the use
of market analysis and the design and implementation
of CTPs. Save the Children.

Young, P. and Henderson, E. (2010). The Haiti
Earthquake: An Urban Solution. Oxfam.

Zyck, S., et al. (2015). Markets in crisis: the 2010 floods
in Sindh, Pakistan. Humanitarian Policy Group (HPG)
Working Paper. ODI.

Other studies cited in the synthesis

ALNAP (2014). Flood disasters: Learning from previous
relief and recovery responses (Text).

Asharf, N. (2008). Finding Missing Markets (and a
disturbing epilogue): Evidence from an Export Crop
Adoption and Marketing Intervention in Kenya.

Bailey, S. (2014). Humanitarian crises, emergency
preparedness and response: the role of business and
the private sector — a strategy and options analysis of
Haiti.

Borton, J. (1996). Joint Evaluation of Emergency

Assistance to Rwanda: Study Il Main Findings and
Recommendations.

Brown, S. (2015). The private sector: stepping up. ODI
Humanitarian Practice Network.

Cahill K.M. (ed.) (2012). More with Less: Disasters in an
Era of Diminishing Resources, 1 edition. Fordham
University Press, New York.

Cavatassi, R. (2009). Linking Smallholders to the New
Agricultural Economy: The Case of the Plataformas de
Concertacion in Ecuador.

Doocy, S. and Tappis, H. (2016). Cash-based
approaches in humanitarian emergencies: a systematic
review.

Dozon, J.P. and Atlani-Duault, L. (2011). Colonisation,
développement, aide humanitaire. Pour une
anthropologie de I'aide internationale. Ethnol. Fr. Vol.
41, 393-403. d0i:10.3917/ethn.113.0393.

Duffield, M. (1996). The symphony of the damned:
racial discourse, complex political emergencies and
humanitarian aid. Disasters 20, 173-93.

ERC. 2015. Improving Cash—based Interventions;
Multipurpose Cash Grants and Protection. Enhanced
Response Capacity Project 2014-2015.

FAO (2006). Food Security (Policy Brief No. 2). Food
and Agriculture Organization.

First Geneva Convention (1949).

Franco, A., Malhotra, N. and Simonovits, G. (2014).
Publication bias in the social sciences: Unlocking the
file drawer. Science 345, 1502-5.
doi:10.1126/science.1255484

Harvey P. and Bailey S. (2015) Cash transfer
programming and the humanitarian system,
Background Note for the High Level Panel on
Humanitarian Cash Transfers. ODI.

Higgins, J. and Green, S. (2011). Cochrane Handbook
for Systematic Reviews of Interventions.

High Level Panel on Humanitarian Cash Transfers
(2015). Doing cash differently: how cash transfers can
transform humanitarian aid. ODI/CGD.

Humanitarian Coalition (2015). What Is a Humanitarian
Emergency? Retrieved from:

(Retrieved 15 March, 2016).

IRC. 2014. EMMA'’s Impact on Program Decision-
Making.

Jones, S. and Howarth, S. (2012). Supporting
infrastructure development in fragile and conflict-
affected states: Learning from experience. Retrieved
from:

September 2016).

Juillard, H. (2016). Pre-Crisis Market Analysis, the
International Rescue Committee.

Juillard, H., Mohiddin, L., Pechayre, M. et al. (2016).
The influence of market support interventions on
households’ food security: An evidence synthesis
protocol. Oxford: Oxfam.

Krystalli, R. and Ott, E. (2015). Evidence Synthesis in
the Humanitarian Sector: A Guidance Note. Oxford:
Oxfam.

Langer, L., Stewart, R. and Winters, N. (2016). The
impact of mobile technologies on education in low- and
middle-income countries: A mixed-methods systematic
review. Department of Planning, Monitoring, and
Evaluation/Africa Evidence Network, Pretoria, South
Africa.

Langer, L., Stewart, R. and Winters, N. (2014). Mixed-
methods critical appraisal tool.

Logistic Cluster (2016). Delivering in a Moving World...
looking to our supply chains to meet the increasing
scale, cost and complexity of humanitarian needs.

Macrae, J. (2000). Shifting Sands: The Search for
“coherence” Between Political and Humanitarian
Responses to Complex Emergencies, HPG report.
Humanitarian Policy Group, Overseas Development
Institute (ODI), London.

Maxwell, D., Stobaugh, H., Parker, J. and McGlinchy,
M. (2013). Response analysis and response choice in
food security crises: a roadmap. ODI, London.

Mosel, I. and Henderson, E. (2015). Markets in crisis:
South Sudan case study. ODI.


http://humanitariancoalition.ca/info-portal/factsheets/what-is-a-humanitarian-emergency
http://humanitariancoalition.ca/info-portal/factsheets/what-is-a-humanitarian-emergency
http://www.opml.co.uk/sites/default/files/FCAS%20infrastructure%20final%20report_0.pdf
http://www.opml.co.uk/sites/default/files/FCAS%20infrastructure%20final%20report_0.pdf

Humanitarian Evidence Programme: Evidence Brief

Oxfam. (2015). Multipurpose cash grant toolkit: Multi-
Sector Market Assessment. Annex 1.

Oxfam and Feinstein International Center. (2015).
Evidence Synthesis in the Humanitarian Evidence
Programme.

Oxfam, WFP (2013). Engaging with markets in
humanitarian responses (Executive Brief).

Peschka, M.P. (2011). The role of the private sector in
fragile and conflict-affected states (English) The World
Bank.

Puri, J., Aladysheva, A. and Iversen, V. et al. (2015).
What Methods May Be Used in Impact Evaluations of
Humanitarian Assistance? 3ie.

Samuel Hall. (2012). Evaluation of the UNHCR Shelter
Assistance Programme.

SEEP (2007). Market Development in Crisis-Affected
Environments. Emerging Lessons for Achieving Pro-
Poor Economic Reconstruction.

Sikwela, M. (2013). The impact of farmer support
programmes on household income and sustainability in
smallholder production: A case study of the Eastern
Cape and KwaZulu Natal farmers, South Africa. Eldis.

Theis J. and Grady H. (1991). Participatory Rapid
Appraisal for Community Development. Save the
Children.

Viatte, G., De Graaf, J., Demeke, M. et al. (2009).
Responding to the food crisis: synthesis of medium-
term measures proposed in inter-agency assessments.
Retrieved from:
http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/user_upload/ISFP/SR_We
b.pdf

WFP (2014). Lebanon — Economic Impact Study: Direct
and Indirect Effects of the WFP Value-Based Food
Voucher Programme, July 2014. World Food
Programme.

WFP (2009). Hunger and Markets: World Hunger
Series. Routledge, London; Sterling, VA, US.

Wiggins, S. (2013). Leaping and learning: linking
smallholders to markets.

Zyck, S. and Randolph, K. (2014). Humanitarian crises,
emergency preparedness and response: the role of
business and the private sector.

© Copyright Oxfam GB 2017



	About this evidence brief
	Objectives of the evidence synthesis
	Findings
	Market support interventions do positively influence the food security of disaster-affected households
	Sufficient coverage of targeted market actors is required to ensure an impact on household food security
	Market support interventions improve the income of targeted market actors
	Market support interventions can be part of an integrated programme approach, potentially increasing their positive influence on household food security
	Market support interventions that are complemented with vouchers can influence the food security of targeted households
	Some parameters drive the inclusion and exclusion of market support interventions in humanitarian crises
	Barriers and enablers to market support interventions


	Methodology
	Research gaps
	Further considerations
	References
	Articles included in the evidence synthesis
	Other studies cited in the synthesis




