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Abstract As competing guidelines and standards to encourage responsible business
behavior and social impactmanagement proliferate (e.g., the Do No Significant Harm
principle and ESG standards), companies and investors are struggling to define basic
concepts and devise usable methodologies for operating in fragile and conflict-
affected settings. Objectives are framed using large, general terms like peace and
sustainable development. Even organizations that aspire to positive social and envi-
ronmental impacts toward peacebuilding find their ambitions thwarted when global
frameworks must be translated into the messy and chaotic conditions on the ground.
In this article, we outline an approach using forward-looking human security partner-
ships between business and local stakeholders to identify and assess the potential
peace value and risks of business interventions as they materialize over time. Next,
we outline lessons from Colombia and the Democratic Republic of Congo and suggest
how businesses can use novel governance arrangements to design andmeasure social
impacts that build peace via improvements to human security.
ª 2025 Kelley School of Business, Indiana University. Published by Elsevier Inc. This is
an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/).
ac.uk (M. van Dorp), m.c.
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1. The proliferation of ESG standards
and the challenge of fragile, conflict-
affected settings

Businesses face heightened expectations to
contribute positively to societal challenges like
climate change, sustainable development, inclu-
sion, and the protection of human rights. This has
required increased importance toward
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Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) ob-
jectives and commitments to the United Nations’
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). With
pressure coming from not only regulators and
media but also investors, employees, and other
public stakeholders, more companies are main-
streaming ESG performance in their annual re-
ports, using internationally accepted standards
(e.g., those promoted by the Global Reporting
Initiative (GRI) or the Sustainability Accounting
Standards Board; SASB). The percentage of pub-
licly traded companies in the S&P 500 index that
publish some kind of ESG-related report has
increased from 35% in 2010 to 86% in 2021 (Rouen
et al., 2022). However, there are significant
knowledge gaps around addressing corporate so-
cial impacts, including how to adequately measure
and evaluate ESG strategies (Edmans, 2023;
Sheehan et al., 2023). Many investors and com-
panies acknowledge that current standards are
incomplete, costly, and time-consuming to imple-
ment due to their complexity and difficulty in
measuring progress. This applies to social issues
within the ESG standards regarding their elusive-
ness, propensity toward selective assessment of
certain social issues, and challenges capturing
ESG’s interrelatedness. At the same time, it is
increasingly recognized that social issues have high
relevance regarding risks and potential benefits
from improved business performance to better
relationships with local communities (Sheehan
et al., 2023; UNPRI, 2017). As such, the same gap
applies to defining and measuring companies’ SDG
contributions. There is a disconnect between the
ambitions of the SDG agenda regarding contribu-
tions from the private sector and so-called finan-
cial materiality (i.e., what is relevant and
applicable to a company’s financial and business
goals). This gap impedes effective impact mea-
surement and the implementation of durable
business contributions to sustainable develop-
ment, peacebuilding, and other social goals.

There is no single, globally accepted ESG stan-
dard. Rather, there are prolific, paradoxical
guidelines and standards to encourage responsible
business behavior and social impact management
from Do No Significant Harm human rights due
diligence to ESG and SDG impact standards. As
such, companies and investors are struggling to
heed regulatory and normative developments,
define basic concepts, and devise usable method-
ologies. However, the promulgation of the SDG
agenda has illuminated the misalignment between
certain segments of the ESG and SDG guidelines.
For example, SDG 16 (Peace, Justice, and Strong
Institutions) calls on governments to deliver
inclusion and participation via inclusive gover-
nance, yet the private sector’s contributions to
empowermentdvia meaningful participation from
individuals, communities, and civil society to
advance peace, security, and developmentdare
not clearly defined. Businesses need more clarity
in this area, and throughout this article, we argue
the benefits of human security.

In fragile and conflict-affected settings where
impacts are framed using general terms like peace
and sustainable development, the operational
challenges are daunting. The global frameworks
that exist must be translated into the messy and
chaotic conditions present in such contexts. Defi-
nitions of financial materiality must be adjusted to
include risks and opportunities for the company, as
well as the multiplicity of interrelated threats
facing local stakeholders affected by different
forms of violence impacting the business and social
ecosystem. In this article, we outline how busi-
nesses can adopt a more context-focused, people-
centered approach that uses human security
partnerships between business and local stake-
holders to identify and assess materiality, impacts,
and the potential peace value and risks to business
interventions as they materialize over time.

Human security partnerships are a long-term
dialogue between business, conflict, and crisis-
affected communities in which all sides articu-
late the experiences and perspectives of existing
threats in a particular context to foster an agenda
for collective action. Creating effective mecha-
nisms to underpin business-community in-
teractions starts with understanding particular
forms of vulnerability in each location and identi-
fying how these can align with the business agenda
of risk minimization, mitigation, and the search for
commercial advantage.

This contextualized, people-centered dialogue
represents more than the usual forms of stake-
holder engagement (Maher & Buhmann, 2019) or
consultation exercises (e.g., free, prior, and
informed consent). It requires companies to enter
ongoing, participatory, and equitable conversa-
tions alongside community groups. These dialogues
aim to identify common ground and the potential
for collective action between the company and
community and involve the mutual recognition of
threats, opportunities, and the capacity to address
them. As we will show in the case of Colombia in
Section 4, this kind of dialogue culminating in de-
cisions to work together is part of an extended
process in which awareness, understanding, and
trust must be builtdusually with the help of third-
party facilitators. Unlike a classic mediation ex-
ercise, the aim is not merely to reach a
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compromise between conflicting interests but to
arrive at and consolidate reciprocity and shared
outcomes via partnerships.

We argue that such adaptive partnerships are a
means to bridge high-level policy and management
goals (e.g., those that are embodied in SDG and
ESG objectives) and facilitate long-term, mean-
ingful transformation at the community level. This
can be achieved by integrating a bottom-up
perspective that respects and leverages the
everyday realities of those affected by present or
potential business operations.

In this attempt to improve business-community
interaction, we demonstrate why human security
is also a more effective way to conceptualize and
eventually measure corporate impacts on the S in
ESG, as well as how it can provide a more
comprehensive and locally oriented indicator of
sustainable peace and development that more
accurately captures company impact.

2. Assessing peace and social impacts in
fragile settings

2.1. Conceptual challenges

How to demonstrate the positive impacts of
peacebuilding activities remains at the forefront
of the broader academic discourse on conflict and
peace. Despite valid theoretical claims and
empirical evidence that discrete interventions and
activities, including by corporate actors, can
generate outcomes consistent with promoting
peace in conflict-affected settings, these out-
comes are confounded by frequent reversals to
violence as a conflict resolution mechanism. This
has informed the widespread view among conflict
and peace scholarsdespecially regarding peace-
buildingdthat it is uncertain whether a suite of
interventions and activities pursued as part of
peace-affirming projects and agendas would coa-
lesce into sustained, durable peace (Molly, 2021;
Randazzo & Torrent, 2021).

Peacebuilding scholarship has been grappling
with several key dilemmas that, individually and in
combination, inhibit impact assessment both
conceptually and in practice. The first concerns a
perennial lack of clarity about what peace
isdarticulated in the debates that have couched
peacebuilding aims toward conflict reduction
rather than positive peace (Barnett, 2008;
Haegerudbraiden, 1998). Deciphering the impact
on conflict reduction appears more straightfor-
ward when peacebuilding intervention specifically
targets a cause or driver of conflict. However,
positive peace first requires going beyond
addressing the root causes to ensure social and
societal aspects (e.g., reconciliation and social
justice), which contribute to conceptual
complexity. Second, conflict and peace dynamics
operate across multiple levels, with possible (and
likely) disconnect between local (i.e., individual
and community; peace-writ-small) and national
(i.e., governmental; peace-writ-large) peace-
building outcomes. This interaction poses a chal-
lenge regarding how to conceptualize local actors
and their relationships with national (and inter-
national) actors (Ernstorfer et al., 2015; Ernstorfer
& Miller, 2020). Third, peacebuilding is an inher-
ently cooperative endeavor. Delineating an indi-
vidual actor’s contribution or tracing any discrete
intervention/process-outcome trajectory con-
founds direct attribution to a peace-supporting
outcome. Fourth, the time dimension is conse-
quential when demonstrating impact, as peace-
building interventions consist of short- to medium-
term activities whose outcomes act as a
throughput toward durable peace and are under-
pinned by social cohesion and resilience that form
two pillars of social stability (Barron et al., 2023).
It is not well-defined how such outcomes translate
into long-term dynamics that prevent reversion to
violence where change can be frequent and
abrupt. Lastly, and permeating all four aspects,
peacebuilding scholarship has questioned whether
peace is best conceived as a process as opposed to
an aspirational outcome, requiring different
methodologies and metrics of impact assessment.

In earlier literature on business and peace,
there were assumptions about the potential posi-
tive role that business actors could play in peace-
building (Fort, 2007; Fort & Schipani, 2004; Getz &
Oetzel, 2009). Some contributions could include
fostering economic development, adopting princi-
ples of external valuation, and obeying the rule of
law, which would contribute to a sense of com-
munity by engaging in track-two diplomacy,
conflict-sensitive practices, and risk assessment
(Oetzel et al., 2009). However, little evidence
exists regarding whether these contributions
actually take place and what the mechanisms are
through which they can occur. Whether and how
the functions of business via improvements in
economic growth, job creation, increased invest-
ment, greater inclusiveness in employment pol-
icies, better access to education and healthcare,
poverty reduction, and the like in conflict-affected
settings are peace promoting remains an open
question (Mayer et al., 2020). Such outcomes may
address some of the dimensions of conflict, but the
causal links to the broader societal and political
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dynamics that support durable peace remain
vague. The same uncertainty extends to other
potential roles ascribed to business activity in
conflict-affected settings (e.g., a mediator/
lobbyist and a provider of governance and eco-
nomic resources; Blowfield & Dolan, 2014;
International Alert, 2021; Miklian & Schouten,
2014; Oetzel et al., 2009). Despite the lack of ev-
idence about these interlinkages, it can be argued
that they are relevant to ESG objectives and out-
comes, especially regarding double materiality, as
explained in Section 2.2.

2.2. The measurement challenge

In the policy, practice, and corporate governance
arenas, ESG objectives and the SDGs are generally
seen as proxy indicators for social impact norms
and practices. ESG-related concepts and their
definitions derive from discourse in organizational
and management studies on corporate social re-
sponsibility (CSR) and are designed to suit its broad
agenda on responsible business. When attempting
to measure social impactdsetting aside broader
conceptual issuesdcompanies and investors face
practical challenges, including the absence of
clear methodologies for establishing positive and
transformative social impacts. A lack of progress in
measuring social impacts and developing standards
is in stark contrast with the relatively widespread
and harmonized way in which environmental and
governance impacts are measured. That said, the
G in ESG is generally about corporate governance,
which has its own internal logics, while conversa-
tions about governance in the context of peace
usually refer to country governance, limiting the
potential for business actors to get involved in
peacebuildingdsometimes even scaring them off.
As such, this ultimately adds to the measurement
challenge.

In general, risk assessment and impact mea-
surement are still mainly driven by inside-out ap-
proaches (Day & Moorman, 2010), focusing on the
risks and potential negative impacts on the busi-
ness’ operational capacity and profitability. The
lack of an outside-in approach means that there is
overall poor traction with impacted populations.
This also challenges company managers who are
making the business case for social impact inter-
nally because the materiality of the risks and im-
pacts experienced by outside stakeholders is
unclear.

A major development in addressing this short-
coming has been the introduction of double ma-
teriality, which allows nonfinancial impacts to be
considered as material to the company alongside
financial outcomes (Täger, 2021). However, its
application has been hampered by a lack of the
granular, high-quality data necessary to analyze
double materialitydespecially on social impacts.
Many accepted ESG performance and SDG impact
frameworks and their guidance materials
acknowledge and have incorporated elements
like local inclusion, community engagement, and
participation as ways to account for the social
impact aspects of business activity. However,
these entail a context-specific high qualitative
dimension, meaning the quality of local engage-
ment is a crucial variable and an essential part of
the sustainability of positive impacts in fragile
settings. The difficulty, though, lies in translating
normative frameworks and performance stan-
dards to outcomes consistent with strong local
engagement. In many cases, the concepts have
not been clearly defined, and guidance is limited
on how to realize conditions for strong local
engagement and inclusion rather than the process
as such. This weakens both corporate due dili-
gence (i.e., the risk approach), as well as the
intended environmental and social impact (i.e.,
the transformative approach) that investors are
looking for. Strong local engagement in a com-
pany’s operational sites is an often neglected but
potentially valuable element in the adoption of
ESG issues and impact objectives among in-
vestors, portfolio companies, and other
stakeholders.

Stronger and better engagement relies on ac-
cess to quality data. To gauge social impact out-
comes, more on-the-ground data is needed
regarding the socioeconomic dynamics in relation
to conflict and security in FCS, as well as that for
any vulnerable groups to identify material impacts
and define thresholds for intervention. Human
rights risks are often the starting point for
reporting the social element in ESG, although the
criteria themselves take a much broader view of
social impact. Issues like human rights, labor
standards, access to land or water, and gender
equalitydand the risks and opportunities they
present to investorsdare gaining prominence. The
practical guidance released by the UN Principles
for Responsible Investment (UNPRI, 2017) shows
this phenomenon, highlighting the business case
for integrating social issues into investment de-
cisions. Yet, existing social impact assessment
tools that focus on key performance indicators
(KPIs) fall short of accounting for the types of risks
companies and local populations face in fragile
settings (van Dorp & Smits, 2020).
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3. Human security partnerships as a
complementary approach to measuring
social impacts
3.1. The concept of human security and
human security business partnerships

Existing ESG metrics are designed to capture the do
no significant harm impact of business activity (i.e.,
preventing and reducing harmful impact on society
and the environment, as opposed to emphasizing
maximization of the social and environmental
impact of value creation; Becchetti et al., 2022;
Edmans, 2023). According to Becchetti et al. (2022),
the latter would require shifting to a relational
approach to the assessment of the ESG factors, with
a particular emphasis on S, underscoring the
importance of community engagement to identify
the relevant social impact of business activity.
Engagement with local communities is key to un-
derstanding the complex security needs and threats
facing communities and individuals in their
everyday lives. Human security describes what in-
dividuals and communities need to lead a tolerable
life and provides a more comprehensive and locally
oriented indicator of sustainable peace and devel-
opment. The concept, first proposed by the UN
Development Programme (UNDP, 1994), is summa-
rized as freedom from fear, want, and the right to
dignity, which equates social impacts to their con-
sequences for people, as well as threats to their
daily existence. The components of human security
(e.g., food security, economic security, a clean
environment, decent livelihoods, access to health-
care, and safe neighborhoods) are context-specific
and interconnected. As such, addressing conflict,
fragility, vulnerability, and resilience is a holistic
enterprise that is drivenby local circumstances. The
critical and ethical edge of human securitydcap-
tured by including dignity as essential to a decent
lifedis that individuals and communities should be
able to make their own choices about how to sur-
vive, build resilience, and plan their futures
(Gasper, 2014). Active participation by locals is
considered fundamental to establishing durable
peace and stability and achieving sustainable
development (Donais, 2012; Leonardsson & Rudd,
2015). Examples of human security, or security
from below initiatives, include increasing the ca-
pacity of people, not just policymakers, to define
development and peacebuilding in their own terms.
As Pearce and Abello Colak (2009, 2021) demon-
strated in their construction of human security
agendas in Mexico, human security could be used to
frame contributions to policymaking from
community voices, adding an alternative perspec-
tive to proposals for development and
peacebuilding.

Human security provides an alternative to a
rights-based approach, offering a holistic and
forward-facing vision by emphasizing integrated
responses that combine different elements of
protection, as well as driving changes to the un-
derlying ecosystem of human vulnerability and
opportunity. It goes beyond compliance to
emphasize positive transformation. Human secu-
rity can also bridge different actors, helping them
go beyond conventional silos or spheres of action.
By cutting through traditional boundaries, fore-
grounding the need to address human vulnerability
as a common motivating driver of action, and
taking a comprehensive view of practical chal-
lenges, human security goals can be the basis for
convening diverse interests and ways of working.
Gasper (2007, 2014) refers to this concept as
“joined-up feeling,” bridging different organiza-
tional worlds. This includes mobilizing action by
businesses (e.g., companies and investors) in sit-
uations where fragility, crisis, and insecurity
threaten communities and business interests alike.
Intrinsic to human security is the idea of disruption
(i.e., human security is most often jeopardized by
sudden reversals of fortune due to natural, man-
made disasters, as well as conflict and crisis;
UNDP, 1994). This is familiar ground for private
sector actors who value business continuity as a
prerequisite to operational and financial perfor-
mance and see disruption as a material risk. In a
similar vein, fragility, volatility, and their converse
(resilience) are critical issues for businesses as
well as individual or community actors. Hence,
markers of human insecurity can be read across a
social divide as existential risks for the private
sector and communities alike, causing damaging
consequences or, in business language, negative
externalities.

As a way to help solve the challenges regarding
social impact measurement in FCS, we outline an
approach using forward-looking human security
business partnerships between businesses and local
stakeholders to identify and assess the potential
peace value, social impacts, and risks of business
interventions as they materialize over time. In this
approach, efforts to limit the risks, fragility, and
vulnerability faced by people are emphasized and
translated into economic, environmental, and social
effects. Equally, this approach deals with the upside
potential of FCS settings, where business is often
poised to positively transform the local context and
improve people’s dignity and survival chances. This
jives with the aims of the 2030 SDG Agenda, which
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envisages actions on multiple fronts to build resil-
ience against crisis, underdevelopment, conflict,
lack of governance, and climate change. Articulated
from the corporate perspective, in what could be
termed the inside-out approach, risk mitigation and
positive transformation often appear as binary,
disconnected objectives. In practice on the ground,
particularly in FCS, there are pragmatic imperatives
that are rooted in problem-solving and blur this
distinction, viewing risk management and trans-
formation as points on a spectrum of local issues.

The entry point for companies to use this
approach is to take human security risk-informed
and risk-responsive actions and to organize stra-
tegies for peacebuilding and SDG contributions
according to the risk dimensions that are compo-
nents of human security. Human security empha-
sizes local risks as a starting point, so corporate
actions should be directly connected to the po-
tential and then actual improvement in people’s
well-being and security due to the intervention.
From a measurement angle, human security con-
nects interrelated material ESG issues that allow
composite indicators to be created to cover sus-
tainable development, security, and human rights
dimensions. Table 1 shows how risks to individual
and community security and their impacts can be
mapped onto both dimensions of human security:
ESG indicators and SDG targets.

A major advantage of this approach is that it
could potentially help with preparatory risk
Table 1. Human security risks mapped to ESG factors a

Dimension of
human
security

Examples of risks to se

Economic Poverty; unemployment; corruption; la
water, electricity, credit, or education

Food Natural hazards including droughts or fl
supply chains; conflict leading to hunge

Health Infectious diseases; malnutrition; lack o

Environmental Environmental degradation; resource d
contamination of water supplies; groun
natural hazards including droughts or fl

Personal Physical (domestic/gender-based) viole
child/forced labor; injustices

Community/
Group

Interethnic, identity-based group grieva
socioeconomic and cultural inequalities
cohesion

Political Political polarization; repression; huma
corruption

Technology Applying technology that is negatively

Source: Adapted from LSE (2022)
Note: The original figure was slightly adapted for the purpose of th
September 2023 as a new dimension to human security.
assessments for operating or investing in FCS and
identify what issues to tackle regarding their ma-
teriality to the business. This would not only limit
the risks to people affected by the business but also
increase the attractiveness of investing in FCS
because of its lower risk profile. A key condition for
this approach to succeed is that impacts on the local
communities should also be considered as part of
the business’ material impacts. This means that a
multistakeholder approach with local community
engagement is required, in which a bottom-up ma-
teriality analysis would reveal the extent of corpo-
rate influence over local factors. If the upstream
part of the supply chain is disrupted, companies will
have less influence over these impacts but will still
need to engage with their suppliers as part of their
supply chain responsibility and decide at which
point in the supply chain they can best manage
adverse and positive outcomes. This provides
greater clarity into the often-nebulous idea of
corporate responsibility, helping both to define it
and meet the expectations of responsible invest-
orsdespecially in FCS where government in-
stitutions are weak or completely absent.
3.2. Addressing exigencies and
opportunities of local peacebuilding

Human security business partnerships are local-
level mechanisms for sustained interactions
nd SDGs

curity ESG
classification

SDG
classification

ck of access to land, Governance
and Social

SDG 1, 4, 7, 8,
9, 11, 16, 17

oods; breakdown of
r and famine

Social SDG 2

f access to healthcare Social SDG 3, 6

epletion;
dwater depletion;
oods

Environmental SDG 6, 12, 13,
14, 15

nce; crime; terrorism; Social SDG 5, 8, 16

nces based on
; lack of social

Social SDG 5, 10, 11,
16

n rights abuses; Governance
and Social

SDG 10, 16

impacting people Social SDG 8, 9, 10,
16

is paper. Technology was added by the UN General Assembly in
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between companies, investors, and local stake-
holders. As such, these entail a relational perspec-
tive on ESG definition and measurement.
Partnerships help reach a reciprocal understanding
between businesses and the community about in-
securities and threats that jeopardize peace and
development, as well as identify opportunities and
capacities for positive change. Through an iterative
process of understanding and responding, partners
design and implement collective actions. Ulti-
mately, partnerships are a way to jointly assess
outcomes and measure business impacts. This is a
relational approach that seeks to bind actors across
the public, private, and civil divide in a common
enterprise. In addition, it aims to avoid bargaining
over rights, negotiating zero-sum outcomes, or
consolidating traditional power structures. Beyond
simple compliance measures or transactional en-
counters between multiple, differentiated, and
often physically and culturally distant groups, these
arrangements for sustained dialogue and coopera-
tion invite participants to pool and share their
quotidian experiences of the local peacebuilding
and development environment.

Partnerships combine the premise of human
security (i.e., peace and development must be
contextually driven and people-centered with
local participation and agency) with a modality of
collaborative actions and commitments to deliver
meaningful business engagement to achieve
peacebuilding, inclusion, cohesion, and other SDG
targets (Maher & Buhmann, 2019). They are based
on a three-pillar framework of principles, pro-
cesses, and tools that govern the ethos and
methodology of working together (see Figure 1).
Partnerships identify material threats, establish
priorities for action, and are participatory mech-
anisms that provide access and inclusion for a
broad range of interested parties. Undertaken
jointly, stakeholder mapping is an essential early
step in the process of partnership formation. It
ensures inclusiveness and that the partnerships
reflect local interests and capacities that are
particularly appropriate to achieving collective
goals.

Partnerships can exist within established
frameworks like the SDGs, ESG goals, National
Action Plans on business and human rights, or
development policies. They can be triggered for
various reasons ranging from the impetus of a
government, business, or investment initiative to
addressing a particular challenge or seizing an
opportunity. Taking a fine-grained approach, and
situating business-community relations within a
long-term dialogue about risk and reward, part-
nerships seek to address an important missing
ingredient of due process in business for peace
strategies. The aim is to manage the often com-
plex interactions between business and local ac-
tors by agreeing on appropriate and realistic
objectives, identifying and enlarging areas of
overlapping interests, and finding collective solu-
tions to achieve positive development and peace-
building outcomes. They also set rules of the game
to improve confidence and provide a normative
structure to engagements that might otherwise tilt
either toward short-term transactional arrange-
ments or, worse, deepen power imbalances and
the potential for abuse.

In Section 4, we show two examples of the
interplay between businesses and communities,
illustrating how meaningful engagement can make
a difference in achieving and assessing social
impact. The cases provided illustrate how local
exigencies must be addressed by businesses and
investors to mitigate risk and limit conflict driv-
ersdespecially before any potential upside from
market expansion, value creation, or new invest-
ment can be seized. Exigenciesdlike being unfa-
miliar with each other’s perspectives, mistrust and
suspicion of business, inappropriate interventions,
a chronic imbalance of power and capacity be-
tween actors, short-lived outcomes, and the
rapidly changing dynamics of crisis and postcon-
flict managementdrequire interventions that
combine the perspectives of multiple actors
through forms of association that are adaptive,
accountable, transparent, and promise mutual
benefit.

4. Case studies from Colombia and the
Democratic Republic of Congo

4.1. Territorial peace through business
interventions in Colombia

In five municipalities most affected by the armed
conflict, the UNDP, UNHCR, local NGOs, and
Colombian government agencies dealing with vic-
tims and rural development aimed to generate
sustainable solutions involving the private sector in
the context of the post-2016 peace process (Kroc
Institute for International Peace Studies, 2019).
The program implemented between 2019 and 2022
used the novel Human Security Business Partner-
ship Framework (HSBPF) approach to set up local
multiactor human security partnerships. The aim
was to provide guidance and a structure for a new
kind of interaction and long-term dialogue be-
tween local communities, the government, com-
panies, and investors (LSE, 2022).



Figure 1. Human security business partnerships framework

Source: LSE (2021)
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The program focused on three overarching
communities in Antioquia: (1) Bello, a semiurban
location near Medellin, which had received waves
of internal and external immigration (e.g., people
displaced by conflict and natural disasters, as well
as refugees from Venezuela), which heaped addi-
tional pressure on the lack of formal infrastructure
and governance; (2) Dabeiba and Ituango, two
rural communities of which the latter had a trou-
bled history of relations between the operator of a
hydroelectric dam and the community; and (3)
Tumaco and El Charcodtwo remote communities
in the coastal province of Nariño. Each munici-
pality had varying levels of historic engagement
with private sector actors. Crosscutting problems
included a lack of licit and stable livelihoods, a
lack of inclusion and social cohesion aggravated by
population displacement, the need for integration
and reconciliation, and a vacuum of governance
and leadership via absent or undersupported pub-
lic institutions. In Dabeiba, Tumaco, and El Charco
in particular, there was an ongoing threat to safety
from armed groups and illegal economic actors, as
well as a legacy of violent social fracture.
Political challenges included a change of gov-
ernment and policy priorities during the program
and changing public and government attitudes to-
ward the 2016 peace agreement and its associated
prescriptions and institutions for rural develop-
ment (Barreto-Galeano, 2021; Kroc Institute for
International Peace Studies, 2020). The security
situation in all the municipalities deteriorated
significantly during the period of the program
including killings of social leaders in the territories
covered.

4.1.1. Implementing human security
partnerships
The program focused on establishing relationships
and stimulating a mutually beneficial dialogue
between the target communities and different
forms of private sector actors (e.g., large national
corporations to financial investors and lenders to
local businesses and entrepreneurs). These re-
lationships were commercially grounded but also
took a holistic view, recognizing the threats and
opportunities that partners faced in the local and
national context and seeking ways to resolve these
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collectively. The activities that were part of the
partnering process were mediated and facilitated
by local and national public sector organizations.
They aimed to coconstruct key drivers of devel-
opment and peacebuilding between businesses
and local actors.

The short-term goal was to build value chains
for goods like coffee, bananas, and beans, tar-
geting economic security and legitimate liveli-
hoods. The program also provided an opportunity
to explore the potential of new value chains as the
country sought to open previously inaccessible
rural areas following the cessation of hostilities
between the government and the FARC guerrilla
movement in 2016. Criteria like environmental
impacts, inclusion, reconciliation, and social
innovation were applied to select business partic-
ipants, so that the project was (and was seen as)
more than just a conventional private sector
intervention to expand trade and investment.

For many communities, the program repre-
sented an initial socialization helping to break
down barriers between different actorsdparticu-
larly those from the private sectordand establish
the value of multistakeholder cooperation to
address a wide range of local challenges. Nineteen
alliances, as incipient partnerships, were achieved
because of more than 160 connections made be-
tween local producers and outside companies and
investors via program activities. The alliances
were the first step in establishing associative
governance mechanisms. These allowed diverse
actors to address not only commercial interests
but also wider social, development, and peace-
building goals using a framework of principles and
processes that applied a distinct ethos and meth-
odology to what were, for many, novel interactions
that brought different ways of working and high-
lighted the challenges of understanding the local
context.

Larger enterprises were prepared to engage in
this process because they had an interest in
development and peacebuilding, underpinning
their commercial interests. For example, the
restaurant chain Crepes and Waffles, which sour-
ces much of its seafood from the Pacific Coast,
wanted to expand its supply chain into some of the
coastal communities in the project yet was moti-
vated by social goals like better inclusion of
women and minorities. Coffee producers in
Urbania also saw value in working with local
communities in a structured way. For larger busi-
nesses, the human security partnership approach
provided a framework to realize their social
impact objectives alongside market growth and
business development.
Partnerships (allianzas) were established
through an initial process of identifying the key
human security characteristics of each municipal-
ity. Implemented by a local NGO with the UN via
discussions with all sections of the local popula-
tion, a baseline of needs and expectations from
the ground up was provided. In parallel, a process
of selecting potential corporate partners took
place via roundtable forumsdoften outside the
localitiesdto understand the motivations and
barriers to business and investor engagement in
each municipality.

An important characteristic of the project was to
establish compatibility between the requirements
of buyers and the capacities and perspectives of
community actors not only among suppliers but also
among local business associations and local gov-
ernment operatives who were part of the engage-
ment process. This was a precursor to generating
dialogues aimed at finding and expanding common
ground between partners. The preselection of
candidates by dynamizer committees set up by the
UN was an important step in ensuring that eventual
face-to-face interactions were productive. The role
of neutral, independent facilitators (e.g., aca-
demics) in mediating early encounters between
outside businesses and local suppliers was also
critical. In this sense, the program borrowed from
the role of pracademics used in the construction of
local human security agendas in Latin America
(Pearce & Abello Colak, 2021).

The program used physical gatherings and cul-
tural events such as business fairs or local music
performances as platforms to trigger dialogues and
alliances. The wheels of business (ruedas de
negocio) process was a distinctive mechanism that
identified participants, offered initial training
workshops, and targeted capacity building,
accompanying each encounter before, during, and
after the event. These platforms were also a way
of extending the alliances to include public sector
participants like mayors’ offices and local devel-
opment agencies who were involved in organizing
the events. The program succeeded in piloting a
novel form and process of interaction between the
highly differentiated needs and capacities of
businesses and local producers. The process also
revealed a set of criteria for the long-term sus-
tainability of social interactions between local
producers and suppliers from the private sector,
which can guide future early-stage interventions
and the use of the human security partnership
framework in similar postconflict/postcrisis
contexts.

In the absence of key elements like social
cohesion, technical expertise, and start-up
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financingdwhich are required for businesses and
local communities to thrivedthe structured
governance basis of the framework filled impor-
tant voids in the local development and security
ecosystem and helped address specific local chal-
lenges. For the partnerships to be initiateddand
sustaineddcertain key components were essen-
tial: (1) funding to enable local participation
where travel was problematic, (2) infrastructure
improvements to accompany efforts to grow new
markets that benefited both companies and com-
munities, and (3) the active and constant facili-
tator role played by the NGO and the UN to
godfather the new relationships being built.

4.2. Responsible mining in the Democratic
Republic of Congo

The following case focuses on the mining sector in
the Democratic Republic of Congo. Compared to
the case of Colombia, we take a different entry
point for the new approach to social impact mea-
surement. In this example, a community affected
by the activities of a Chinese mining company
successfully changed its terms of engagement with
the company.

In the Katanga region, the copper and cobalt
belt of the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC),
most mining companies are of Chinese origin
(Searcey et al., 2021). Since their arrival in the
early 2000s, they have been criticized by civil so-
ciety for not adhering to environmental and social
standards. According to Congolese workers, work-
ing conditions in Chinese mining companies are
considerably worse than those of European and US
mining companies in the DRC. This includes a lack
of safety provisions, the use of child labor, forced
evictions of local communities, and a lack of
adequate legal safeguards for them (RAID, 2009).
The terms of engagement of those companies in
the Congolese economy demonstrate a critical
disconnect between global and local normative
standards and actual practices by some of the
most important operators and investors in the DRC
economy.

Since 2014, when the Chinese company
described in our case began mining copper and
cobalt in the area, local communities have suf-
fered a loss of land due to deforestation, a lack of
compensation for the loss, water pollution, and
restrictions on their freedom of circulation. There
were no consultations between the company and
communities affected by its operations regarding
the impact of business activity on the local com-
munities and their residents. With the help of a
local NGO, several attempts to raise the issues and
risks faced by communities with the company’s
management in DRC failed to get the company to
engage with the affected communities.

The first opening to change the lack of
engagement by the company with local commu-
nities came in 2014 when the China Chamber of
Commerce of Metals, Minerals, and Chemicals
(CCCMC, 2016) announced a set of guidelines for
responsible mining by Chinese companies. Initially,
the company ignored the responsible mining
guidelines but, following a 2018 visit by a high-
level delegation of CCCMC and facing further ef-
forts by a local NGO and complaints by community
leaders, a formal dialogue process began in 2020.
This created an opportunity for the company to get
a first-hand account of how its operations were
affecting local communities. After a series of di-
alogues, the company took steps to address some
of the key concerns voiced by the local commu-
nity, including the installation of water boreholes
as well as decantation basins for the disposal of
chemical waste, which had previously been dum-
ped. It also built a new road, which significantly
eased movement for locals. Between 2020 and
2022, when the dialogue started, the dynamics
shifted from a nonresponsive, disinterested atti-
tude on the part of the company to a more open
spirit of dialogue and cooperation due to the
combined pressures of the Chinese regulator and
the local community. In 2022, it was reported that
there was a clear positive development in relation
to earlier recommendations made by civil society
organizations. This includes the construction of a
bypass road that opened the surrounding villages
to the outside world, the construction of settling
ponds, the restoration of a forested area previ-
ously destroyed by the company, and the com-
pany’s commitment to create a department
responsible for local community relations (Kashala
& Bwenda, 2022).

Based on conversations with the author of the
study, it can be concluded that this case provides a
useful example of how a mining company can
potentially move beyond sole compliance (or
noncompliance, as often occurs in the mining in-
dustry) with human rights due diligence re-
quirements toward embracing a human security
perspective. This requires addressing diverse local
concerns ranging from environmental protection
to land issues, searching for mutual ground for
collaboration, and taking a collective problem-
solving approach to contribute to sustained peace
and development. Despite the challenging and
fragile context of the DRC, characterized by weak
governancedsometimes in acute forms at the
subnational leveldthe quasi absence of the rule of
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law, a lack of national grievance mechanisms, and
a weak judicial system that constrains community
ability to hold companies accountable for rights
abuses, a partnership approach was instrumental
in resolving the conflict between the company and
the community by locating key grievances and
instigating durable social outcomes from the
corporate presence. Where international stan-
dards (e.g., home state government regulation)
had failed to mitigate tensions between businesses
and the community, the dialogue and sustained
interaction of the new approach produced tangible
benefits for the business and community alike.
5. Conclusion

The purpose and contribution of this article is to
present a framework of human security business
partnerships. This framework addresses an impor-
tant gap in the scholarship on business contribu-
tions to peace and development, which concerns
how corporate activity can create positive impacts
within local communities and actively engage local
populations affected by business activity to un-
derpin sustainable peace and socioeconomic
development. It furthermore aspires to inform
existing practices for measuring corporate social
impacts based on ESG metrics.

Peacebuilding efforts or impact strategies that
have no grounding in how efforts and impacts are
experienced by the communities they affect risk
rebounding as examples of sustainability washing
or cynical exercises in corporate power. We argue
that a human security business partnership
approach can improve business-community in-
teractions to conceptualize, implement, and
eventually measure positive business contribu-
tions. By focusing on the process that supports
company engagement with communities and other
stakeholders to identify and assess the potential
peace value, social impacts, and risks of business
operations as they materialize in specific local
settings, partnerships address an important
missing element in business for peace strategies.
They have mainly concerned the understanding
and influencing the conditions for business com-
munity engagement at the expense of the actual
process (Ernstorfer & Miller, 2020).

The human security partnership approach is
designed to address the complexity of social
impact processes by identifying specific issues
and contextualizing certain locations to better
manage negative and positive peace impacts.
Companies must develop collaborative solutions
to measure their peace and social impacts, as
they lack the knowledge or capacity to achieve
effective implementation or measurement on
their own. Unilateral strategies are more likely to
produce badly designed interventions that range
from poor traction with actual conditions on the
ground to accusations of social washing to nega-
tive consequences. In this article, we have sug-
gested that human security business partnerships
can serve as a model for multiactor dialogues in
which public, private, and civil society/commu-
nity actors focus on common challenges and seek
shared value and benefits like reduced risks and
improved ESG and SDG contributions. We contend
that human security is a more effective way to
conceptualize and eventually measure corporate
impacts on the S in ESG. It provides for a more
comprehensive, local indicator of sustainable
peace and development, which can have a
twofold benefit. First, it can contribute to the
scholarship concerned with demonstrating the
impact of business and peace. Second, it can be a
useful addition to the manager’s toolbox in
measuring social impacts.

5.1. Limitations and future research

Our article answers the calls for better conceptu-
alization of the peace and social impact of busi-
ness activity and the development of appropriate
metrics. The human security business partnership
model that we propose requires further testing for
its propositions to be validated, particularly
regarding whether following new rules of the game
engagement processes for a structured and dura-
ble relationship between businesses and commu-
nities in fragile settings will sufficiently change
actors’ behaviors and have a demonstrable effect
on the conditions and outcomes of peacebuilding.
Aside from the lack of empirical evidencedwhich
is the main drawback of the present studydthe
framework itself may contain limitations to some
of the arguments we make. Specifically, the two
key actors in our approach (i.e., the private sector
and the community) are not homogenous, and
their members may harbor different attitudes and
predispositions toward the propositions entailed in
the framework. We know that not every commu-
nity nor all its members will welcome the presence
of the private sector, notably in situations of
extractive sector business in conflict-affected
places, even though this is often seen as integral
to the conflict dynamic. We also know that many
private sector actors are reluctant to engage with
peace, social impact, and the broader develop-
ment agenda, which is reflected in questionable
ESG practices. This may affect receptiveness to
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the ideas and propositions advanced by the
framework.

Therefore, we suggest that a human security
business partnership approach should not be seen
as adding more layers to existing ESG and SDG
standards and frameworks. Rather, it is proposed
to strengthen actions and strategies already in
place by bringing together significant elements of
the challenge businesses face in meeting expec-
tations of social impacts and responsible behavior
(e.g., how businesses articulate and implement
impact strategies for internal and external
stakeholders).

Another limitation concerns the concept of
partnering. We note that for companies as well as
other stakeholders, partnering as a mode of
working is not a given; it requires learning and
additional metrics by which to assess whether
and how successfully it is taking place. This may
affect the overall outcomes that can be expected
from applying the human security business part-
nership framework. In complex and fragile envi-
ronments in particular, relationships and
partnering will require navigating significant
barriers to confidence and trust. Managing and
assessing impacts, including peace outcomes,
based on this kind of structured relational and
associative governance approach will be partic-
ularly challenging.

Future research is needed to better under-
stand how to build and maintain constructive
relationships between companies and local
communities in their local sites of operation and
in different economic, social, and political con-
texts. The discourse on multistakeholder part-
nerships has privileged global development
partnerships, especially since the launch of
Agenda 2030 and national-level private-public
partnerships. As a result, there is a lack of
knowledge regarding interactions between com-
panies and other stakeholders in areas where
they have their operations or intend to invest, as
well as the contextual and personal factors that
influence the possibility of engaging in
constructive and sustained dialogue via learning,
trust building, and empowered action. The
emerging literature that takes a relational and
systemic approach (Dreier et al., 2019; Eweje
et al., 2020) is a promising resource for tackling
many of the intricate issues associated with new
forms of business engagement with communities
regarding the impact and opportunities for col-
lective action. The human security business
partnership approach provides a useful addition
to this branch.
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López & L. K. Taylor (Eds.), Transitioning to peace (pp.
175e195). Cham, Switzerland: Springer.

Barron, P., Cord, L., Cuesta, J., Espinoza, S., Larson, G., &
Woolcock, M. (2023). Social sustainability in development:
Meeting the challenges of the 21st century. Washington, DC:
World Bank.

Becchetti, L., Bobbio, E., Prizia, F., & Semplici, L. (2022). Going
deeper into the S of ESG: A relational approach to the
definition of social responsibility. Sustainability, 14(15),
Article 9668.

Blowfield, M., & Dolan, C. S. (2014). Business as a development
agent: Evidence of possibility and improbability. Third
World Quarterly, 35(1), 22e42.

CCCMC. (2016). Chinese due diligence guidelines for respon-
sible mineral supply chains. Beijing, China: China Chamber
of Commerce of Metals, Minerals and Chemicals.

Day, G., & Moorman, C. (2010). Strategy from the outside in:
Profiting from customer value. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Donais, T. (2012). Peacebuilding and local ownership. Abing-
don, UK: Routledge.

Dreier, L., Nabarro, D., & Nelson, J. (2019). Systems leadership
for sustainable development: Strategies for achieving sys-
temic change. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Kennedy School.

Edmans, A. (2023). The end of ESG. Financial Management,
52(1), 3e17.

Ernstorfer, A., Chigas, D., & Vaughan-Lee, H. (2015). From little
to large: When does peacebuilding add up? Journal of
Peacebuilding and Development, 10(1), 72e77.

Ernstorfer, A., & Miller, B. (2020). Corporate impacts and the
role of business in the global peace agenda. Cambridge, MA:
CDA.

Eweje, G. A., Sajjad, S. D., & Kobayashi, K. (2020). Multi-
stakeholder partnerships: A catalyst to achieve sustainable
development goals. Marketing Intelligence and Planning,
39(2), 186e212.

Fort, T. L. (2007). Business, integrity, and peace: Beyond
geopolitical and disciplinary boundaries. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Fort, T. L., & Schipani, C. A. (2004). The role of business in
fostering peaceful societies. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Gasper, D. (2007). Human rights, human needs, human devel-
opment, human security- relationships between four inter-
national “human” discourses. Forum for Development
Studies, 2007(1), 9e43.

Gasper, D. (2014). From definitions to investigating a discourse.
In M. Martin & T. Owen (Eds.), Routledge handbook of human
security (pp. 28e42). Abingdon, UK: Routledge.

Getz, K. A., & Oetzel, J. (2009). MNE strategic intervention in
violent conflict: Variations based on conflict characteristics.
Journal of Business Ethics, 89(S4), 375e386.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0007-6813(25)00048-5/sref18


Assessing peace and social impacts 513
Haegerudbraiden, H. (1998). Peacebuilding: Six dimensions and
two concepts. African Security Review, 7(6), 17e26.

International Alert. (2021). Mobilising the private sector for
peace: The role of private sector actors in peace and con-
flict dynamics in Kenya and Somalia. London, UK: Interna-
tional Alert.

Kashala, P., & Bwenda, C. (2022). Report on the monitoring of
compliance with environmental and social obligations of
CNMC Huachin Mabende Mining SA. Lubumbashi, Democratic
Republic of Congo: PremiCongo.

Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies. (2019). State of
implementation of the Colombian final accord: December
2016eApril 2019. Notre Dame, IN: KIIPS.

Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies. (2020). Tres años
después de la firma del Acuerdo Final de Colombia: Hacia la
transformación territorial Diciembre 2018 a Noviembre
2019. Notre Dame, IN: KIIPS.

Leonardsson, H., & Rudd, G. (2015). The ‘local turn’ in peace-
building: A literature review of effective and emancipatory
local peacebuilding. Third World Quarterly, 36(5), 825e839.

LSE. (2021). Human security business partnership framework: A
risk-informed approach to achieve the SDGs. London, UK:
London School of Economics & Political Science.

LSE. (2022). Maximising business contributions to sustainable
development and positive peace: A human security
approach. London, UK: London School of Economics & Po-
litical Science.

Maher, R., & Buhmann, K. (2019). Meaningful stakeholder
engagement: Bottom-up initiatives within global governance
frameworks. Geoforum, 107, 231e234.

Mayer, M., Miller, B., & Nwajiaku-Dahou, K. (2020). Business and
peace: It takes two to tango. Cambridge, MA: CDA.

Miklian, J., & Schouten, P. (2014). Business for peace: The new
paradigm of international peacebuilding and development.
[Working Paper]. Available at https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.
2538113

Molly, M. (2021). The building and breaking of peace: Corporate
activities in civil war prevention and resolution. Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press.
Oetzel, J., Westermann-Behaylo, M., Koerber, C., Fort, T., &
Rivera, J. (2009). Business and peace: Sketching the terrain.
Journal of Business Ethics, 89(4), 351e373.

Pearce, J., & Abello Colak, A. (2009). Security from below in
contexts of chronic violence. IDS Bulletin, 40(2), 11e19.

Pearce, J., & Abello Colak, A. (2021). Humanizing security
through action-oriented research in Latin America. Devel-
opment and Change, 52(6), 1370e1395.

RAID. (2009). Chinese mining operations in Katanga Democratic
Republic of Congo. London, UK: Rights and Accountability in
Development.

Randazzo, E., & Torrent, I. (2021). Reframing agency in
complexity-sensitive peacebuilding. Security Dialogue,
52(1), 3e20.

Rouen, E., Sachdeva, K., & Yoon, A. (2022). The evolution of
ESG reports and the role of voluntary standards [Working
Paper 23-024]. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School.

Searcey, D., Forsythe, M., & Lipton, E. (2021, December 7). A
power struggle over cobalt rattles the clean energy revolu-
tion. New York Times. Available at https://www.nytimes.
com/2021/11/20/world/china-congo-cobalt.html

Sheehan, N., Vaidyanathan, G., Fox, K. A., & Klassen, M. (2023).
Making the invisible, visible: Overcoming barriers to ESG
performance with an ESG mindset. Business Horizons, 66(2),
265e276.
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