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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

In support of building a better understanding and 
knowledge base of the private sector’s engagement 
in and contribution to Australia’s humanitarian 

action policy and strategic and operational work, the 
Humanitarian Futures Programme (HFP), King’s 
College London, with support from the Australian 
Civil-Military Centre (ACMC) has undertaken an 
action research project – The Private Sector 
Challenge -  intended to enhance the understanding 

of civil-military stakeholders of the contribution of 
the private sector in crisis situations, including its 
form, roles, and trajectories of engagement. This 
Final Report presents the outcome of this research. 

Research rationale, scope and 
methodology 

The Private Sector Challenge project is underpinned 
by four inter-related hypotheses, namely, (i) that the 
types, dimensions and dynamics of humanitarian 
crises will continue to increase, in many instances 

exponentially; (ii) that the present humanitarian 
system is overstretched and does not have the 
capacity to respond to increasingly complex crises; 
(iii) that less traditional actors, particularly private 
sector organisations, will increasingly be turned to 
fill these capacity gaps; and (iv) that the private 

sector themselves increasingly recognise that their 
own sustainability will continue to be threatened by 
this changing context, justifying more systematic 
engagement in humanitarian action. 

This points towards a need for disaster risk to 

become an intrical element of business planning, 
beyond business continuity. For this to occur, 
disaster management and business resilience need 
to be put forward in a clearer and more coherent 
way and as the more overarching driver of and 
rationale for the private sector’s engagement.  

Whilst initiatives are emerging that aim to 
systematise the engagement of the private sector in 
humanitarian action, these initiatives have not yet 
addressed the fact that there is an overarching lack 
of evidence and understanding about private sector 
engagement in practice and what they can 

contribute – their added-value. Further, there has 
not been sufficient research into the current and 
potential ways the private sector can be more 
systematically harnessed to meet the capacity 

challenge for humanitarian action, and how 
opportunities and challenges play out in different 
operational settings.  This project aims to take some 
steps towards addressing these issues and is framed 
around four interconnected themes:  

• What is the Wider Context Shaping 

Humanitarian Action and the Emerging Role 

of the Private Sector?  

• What does Private Sector engagement in Crisis 

Situations look like?  

• How does the Private Sector Currently Engage 

with Governments, Militaries, and Aid 

Agencies? 

• What are the Current Perspectives from 

Australian Stakeholders? 

• What are Some Ways Forward? 

 

These questions were approached via a desk based 
literature review, four country studies in Indonesia, 
the Philippines, the Solomon Islands and Somalia, as 

well as an adaptation of HFP’s Ferghana Valley 2035 
Humanitarian Capacities Challenge (HCC) 
simulation exercise with relevant stakeholders from 
Australian agencies.  

Findings and Conclusions 

The research highlights that a new paradigm is 
needed for thinking about the private sector to 
address what has been called the ‘humanitarian 
capacities challenge’. The following are the overall 
findings and conclusions that emerged from the 

different components of this research that pin-point 
some relevant considerations of a new paradigm: 

Beyond Response, Beyond Philanthropy 

The concepts under which the role of the private 
sector is currently conceived are too limited. The 
diversity, capacity and value added of the private 
sector actors, are not fully recognised nor 

understood.  Of particular note is the lack of 
recognition of the different scales of the private 
sector involved in humanitarian action – ranging 
from international and regional, down to national 
and sub-national. National and sub-national private 
sector actors are undertaking considerable and 

critical risk management and state building 
activities. However, currently these activities and 
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capacities are not realised by national governments 
and international actors, with the ‘private sector’ 
often equating to ‘multi-national corporations’ in 
the context of the countries studied in this report. 
Further, thinking around when and how private 

sector actors can contribute to humanitarian action 
is often conceived too narrowly by humanitarian 
actors, governments, the military, and even by 
themselves. Whilst there was recognition by some 
commercial actors of the full spectrum of crisis 
management being a potential business opportunity, 

some still view their own role limited to 
philanthropic giving in response or reconstruction. 
Disaster risk management and business resilience 
needs to be put forward in a clearer and more 
coherent way and as the more overarching driver of 
and rationale for the private sector’s engagement. 

Inclusive and operationable frameworks 

Whether national or international, models and 
frameworks for crisis management – for example 
national disaster management frameworks or 
international peacekeeping models - are essential to 
guide multi-actor collaboration, including 
engagement of the private sector. However, 

currently these frameworks are inadequate in a 
number of ways and resultantly often fail to foster 
collaboration. Firstly, there is a need for frameworks 
to better tap into and harness the capacities of the 
diverse private sector and seek to ensure alignment 
and harmonisation. There is also a need for 

frameworks to be operationalised effectively. This is 
in terms of ensuring all relevant stakeholders at all 
levels are aware of the roles and mechanisms 
outlined and that they are sensitive to particular 
crisis contexts. 

Beyond ‘engagement of the private sector’: the 

multi-actor dimension 

While this report focuses on the changing role of the 
private sector, it also speaks to the fact that the roles 
of other actors, both ‘traditional’ and ‘non-
traditional’ , are also changing and that these actors 
should not be viewed as isolated sources of 

‘assistance’ but as a whole – we are all humanitarians 
now. Currently, however, there is a lack of tested 
and accepted mechanisms and processes to assess 
value and assign comparative advantages of diverse 
actors in different crisis contexts. 

Platforms can facilitate multi-actor collaboration 

to address complex crisis challenges that 

individual organisations or partnerships are 

unable to overcome alone 

The research highlighted challenges that hinder 
effective collaboration between private sector, 
governments, humanitarian actors, and the military, 

including a lack of trust and differences in motives, 
‘language’, timescales for engagement, operating 
methods and decision making processes. In some 
cases, platforms

1
 were found to offer real 

opportunities to address these issues through the 

scaling up of efforts, building relationships and 
trust, developing and enhancing partnering capacity, 
conducting advocacy and allowing members to 
present a united voice. However, the multitude of 
existing platforms often fail to coordinate; there is a 
need for them to identify their shared objectives so 

as to allow the groups to work more efficiently 
together. Further, information about what platforms 
are achieving is not readily available. As a result, 
platforms are not sufficiently contributing to 
building an evidence base for the role of the private 
sector and best practices of collaboration. 

Futures based simulations: opportunities for 
furthering multi-actor collaboration 

Futures based simulations, including the Ferghana 
Valley 2035 Humanitarian Capacity Challenge 

simulation tested within this project, offers 
traditional and non-traditional humanitarian actors 
means to bring to the fore the sorts of expertise, 
innovation, and human and in-kind resources 
needed to deal with the sorts of catastrophes one 
can anticipate in the future. Through providing a 

neutral space within which to explore approaches to 
the types of crises we might face in the future, the 
simulation allows for actors to have the types of 
candid discussions they might not normally have in 
a crisis context and allow for a margin of error. 

Ways Forward 

The research therefore points towards two 
overarching priorities for Australia: 1) work towards 
bettering Australia’s own engagement with private 
sector actors in their crisis management overseas, as 

part of wider multi-actor collaboration; and 2) 
support affected country governments with whom 
Australia works to better collaborate with the 
private sector in humanitarian action in the long 
term. 

As Australia begins to contemplate its international 
position in the future, and increasingly recognises 
the role the private sector has in its crisis 
management activities, four broad considerations for 
the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
(DFAT): 

                                                           
1 This report has referred to platforms as intermediary mechanisms which support 

and promote the contribution and engagement of various actors in humanitarian 

action..  
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• It will be fundamental to have a clear 

understanding about the ways that the private 

sector is factored into the government’s policy 

planning apparatus when it comes to the nation’s 

growing overseas influence and commitments to 

crisis management. There is a need to review 

overarching policy frameworks and explore how 

they can be more inclusive of the diverse actors 

at play, particularly the private sector.  

• A private sector working group that looks at 

engagement across the aid continuum spectrum - 

development and crises – could be established to 

help Australia conduct these reviews and, more 

broadly, achieve any necessary shifts in policy 

and practice.  

• In light of recent changes in Australia’s external 

crisis assistance and supporting policy, the 

existing work that The Australian aid 

programme, previously AusAid, has conducted 

on private sector engagement should not be lost 

and instead should serve as a foundation from 

which efforts towards a new paradigm of 

thinking about the private sector launches off. 

• As we approach 2015 deadline for the Hyogo 

Framework for Action agenda, international 

efforts to formulate a new framework for DRR are 

intensifying. Australia has significant influence in 

the discussions around the next phase of the 

Hyogo Framework for Action (subsequently 

referred to as HFA – 2) and should act as a 

champion for a new paradigm of thinking about 

the role of the private sector in the revised 

Framework. Not only should it be recommended 

that the private sector is explicitly included in the 

framework, but that it is given a seat in the 

conceptualisation team, and that it is not viewed 

as an isolated source of finances but instead one 

of the many actors that must come together and 

identify shared value, mutual benefit and joint 

accountability towards developing more effective 

measures for resilience. 

 

ACMC has a critical role in supporting Australia to 
achieve these priorities. Therefore, further to the 
above, the following are the priority 

recommendations that ACMC should consider when 
reflecting upon how the outcomes of this research 
might be taken forward. The recommendations have 
been divided into ACMCs key responsibilities and as 
outlined in their 2012-2015 Strategic Plan.2  

                                                           
2  ACMC Strategic Plan 2012-2015 Available at: 

http://acmc.gov.au/about/strategic-plan-2012-2015/ 

Responsibility 1: Contributing to the 

development of a conceptual framework for 

civil-military collaboration in conflict and 

disaster management overseas.  

Recommendation:  
Conduct a review of Australia’s civil-military 
collaboration framework, with a focus on measures 
to consider the potential and evolving role of other 

actors, including the private sector. 

Recommendation:  
To facilitate this review, hold a strategic workshop 
to identify potential models for multi-actor 
collaboration in humanitarian action. Participants 
should include representatives from government 
agencies, the military, civil emergency bodies such 
as the police, and the private sector. 

Recommendation:  
Frame the upcoming Common Language Guide as a 

document to highlight differences in ‘language’ not 
just within Australian Government departments, but 
also across external actors such as NGOs and private 
sector actors. This guide should also go beyond 
terminology, encompassing differences in culture, 
and ‘institutional DNA’.  

Recommendation:  
Demarcate leaders for further exploring 

collaboration between the private sector, 
governments, humanitarian actors, and the military. 

 

Responsibility 2: Research, capturing lessons 

learnt, developing doctrine and facilitating 

training that contribute directly to the ability of 

the Australian Government to develop an 

effective civil military capacity for conflict 
prevention and disaster management overseas 

Recommendation:  
Collate case studies of recent multi-actor 
collaboration in humanitarian action, including the 
private sector, and develop an accessible network of 
best practice. 

Recommendation: 
Monitor learning from the private sector’s 

engagement in international development to gain 
potential transferable lessons. 
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Recommendation:  
Conduct further research on the potential role of 

platforms in fostering collaboration between the 
private sector, governments, humanitarian actors 
and the military in humanitarian action, in the 
countries Australia works.  

Responsibility 3: Development of cooperative 

relationships with key Australian and 

international organisations so as to further best 
practice on civil-military issues 

Recommendation:  
Strengthen links with the Chambers of Commerce 
and any private sector platforms in the countries 
with whom Australia engages.  

Recommendation:  
Use the 2016 Humanitarian Summit and upcoming 
World Economic Forum workshops to showcase 
ACMC’s work on private sector and civil-military 

collaboration to international organisations and 
create relationships with those working towards 
similar objectives.  

Responsibility 4: Advising agencies on civil-

military matters relating to the development of 

integrated capabilities to achieve a coherent 

whole-of-government strategy for peace and 
stabilisation operations.  

Recommendation:  
Adapt and conduct HFP’s Ferghana Valley 
simulation exercise with a range of private sector, 
government, humanitarian, and military actors from 
the countries with whom Australia works.   

Responsibility 5: Developing civil-military 

training to improve regional capacity for 
conflict and disaster management 

Recommendation:  
Incorporate into ACMC’s training an 
acknowledgement of diverse actors, particularly the 
private sector, and help promote a better 
understanding of what is meant by the private sector 
in different contexts.  
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Introduction

Rationale, purpose and objectives of 
the project  

Policy makers and planners are increasingly looking 
to the private sector as a source for engaging in a 
range of activities that have traditionally been the 

responsibility of governments and international and 
non-governmental organisations. This trend is well 
established across a range of development services – 
from public utilities, to transport, health, education 
and welfare provision. However, there is also a 
growing expectation that the private sector will play 

an ever more important role crisis prevention, 
preparedness, response and recovery, including in 
conflict-affected situations.

3
 

To a significant degree, this is being driven by the 
increasingly apparent ‘humanitarian capacity 

challenge’ – the inability of the existing international 
humanitarian system to deal with the changing 
dimensions, dynamics and types of humanitarian 
crises

4
 – and a recognition that the skills, capacities 

and innovative practices of the private sector are 
needed to deal with the demands of increasingly 

complex humanitarian futures. In addition, 
changing global alignments and the growing 
political centrality of crises means that governments 
may be more willing to accommodate private sector 
engagement in humanitarian crises than ‘traditional’ 
bilateral or international humanitarian assistance.

5
 

At the same time, the private sector is increasingly 
facing direct losses from crises, but also depends on 
publically managed and regulated infrastructure and 
services that can be interrupted by crises. In 
addition, in a globalised economy, supply chains are 

increasingly vulnerable to events occurring on the 
other side of the world. Further, increasingly the 
business community recognises that disasters and 
conflicts can lead to long term declines in business 
competitiveness and sustainability. For these 
reasons, disaster risk is becoming a growing concern 

to business.
6
  

The increased involvement of private sector actors in 
crisis situations, both conflict and disasters, presents 

                                                           
3 See Kent, R. and Burke, J. (2011) Commercial and Humanitarian Engagement 

in Crisis Contexts: Currents Trends, Future Drivers (London, Humanitarian 

Futures Programme, King’s College London).   
4 See HFP (2007) ‘Dimensions of Humanitarian Crises: Humanitarian Needs by 

2015’, a report prepared by the Humanitarian Futures Programme for the 

Department for International Development – 17 January 2007. 
5  Ibid.   
6 GAR (2013) 

challenges and opportunities for governments, 
humanitarians, and civil-military actors who have 
traditionally performed lead roles in such contexts. 

Yet to date, there has not been sufficient research 
into the way in which these opportunities and 
challenges play out in different operational settings 
and how the potential of the private sector can be 
more systematically harnessed to meet the capacity 
challenge for humanitarian action.  

In support of building a better understanding and 
knowledge base of the private sector’s engagement 
in and contribution to Australia’s humanitarian 
action policy and strategic and operational work, the 
Humanitarian Futures Programme (HFP), King’s 

College London, with support from the Australian 
Civil-Military Centre (ACMC) has undertaken an 
action research project (August 2012-December 2013)  
intended to enhance the understanding of 
civil-military stakeholders of the contribution of the 
private sector in crisis situations, including its form, 

roles, and trajectories of engagement.  

Research Themes and Methodology 

The research was framed around five interconnected 
themes:  

• What is the wider context shaping humanitarian 

action and the emerging role of the private 

sector?  

• What does private sector engagement in crisis 

situations look like?  

• How does the private sector currently engage 

with Governments, militaries, and aid agencies? 

• What are the current perspectives from 

Australian stakeholders? 

• What are some ways forward? 

Theme One examines the wider operational context 
in which humanitarian crises will increasingly take 
place. This consisted of an analysis of the literature 
around: 

• the drivers of change shaping the future 

operating environment for humanitarian action; 

• how the role of the private sector in crisis 

situations is evolving in conflict and disasters; 
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This review informed the broad framing of the 
subsequent research within the other research 
themes. 

Theme Two aims to provide greater clarity on what 
is meant by the ‘private sector’ in crisis situations 

and what it has to offer in its various manifestations 
when it comes to humanitarian action. This was 
examined following the completion of a review of 
the literature and the four country analyses under 
Theme Three, and also drew upon the extensive 
work that HFP has already made with the private 

sector and humanitarian and development 
counterparts7. 

The third research theme seeks to capture the reality 
of the private sector’s role and impact – both 
positive and negative – through an examination of 

the private sector’s engagement in four different 
crisis contexts: Solomon Islands, Indonesia, Somalia 
and the Philippines. Through in-country interviews 
and desk based literature review, each of these 
aimed to provide insights into the range of private 
sector actors that become involved in different crisis 

contexts, the types of activities that they undertake 
for commercial as well as corporate social 
responsibility reasons and the ways that they engage 
with governments, military actors, aid agencies and 
other types of private sector bodies.  

Themes Four and Five aim to identify the sorts of 
engagement that policy makers and planners in 
Australia may have to consider when it comes to 
dealing with the military, aid agencies and the 
private sector ‘in the same space’ in the future. This 
involved the adaptation and undertaking of HFP’s 

Ferghana Valley 2035 Humanitarian Capacities 
Challenge (HCC) simulation exercise with relevant 
stakeholders from Australian agencies. The 
approach below outlines the main research 
questions that frame this project and the different 
methodologies used to cumulatively address them.   

                                                           
7 See Kent, R. and Burke, J. (2011) Commercial and Humanitarian Engagement 

in Crisis Contexts: Currents Trends, Future Drivers (London, Humanitarian 

Futures Programme, King’s College London)   
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What is meant, in an operational sense, 
by the ‘private sector’ in disaster and 

conflict-affected situations and what are 

the different dynamics that engagement 
by different types of private sector in 

these situations entails? 

How do private sector actors interact with 

other stakeholders including national and 
international militaries, governments, and 

aid agencies? 

What are the current challenges to this 
engagement and collaboration and how 

could these obstacles change in the 
future? 

How might opportunities be leveraged to 
overcome these challenges and make 

humanitarian assistance more effective 
now and in the future? 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
  METHODOLOGY 

 

PHASE 1      PHASE 2       PHASE 3 

What steps should Australia take in light of 
the outcomes of this research? 
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Structure of the report 

Chapter 2: Changing Contexts and the 
Humanitarian Capacities Challenge suggests 
key transformative factors that will impact 

humanitarian action in the future and how 
these are contributing to a humanitarian 
capacities challenge and an evolution in the 
way the private is perceived in humanitarian 
contexts. Chapter 3: From Practitioners’ 
Perspectives, explores both the operational 

realities of the dynamics, challenges and 
opportunities of private sector engagement in 
four country contexts, and also provides a more 
in depth look at some of the key issues that 
emerged from the country studies from an 
institutional perspective, presenting a futures 

simulation as a further opportunity to help 
overcome these challenges. Chapter 4: Findings 
and Conclusions draws out the key messages for 
a new paradigm for thinking about the private 
sector in humanitarian action that emerged 
from across all components of the research, and 

finally, Chapter 5: Ways Forward looks at the 
implications these findings and conclusions 
could have on Australia and steps that 
Australia, and in particular ACMC, can take to 
carry these forward.  

Audience for the research and the 
report 

The primary audience of this report is the 
Australian Civil-Military Centre (ACMC). 
However, secondary audiences include other 

civil-military stakeholders within Australia, 
including those agencies under the Department 
of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT), such as 
the recently established Australian Civilian 
Corps and the Australian Aid Programme, as 
well as private sector organisations, 

government agencies, and non-governmental 
organisations globally and those actors who are 
interested in the engagement dynamics of 
humanitarian actors towards producing more 
effective humanitarian action in the future.  

Key terminology and concepts 

For the purpose of this analysis the following 
terms are used:  

Private sector actors. There is not one 

universally accepted definition.  For the 
purposes of this study, the term private sector 
refers to that part of the economy that is owned 
and controlled by individuals and organisations 
through private ownership. Herein we also use 

‘private sector’ to refer to state owned 
enterprises under state capitalism, which are 

created by the government to undertake 
commercial activities, and commercial activity 
within the informal sector. The private sector 
delivers products and services across industries 
and private, public, and social sectors.  
Important features include private ownership, 

production driven by markets and competition, 
and activity driven by private initiative and 
risk-taking. The private sector is described 
using a variety of terms varying across the 
international, national and local level. Types of 
private sector entities include, but are not 

limited to, business, company, cooperative, 
corporation, firm, franchise, partnership, 
multinational, proprietorship and sole trader.  

Humanitarian actors/sector refers to those 
organisations which have mandated roles and 

responsibilities for providing humanitarian 
assistance, including prevention, preparedness, 
response and recovery. Such organisations 
normally include international non-
governmental organisations (INGOs), members 
of the Red Cross movement, including the 

International Federation of the Red Cross and 
Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) and the 
International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC), United Nations agencies and 
programmes, national and local non-
governmental organisations, and government 

donors. While representatives of these 
organisations have been interviewed for this 
project, one needs also to recognise that a 
humanitarian actor has an increasingly broad 
definition, and includes the Diaspora, non-state 
actors such as Hezbollah, and a wide array of 

community organisations. In addition, 
increasingly the term should also refer to on-
line coalition of actors who support through 
crowdsourcing and crowdfunding resources and 
support for humanitarian action. 

Humanitarian crisis driver is a factor or set 
of factors that has the potential to expose 
human-beings to life-threatening hazards. The 
degree to which a crisis-driver leads to a 
humanitarian crisis will depend upon the ways 
that human activities make human-beings 

vulnerable to a crisis driver’s impact. The term, 
crisis threat, is used in this study 
interchangeably. In other words, a crisis driver 
or threat can consist of a natural hazard such as 
an earthquake, a technological threat such as 
radio-active leakage or conflict which in turn 

exposes human vulnerability. 
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Collaboration is defined as cooperative 
behaviour between two or more entities 

focused upon achieving a particular objective, 
set of objectives or ensuring a mutually 
beneficial relationship. Collaboration is 
normally time-bound, for long or short-term 
periods. There are many reasons for 
collaboration when it comes to humanitarian 

activities, including, strengthened operational 
capacities, improved information and 
communications, enhanced innovative 
capacities, policy planning, strategy 
formulation, improved advocacy and greater 
accountability. 8

 The concept, though looser, 

directly relates to the term ‘partnership’, 
defined as ‘voluntary and collaborative 
relationships between various parties, both 
state and non-state, in which all participants 
agree to work together to achieve a common 
purpose or undertake a specific task and to 

share risks and responsibilities, resources and 
benefits.’

9
 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is 
defined as ‘a concept whereby companies 
integrate social and environmental concerns in 

their business operations and in their 
interaction with their stakeholders on a 
voluntary basis.’

10
 In its most basic sense, CSR is 

a form of corporate self-regulation where the 
corporate or commercial organisation would 
use mechanisms to ensure that its activities 

were consistent with the law, domestic and 
international norms and ethical standards. That 
perspective for some commercial organisations 
has resulted in an expanded concept of CSR, 
where such concepts as ‘total responsibility 
management’ have led commercial 

organisations to embed themselves deeply in 
the communities of which they see themselves 
apart. This expanded view of CSR is not greeted 
with universal acclaim, and is seen by 
opponents as interfering with the ‘business of 
business’. This latter view normally sees CSR as 

a very limited effort to contribute to the 
community, while enhancing the organisation’s 
image and not distracting from its commercial 
focus. 

 

                                                           
8

 Gaining the Future: Collaboration guidelines for 21st century 

organisations, Humanitarian Futures Programme, May 2009, pp 5-7 
9
 General Assembly Resolution A/C.2/62/L.33/Rev.1,par. 2 

10
 European Commission, Communication from the Commission to the 

European Parliament, the Council and the European Economic and Social 

Committee. Implementing the Partnership for Growth and Jobs: Making 

Europe a Pole of Excellence on Corporate Social Responsibility. 

[Brussels, 22.3.2006 COM(2006) 136 final.] 

Disaster Risk. The potential disaster losses, in 
lives, health status, livelihoods, assets and 

services, which could occur to a particular 
community or a society over some specified 
future time period 

Disaster Risk Reduction. The concept of and 
practice of reducing disaster risks through 

systematic efforts to analyse and manage the 
causal factors of disasters, including through 
related exposure to hazards, lessened 
vulnerability of people and property, wise 
management of land and the environment and 
improve preparedness for adverse events.

11
  

Humanitarian action in this study refers to a 
wide spectrum of activities across disaster and 
crisis management. This includes disaster 
prevention, risk reduction, response, recovery, 
and reconstruction, and peace keeping, conflict 

recovery, and state building.    

Partnership. A cross-sector alliance in which 
individuals, organisations or groups agree to 
work together to fulfil an obligation or 
undertake a specific task, share the risks as well 

as the benefits, and review the relationship 
regularly, revising their agreement as 
necessary.

12
 

Resilience. The ability of a system, 
community or society exposed to hazards to 
resist, absorb, accommodate to and recover 
from the effects of a hazard in a timely and 
efficient manner, including through the 

preservation and restoration of its essential 
basic structures and functions (UNISDR, 
Terminology on Disaster Risk Reduction, 2009). 

Programming resilience, in its purest sense, 
therefore means supporting interventions to 

increase diversity, connectivity, learning, 
reflexivity, redundancy, equity, including 
cohesion while brokering the blend of 
knowledge. It also means emphasizing the need 
to develop flexible systems that manage for 
change, to see change as part of any system, 

social or otherwise and to expect the 
unexpected.

13
  

                                                           
11 UNISDR DRR Terminology 2009. 
12  Tennyson, R The Brokering Guidebook, The Partnering Initiative 

p.102. 
13 Mitchell, T. and Harris, K: Resililence:  A risk management approach, 

ODI Background Note, 2012.  
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Changing Contexts and the 
Humanitarian Capacities 
Challenge

The Private Sector Challenge project is 

underpinned by four inter-related hypotheses, 
namely, (i) that the types, dimensions and 
dynamics of humanitarian crises will continue 
to increase, in many instances exponentially; 
(ii) that the present humanitarian system is 
overstretched and does not have the capacity to 

respond to increasingly complex crises; (iii) 
that less ‘traditional’ actors, particularly private 
sector organisations, will increasingly be turned 
to fill these capacity gaps; and (iv) that the 
private sector themselves increasingly recognise 
that their own sustainability will continue to be 

threatened by this changing context, justifying 
more systematic engagement in humanitarian 
action. 

Changing types, dimensions and 
dynamics of crises 

The foreseeable future will likely reveal new 
types of sudden and slow-onset crises. 
Cybernetic or technological system failures, 
large-scale industrial and chemical collapse, 
nuclear seepage, pandemics, terrorist threats, 

and energy insecurity wars will become 
increasingly prominent crisis drivers in the 
future. The United Kingdom (UK) Ministry of 
Defence (MOD) points out that technological 
advances and interconnectedness in cyber-
space, are creating new risks such as ´cyber-

attacks´.
14

 In addition, the changing climate 
will bring about shifts in hazards, to locations 
that have not previously experienced them. 
There is likely to be increased uncertainty 
surrounding the potential timings and severity 
of hazards, increasing the number and type of 

affected persons and complicating the 
development of adaptation strategies and 
planning options.  

                                                           
14 DCDC (2010)   

At the same time, Syria’s protracted conflict 

and recent events since the Arab Spring, also 
highlight the increasing complexity of crises 
arising from the blurring of the boundaries 
between political interests and humanitarian 
mandates. As a result, humanitarian 
organisations and agencies increasingly face 

access and operating constraints, making 
reaching the vulnerable more difficult. 

Further, societies will increasingly face a wide 
variety of challenges, such as energy shortages, 
climate change, and economic instability, 

which have the potential to occur both 
concurrently and in the form of synchronous 
events. The 2011 Tohoku earthquake, tsunami 
and nuclear threat, and the 2010 Haiti 
earthquake and successive cholera outbreak, 
demonstrated the potential coordination 

challenges of these simultaneous crises events. 
In preparing to address possible future risks, 
planners and policy makers will not be able to 
look at individual risks and crisis drivers as 
isolated phenomenon but may have to take into 
account the ways that a number of potential 

risks interact. 

The increasing scale and scope of globalisation 
and ‘interconnectedness’ will result in the 
impact of crises rarely being confined to one 
locality and those previously considered 

resilient are likely to become less so. This was 
witnessed by the 2011 Thailand floods that 
resulted in negative implications for national, 
regional and indeed global markets. The MOD 
notes that increased ‘interconnectedness’ and 
globalisation will reduce the time to plan for 

and respond to global events, raising alarms 
with respect to current approaches and 
planning timeframes for anticipating risk. 

15
 

                                                           
15 DCDC (2010) p20 
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Preparing for the future will no longer be based 
solely on looking back to the events of the past, 

but will require a much more systematic effort 
to adopting a more anticipatory approach  in 
order to prepare for new parameters and 
extremes, and uncertainty with respect to how 
new hazards may evolve.  

Humanitarian capacities 
challenge 

It is increasingly highlighted that the way the 
‘traditional’ humanitarian sector (e.g. United 
Nations (UN) agencies, the Red Cross and Red 

Crescent Movement, donor governments and 
international non-governmental organisations) 
is configured limits the capacity of the system 
to anticipate and respond to these new types 
and dimensions of crisis challenges, or to build 
cohesion in an increasingly crowded, 

competitive and diverse community. In 
particular, the following limitations, and their 
intersection with future drivers of change, are 
critical. 

The uncertainty, rapid change and complexity 

that will increasingly characterise humanitarian 
crises in the foreseeable future, demands long 
term anticipatory planning. However, although 
expanding its mandates to further embed 
upstream crises issues such as urban risks and 
functions related to preparedness and 

resilience, the humanitarian sector is still 
largely responsive and reactive.

16
  

New types of humanitarian threats and their 
expanding dimensions will require more 
innovative and integrated approaches to 

prevention, preparedness and response 
planning.  The ever expanding range of 
possibilities of technology, particularly with 
respect to social media, ICT and mobile 
technology will increasingly evolve and 
transform current thinking and approaches to 

aid delivery. Those with humanitarian 
responsibilities will more and more be held 
accountable for ensuring that their work is 
appropriately and systematically informed by 
relevant evolving scientific learning and 
technology that can help address the increasing 

complexity and unpredictability of crises. The 
humanitarian sector will therefore have to ask 
themselves if they have the capacity to compete 
with private sector actors, who offer more in 

                                                           
16 Kent, R. and Ratcliffe, A.  (2008) 

the way of technological capacity, which 
‘traditional’ humanitarian actors tend to lack

17
. 

New crises drivers and an evolving 
understanding of risk, security and 
vulnerability have placed humanitarian crises 
more central to government interests and part 
of core politics.

18,19
 As a result, governments are 

likely to be more insistent on quality and 
effectiveness, and more vocal about the failures 
of international assistance to deliver against 
these criteria. However, the humanitarian 
sector is inherently supply driven and unable to 
effectively adapt to a demand driven 

approach.
20

   

Humanitarian crises are increasingly moving 
from the periphery of governmental interests to 
centre stage. Consequently, humanitarian crises 
now have far greater political significance than 

they had in the latter part of the 20
th

 century. 
Governments will have to deal with 
reputational and survival issues if they fail to 
respond adequately to humanitarian crisis. 
Therefore, decisions about who provides 
assistance, and how they provide it, will 

increasingly be determined by abiding political 
interests. At the same time, states are 
increasingly asserting control over management 
of humanitarian crises. From Thailand’s 
assertion that it had no need of foreign 
financial assistance in the wake of the 2004 

tsunami,
21

 Chile’s claims that its response to the 
2010 earthquake was ‘firmly in government 
hands’,

22
 and to India’s repeated decline of 

international offers of assistance given growing 
response and relief capacities,

23
 there are 

various examples of states, particularly middle 

income countries, taking greater responsibility 
for the financing and coordination of their own 
disaster response and recovery operations, as 
well as leading the coordination of the nature 
and scale of humanitarian assistance they 
receive. Both the Aid Effectiveness Agenda, 

introduced in 2005, and the 2010 Busan ‘New 

                                                           
17 Lawry (2009) 

18 Kent, R. and Burke, J. (2011); Harvey, P. and Harmer A. (2011)  

19 Binde, A. and Witte, J. (2007) Business engagement in humanitarian 

relief: key trends and policy implications. London: Humanitarian Policy 

Group, Overseas Development Institute; Kent, R. and Burke, J. (2011);  

Kharas, H. and Rogerson, A. (2012); 

20 Binde, A. and Witte, J., (2007); Burke, J. and Oglesby, R. (2012) 

Platforms for Private Sector-Humanitarian Collaboration, (London, 

Humanitarian Futures Programme, King’s College London). 

21 Scheper 2006. 

22 Why Chile is not Accepting International Assistance, Huffington Post 

[online], 15th March 2010. Available:  

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/saundra-schimmelpfennig/why-chile-is-

not-acceptin_b_499480.html. 

23  Govt Refuses Foreign Aid to Fight Disaster, The Times of India 

[online], 28th December 2004. Available:  

http://articles.timesofindia.indiatimes.com/2004-12-

28/india/27162526_1_foreign-aid-fight-disaster-relief-fund.  
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Deal’ for Engaging in Fragile States, call for 
transformational principles and approaches to 

aid, development and engagement in fragile 
contexts and are anchored in the principles of 
country ownership and leadership, calling for 
external actors to harmonise and align their 
interventions and support around national 
priorities. Alongside these global and national 

shifts, the role of regional mechanisms will 
continue to increase, leading to a ‘new 
regionalism’.  As a result there is likely to be an 
expanded focus on localisation, local capacity 
building and new forms of collaboration - and 
those who are more sensitive to affected 

governments’ needs and demands, and will not 
undermine their body politic, will be turned to. 

‘Traditional’ humanitarian actors therefore find 
themselves on the one hand, facing a greater 
demand for humanitarian action and, at the 

same time, facing challenges with respect to 
how to fulfil their mandates and augment their 
capabilities. Though the humanitarian sector 
may more readily accept the changes occurring 
in the broader environment and the subsequent 
capacity implications, the pathways to help 

ensure it is more attuned to the broader 
changes and transformative factors affecting 
the humanitarian operating environment, now 
and in the future are less clear.   

Looking outside the ‘traditional’ 
sector to fill these gaps 

There is therefore a need for new capabilities 
both from inside and outside the sector, and a 
range of ‘new’ actors are increasingly being 
turned to and stepping up to meet this 

capacities challenge.  

One of these sets of actors is the military, which 
has seen a distinct rise in and normalisation of 
their role in humanitarian action. This is both 
in terms of affected countries’ militaries 

responding to domestic disasters, but also, 
within some countries, national militaries have 
taken on greater humanitarian roles in foreign 
nations. Humanitarian actors on the ground 
have attested to the benefits of military services 
in disaster response due to the wealth of 

resources they bring in the form of logistics, 
rapid deployment capabilities, lift capacity and 
securing access. However, less understood are 
other capabilities the military can contribute in 
the form of surge capacity, research and 
development, organisational management, and 

capacity development, including how the 

organisational culture of the military 
understands and embeds these capabilities into 

the context of its overall mandate and mission. 
It was highlighted by some military 
representatives in a series of workshops held by 
HFP on the role of the military in humanitarian 
action, that in the future, the military’s role as 
capacity builders could become more readily 

accepted, sending expertise to states so as to 
ensure that affected countries are able to 
respond to certain crises effectively. 

 

Another actor that has been increasingly looked 
to to fill the gaps of the current humanitarian 

system is the private sector, and it is these 
actors, and also their relationship with other 
actors both traditional and less ‘traditional’, 
including the military,  that are the focus of this 
report. Private sector actors are increasingly 
deemed by governments to offer services far 

more innovative, efficient and accountable than 
their ‘traditional’ humanitarian counterparts. 
Further, as technology continues to be a 
transformative driver of change in the future, 
the private sector’s role in ensuring the 
effective use of these technological advances in 

preparedness will be deemed ever more critical.  
 
However, these advantages presented by 
private sector actors do not preclude tensions. 
One key tension lies in the diverse 
interpretation of humanitarian principles and 

values. As the private sector continues to 
engage, current assumptions about the 
application and universality of humanitarian 
principles will likely be increasingly challenged.  
Principles such as independence and neutrality 
may not only be challenged but need to be 

negotiated.  Other principles such as right of 
access and impartiality are likely to be 
interpreted and applied differently by ‘non-
traditional’ humanitarian providers depending 
on the particular political context of the crisis. 
Those undertaking humanitarian activities have 

to be sensitive to differing assumptions about 
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principles in a diverse global and humanitarian 
community.  

 
Of course, the private sector is certainly not 
new to the humanitarian field, but their 
involvement has seen recent evolutions that 
present new opportunities.  

The most well established and common area of 
private sector engagement in humanitarian 
action has been in disaster relief and response 
to natural hazards with a focus on 
contributions in the areas of logistics, transport 
and storage, shelter, water and sanitation, 

pharmaceutical, information technology and 
food. To date, less involvement has been seen 
in preparedness, disaster recovery and disaster 
risk reduction. Yet, the current broader shift 
within the humanitarian sector away from 
response to a focus on resilience building and 

risk management potentially positions the 
private sector to assume a far greater role in 
vulnerability reduction efforts in ways that can 
better link humanitarianism to issues of social 
and economic development and sustainability.  

While rapid and large-scale private sector 
response has been attracted in the aftermath of 
disasters, there has been less corporate 
involvement in response to conflict. Corporate 
engagement in conflict settings has tended to 
focus on recovery and reconstruction and on 

addressing the long-term drivers of insecurity. 
This is in part due to the specific business risks 
particular to these settings, such as concerns 
over being associated with political dynamics or 
issues related to staff security.

24
 For many, such 

as the extractives industry, working in conflict 

settings is part of business. The UN Global 
Compact, for example, starts with stating that 
‘Companies and investors are paying increased 
attention to the challenges and opportunities in 

                                                           
24  UN Global Compact (2010) Guidance on Responsible Business in 

Conflict-Affected and High -Risk Areas: A Resource for Companies and 

Investors A joint UN Global Compact – PRI publication; Binde, A., 

Witte, J., (2007) 

conflict and high-risk areas’.  

Within these entry points, in general five 
modes of private sector engagement in disaster 
and conflict contexts can be distinguished. 

25
  

1. Philanthropy: Financial support or in-kind 

donations of goods to humanitarian 

organisations.  

2. Contractor to humanitarian organisations. 

3. Partnership and collaboration with 

humanitarian organisations, such as 

those based on provision of technical 

support services to donors, UN agencies 

and INGOs.  

4. Direct commercial engagement as part of 

core business.  

5. Direct commercial engagement outside 

this sphere: i.e. for-profit business 

ventures in crisis-affected or politically 

unstable contexts. 

The most common form of business 

engagement to date has been in the form of 
corporate philanthropy – the donation of cash 
or in-kind goods or services, primarily to 
INGOs and, to a lesser extent, to UN agencies. 
In addition, private sector engagement as a 
contractor to a humanitarian entity is well 

established in fields such as transport, logistics, 
water and sanitation and, more recently, to 
provide private security services to 
international humanitarian actors.  However, as 
the report of the 2007 Wilton Park conference 
highlights, contracts are often preferentially 

awarded to international companies rather 
than developing local capacity, thus reinforcing 
long-term drivers of instability and 
inefficiencies in crises response.

26
  Additionally, 

this engagement mode can become far more 
complex in protracted crisis contexts 

characterised by a strong national and local 
private sector whose role and influence 
necessitates humanitarian agencies to engage 
beyond a contractual mode and to go beyond 
procurement type relationships to identify new 
forms of relationships based more on 

partnering principles and objectives. 

While corporate philanthropy and contractual 
relationships remain important, the private 
sector has increasingly contributed more 
extensive support and shared its core 

                                                           
25 Adapted from Burke, J and Kent, R.(2011) p.19 
26 Wilton Park Conference WP848 Report (2007) 
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competencies. This takes the form of 
collaboration between the private sector and 

humanitarian organisations which has 
increased in scope to encompass, for instance, 
the provision of training and operational 
management schemes and the transfer and 
application of technologies. 

27
  This allows for 

the development of a more common model of 

cooperation to emerge, based around core 
competencies, where the focus is on 
complementary core competencies that add 
mutual value and help meet needs on the 
ground. Up to now these relationships have 
been more transactional in nature and not 

necessarily relationships that bring about 
transformative change or tap into the strategic 
thinking and innovative capacity of the private 
sector.  

What one can begin to see is private sector 

engagement in humanitarian action as part of 
core business activities. This engagement may 
be driven by concerns for its own business 
continuity or market viability. For others, they 
may engage in disaster or politically unstable 
contexts as part of new market creation. 

Greater attention has been paid recently on this 
form of engagement; for example, the 2013 
Global Assessment Report places the private 
sector at the centre of its focus presenting a 
business case for DRR.  

Crisis risk as a growing business 
concern 

At the same time, corporate interests, 
sustainability and business continuity are more 
and more intertwined with general crisis 

threats that might affect overall stability, 
infrastructure, labour forces and access to 
materials and markets. Crisis risk is therefore a 
growing business concern; further it is 
increasingly clear that crisis risk does not stop 
at the factory gate.  

In order for both businesses to ensure their 
sustainability, and for the humanitarian 
capacities challenge to be addressed, crisis risk 
needs to become an intrical element of business 
planning, beyond business continuity. For this 

to occur, disaster management and business 
resilience need to be put forward in a clearer 
and more coherent way and as the more 
overarching driver of and rationale for the 
private sector’s engagement.   

                                                           
27 Binde, A. and Witte, J. (2007), Kent, R. and Burke, J. (2011), 

In this regard, it is the third and fourth mode of 
private sector engagement, as listed above, that 

will become more critical: engagement as a 
partner, sharing core competencies, and as part 
of core business. 

Towards this end, a recent HFP workshop 
report (2012) `Private Sector Innovation and 

Humanitarian Action: Taking Engagement to 
the Next Level´ refers to the need for more long 
term thinking overall on the part of donors, 
governments and the humanitarian community 
with respect to how the private sector’s 
innovative capability and technological ‘know-

how’ can bring additional and complementary 
competencies to bear on the full humanitarian 
enterprise. 28

   

Within the humanitarian sector at large, 
examples of initiatives to systematise the 

engagement of the private sector in 
humanitarian action are emerging. The UN 
Global Compact was launched in 2000 as a 
strategic policy initiative for businesses that are 
committed to aligning their operations and 
strategies with ten universally accepted 

principles in the areas of human rights, labour, 
environment and anti-corruption. In 2007, UN 
OCHA and WEF jointly launched Guiding 
Principles for Public-Private Collaboration for 
Humanitarian Action. Websites such as the 
www.business.un.org and DFID’s Global 

Resilience Action Programme (G-RAP) also 
provide promising, albeit, isolated efforts to 
clarify as well as systematise the role of the 
private sector and build better cooperation. A 
number of platforms, including the Global 
Platform for DRR, have also provided 

opportunities for private sector actors to have a 
seat in global decisions around humanitarian 
actions.   

However, there are gaps within these 
mechanisms and initiatives. Many fail to 

recognise significant tensions in, for example, 
attempting to strike a balance between 
governments’ regulatory environment and also 
the creation of an enabling environment that 
incentivises private sector investment. 
However, the most significant issue is that, 

overall, initiatives have not yet addressed the 
fact that there is an overarching lack of 
evidence and understanding about private 
sector engagement in practice and what they 
can contribute – their added-value.  
                                                           
28 Humanitarian Futures Programme (2012) Private Sector Innovation 

and Humanitarian Action: Taking Engagement to the Next Level. 

Workshop Report, King’s College, London. 
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A number of observable recent trends in private 
sector involvement in international 

development processes more broadly could 
have potential relevance to the engagement of 
the private sector in future humanitarian 
action. If progress is to be made in more 
comprehensive crisis management, then 
lessons could be drawn from the development 

field and efforts to find intersection within the 
broader aid continuum could be made. See box 
1 for more information. 

For further details on all the trends discussed in 
this chapter, see the full literature review in 

Annex 1. 

Box 1 // Trends in private sector 
engagement in international development 

There has been significant progress within 

the international development sector to 

promote the private sector and harness its 

capability through partnerships. This has 

been reinforced through the launching of 

global initiatives to promote the private 

sector’s role, including the UN Global 

Compact (2000), the US Agency for 

International Development’s (USAID’s) Global 

Development Alliance (2001) and WEF’s 

Disaster Resource Network, which was also 

launched in the same year. In 2002, over 40 

Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) signed up to 

the WEF ´Global Corporate Citizenship: The 

Leadership Challenge for CEOs and Boards´. 

By the onset of the global financial crisis in 

2008 the private sector was gaining a pivotal 

and almost mainstream role in developmental 

activities. Since then there has been a 

proliferation in different collaborative 

channels, agreements and platforms, 

knowledge sharing and best practice, for 

example, the Africa Enterprise Challenge 

Fund was created with funding from the 

Consultative Group to Assist the Poor 

(CGAP), DFID, the Australian Government 

Aid Program, the International Fund for 

Agricultural Development and the 

Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs to 

finance inclusive business projects. In the 

same year DFID published its Private Sector 

Development Strategy ´Prosperity for All: 

Making Markets Work for the Poor´ and in 

2009 the Global Partnership Initiative housed 

in the Office of the U.S. Secretary of 

State was launched to serve as an entry point 

for collaboration between the U.S. 

Department of State, the public and private 

sectors, and civil society.  By 2011, DFID had 

set up a new Private Sector Department to 

step up its engagement with the sector and 

introduced its new private sector strategy 

´The Engine of Development: The Private 

Sector and Prosperity for Poor People´. As a 

result of these various initiatives the private 

sector’s involvement in international 

development and sustainability matters is 

maturing, supported not only by shifting 

policies and dedicated private sector 

departments in bilateral and multilateral 

institutions, but also in the form of common 

standards for engagement and a rise in 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOUs) and 

common statements of cooperation such as 

the bilateral donors’ statement.
29

   

 

The idea that communities in developing 

countries are resilient entrepreneurs, 

producers and consumers rather than victims 

in need of support has led to a plethora of 

inclusive business models and ventures 

aimed at leveraging this wealth of opportunity.  

In turn, this has led to a distinct shift in 

thinking from using the talents of NGOs and 

local entrepreneurs and communities to one 

of social compact that seeks to learn from the 

poor themselves to better understand their 

problems and needs. Collaboration models 

seek to align interests, add mutual value, and 

are based on the idea of ´co-creation´ - or 

creating growth and value in conjunction with 

diverse stakeholders, including the local 

SMEs, communities in which they operate as 

well as the communities within broader value 

chains. These long-term engagements and 

entwinement of interests, goals and 

processes suggest businesses are deeply 

embedded in the communities within their 

value chains. This has created a shift in 

thinking that developmental activities based 

around core business activities act as a force 

multiplier for returns from social investments, 

returns such as increased stability, consumer 

and producer base development, more 

capable and efficient value chains, better 

business environment.
30

    

                                                           
29 Bilateral donors’ statement in support of private sector partnerships for 

development. Available at:  

http://api.ning.com/files/dgy7m4URvFU8VLOdyJV-

tB08bR4NRXc3xnyvHJ8ARaVB25L3H5futW4A8bs5fHUTMptJRjOP3*

PdW7ZMqEGdzZu56jbIQ4u9/JointDonorStatement.pdf[1] 

30 London et al. (2010) 
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From the Practitioners’ 
Perspectives 

As the previous section outlines, there is emerging 

acceptance that the private sector will continue to 
have an important role in humanitarian response 
globally, and there is growing recognition on the 
side of the private sector, in general, of the threats 
increasingly complex crises pose to their 
sustainability. This lays the basis for greater 

experimentation, analysis and evaluation on how 
collaborative approaches with the private sector and 
other actors can help address future crises more 
effectively. 

Yet to date, there has not been sufficient research 

into the current and potential ways the private 
sector can be more systematically harnessed to meet 
the capacity challenge for humanitarian action, and 
how opportunities and challenges play out in 
different operational settings. Therefore, in the 
context of operational and institutional realities, the 

research aims to: 

• Provide greater clarity on what is meant by the 

‘private sector’ in crisis situations and what it 

has to offer in its various manifestations when 

it comes to humanitarian action 

• Identify the challenges to private sector 

engagement on the ground; and  

• Identify opportunities for private sector 

engagement in future crisis situations. 

 

To do this, the following chapter examines four 

country examples in the context of these key aims, 
as well as institutional perspectives of some of the 
key issues that emerge from these four country 
studies. Finally, a summary matrix of challenges to 
private sector engagement and collaboration with 
other actors and potential ways to overcome these 

obstacles is presented.  

Operational Realities: the cases of 
Indonesia, the Philippines, the 
Solomon Islands, and Somalia 

Humanitarian action is ultimately determined by the 
political, economic, and socio-cultural contexts in 
which it takes place, and crisis planning and 

response is in turn framed by a wide range of 

international, governmental, and institutional policy 
frameworks and guidelines, models and approaches, 
which are in turn, developed for specific objectives 
including security or stabilisation, reconstruction 
and peace building, disaster response or for risk 
management. These provide the vision, and set the 

priorities and approach to be adopted as well as set 
the ‘rules’ of engagement, including defining the 
roles of different actors.  

In order to explore these operational realities in 
different contexts, and how they can impact the 

engagement of the private sector and interface with 
others, four country studies were conducted. These 
studies aimed to capture an overview of: 

• the role of different types of private sector 

actors at different levels;  

• how different crisis contexts influence private 

sector engagement and collaboration with 

civil-military actors; 

• practical barriers and opportunities to this 

engagement and interface with others; 

• how different frameworks seek to 

accommodate private sector actors and the 

extent these planning models and approaches 

take into account the types of challenges and 

disincentives that can emerge with respect to 

the private sector’s role and include provisions 

to reduce such barriers; and 

• to what extent do businesses’ own mandates 

and models enable or constrain efforts to 

systematically engage in humanitarian action 

or support it to have a better understanding of 

and interaction with civil-military actors in 

different crisis contexts. 

In addition to the four country reports found in 
Annexes 2,3,4, and 5, five case studies of individual 

innovative collaborations have been developed that 
emerged throughout the country studies.  These can 
be found in the annexes of their respective country 
reports.  
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The country case studies present four diverse 
contexts. Indonesia and the Philippines represent 
two large and increasingly urbanised middle-income 
countries (MICs) that are extremely, and 
increasingly, at risk to complex disasters.  Each has 
seen recent changes in national frameworks and 

institutional arrangements for managing disaster 
risk, preparedness and response. Somalia and the 
Solomon Islands, on the other hand, present two 
contrasting examples of peace building in fragile 
contexts with various international, national and 
sub-national influences.  

Below are summaries of the main findings that 
emerged from each of the four country studies. For 
each, a summary table has also been developed in an 
attempt to produce an overview typology of what we 
mean by the ‘private sector’ in relation to 

humanitarian action in these particular contexts. 
These studies, and the tables that follow from them, 
do not claim to present a comprehensive account of 
all disaster management activities taking place by 
businesses within the countries. Instead they offer 
insight into some of the indicative types of private 

sector organisations and their main roles across the 
spectrum of crisis management. They also present 
key, but in no way all, issues encountered on the 
ground when it comes to private sector engagement 
and collaboration with other actors, both 
‘traditional’ and less so, as well as some observed 

opportunities to overcome these.   

Indonesia  

Risk Context 

Indonesia is one of the most disaster prone countries 
in the world, experiencing regular and significant 
loss of life, significant national economic damage 
and reduction of livelihoods in communities. Since 
the 2004 Asian Tsunami, the middle income country 

has made considerable effort and progress in 
revamping its national architecture and framework 
for managing disaster risks comprehensively. Its 
recent decentralisation process has devolved 
responsibility for disaster management to the 
provincial level bringing challenges and 

opportunities with respect to capacity, financing, 
transparency, and linking disaster risk with 
development. The private sector has been 
acknowledged as actor in disaster management, as 
reflected in the disaster management frameworks 
and legislation - especially in their role through 

corporate social responsibility. A series of recent 
extreme events have highlighted the increasingly 
complex crises that Indonesia will face in the future. 
One particularly critical hazard event was the 2010 
eruption of Mount Merapi and simultaneous 
earthquake and tsunami. The emergency stretched 

the capacities of ‘traditional’ humanitarian actors, 

such as the national disaster management office 
(BNBP).  

Research question 

The study examines the 2010 simultaneous hazard 

events as a trigger for national, district, and 
organisational reassessment of disaster preparedness 
and response approaches as well as rethinking 
around the need and feasibility of tapping into the 
resources, skills, and knowledge of other actors, 
particularly the private sector. It explores recent 

changes in perceptions and practice around private 
sector engagement and collaboration with civil-
military actors across the spectrum of disaster 
management following the simultaneous hazards of 
2010 and other subsequent extreme events, in an 
attempt to understand the motivations, modes, 

challenges and opportunities to engagement. 

Key Findings 

Since 2010 there appears to have been an increased 
appetite for systematic involvement of the 

Indonesian private sector. Indonesian businesses in 
the Indonesian Global Compact Local Network, 
approached the government in early 2013 to ask for 
more in depth consideration and integration of their 
organisations’ skills and competencies in the 
national disaster management frameworks. At the 

local level, due to high demand, OCHA is currently 
running workshops aimed at empowering small and 
micro enterprises in disasters, as well as business 
continuity planning training for small and medium 
enterprises (SMEs).  

There also appears to have been a steady expansion 
of private sector engagement across the spectrum of 
disaster management, with the private sector in 
general becoming increasingly involved in activities 
beyond relief and response, moving towards 
preparedness, DRR and resilience building. For 

example, at the national level, the Disaster Resource 
Partnership is now running training for builders on 
earthquake resistant construction. Interestingly, 
confusion sometimes arose during discussions with 
private organisations over questions regarding 
‘preparedness’. When asked about their 

preparedness or risk reduction activities most 
companies or private sector platforms instead 
referred to ‘business continuity’ and ‘sustainability’. 
Some did not recognise any of their work as 
preparedness until the question was reframed using 
this language. It was also noted that engagement 

was sometimes facilitated by humanitarian actors 
who had a background in the private sector, who 
were familiar with the systems, capabilities and 
language of their counterparts.  
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Whilst philanthropy is still a major motivation for 
engagement in humanitarian action through the 
country’s compulsory CSR initiatives, it is apparent 
that private sector organisations are beginning to 
engage as part of their core business, wanting to 
ensure their own business continuity or expand into 

new markets or areas of expertise. For example, Sari 
Husada, an Indonesian corporation that produces 
nutritional dairy products for babies and children, 
supported the relocation of the surrounding 
communities, of which many were their suppliers, to 
safe areas. As an incentive, the company provided 

agricultural service centres that provide training on 
both dairy and non-dairy production, training on 
income management in high risk environments, and 
stated that only farmers in locations deemed safe 
could sell their milk to the company’s cooperatives. 
Sari Husada designed the initiative not to deal with 

short term shortcomings in their dairy production 
but instead to ensure the longer term sustainability 
of their production. By focusing not only on re-
starting milk production but also on generating 
other non-dairy activities, Sari Husada has improved 
the overall well-being of their workers, as well the 

resilience of their livelihoods to future shocks. This 
in turn has ensured the longer term sustainability of 
milk production. For information see the case study 
within Annex 2.  

However, whilst demand certainly exists, examples 

of private sector engagement as part of core 
business, and examples illustrating the effective 
utilisation of collaboration mechanisms, are not 
widely accessible to businesses, government 
departments, and the military.  

At the same time, the extreme events of 2010 
highlighted that other ‘non-traditional’ actors are 
also stepping up to meet challenges, often branching 
outside their ‘traditional’ roles. Whilst usually the 
first in and first out during a disaster, due to the 
extremity of the event the military were instructed 

to remain and assist with land clearance following 
the tsunami in Mentawai as their skills and 
equipment lent themselves to this task and 
capacities elsewhere were stretched. These examples 
indicate that the boundaries of the military’s role are 
evolving as their comparative advantage is realised 

by others and by themselves. There has also been 
increased appetite amongst the military to expand 
their role to include preparedness. Spurred by the 
2010 simultaneous hazard event, the national 
military requested that preparedness activities be 
included in their training, provided by OCHA. This 

training began in 2013, however, from what this 
study could garner, this training has not be 
operationalised into their regular activities as of yet. 

Collaboration between the private sector and the 
military is also beginning to occur. Crucially, even 

amongst those that could not see a need for the 
private sector and the military to collaborate, all 
informants recognised that direct communication 
and coordination were becoming ever more essential 

as they increasingly operated in the same space.  
Where it does happen, collaboration is taking place 
mainly via personal connections, but most critically 
via platforms, which were thought to offer neutral 
fora for collaboration. Larger national organisations 
felt that the National Platform for DRR allows them 

to better work with the military without fear of 
reputational risk, whilst small and medium 
enterprises highlighted that the Yogyakarta Forum 
for DRR31

 facilitated collaboration with the military 
by minimising the fear of corruption. However, 
there is a need for the multitude of platforms to 

identify their shared objectives and complementary 
value-addeds so as to allow the groups to work more 
efficiently together. 
Overall there is little recognition by the government 
and other actors of the strength and capacity of 
private sector, particularly sub-national level 

businesses, despite the continuous growth of SMEs. 
The BNBP does have in place Memorandums of 
Understanding with 5 private organisations to 
formalise their relationship with the companies 
during times of emergency. However, these five 
organisations are solely large national and multi-

national companies contracted by the agency for 
discreet activities rather than being embedded 
within the planning process. As well as MoUs with 
the private sector, the BNBP has certificates of 
partnership with a select number of NGOs and 
‘agreements’ with the military; however, these 

connections are disparate and do not take other 
agreements into account. This highlights the general 
perception of the body of humanitarian actors in 
Indonesia not as a whole, but as individual isolated 
sources of help. 

Whilst there are individual examples where the 
government has engaged with the private sector, 
there is little indication that there has been any 

                                                           
31 A multi-actor platform that aims to facilitate collaboration in ddisaster 
preparedness and DRR. In the response to the 2010 Merapi eruption, the 
platform played a critical coordination role.  
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effort for both to develop an operational roadmap to 
set the agenda and direction for multi-actor 
communication or collaboration. The National Plan 
for Disaster Management (2010-2014) refers to the 
private sector periodically as an actor that should be 
engaged but outlines no methodology to 

communicate, let alone collaborate. Master plans 
also exist for different hazard types with the private 
sector included in the relevant actors outlined. 
However, this incorporation reflects their 
engagement as potential additional resource to tap 
after the event, rather than being embedded into 

planning procedures. That said, a new framework for 
engaging the private sector in DRR is currently being 
developed by BNPB but does not have any private 
sector organisations in its conceptualisation team. 
Inclusion of private sector representatives would 
bring ownership to the framework as well help 

produce a more realistic and operational 
coordination structure. Instead, the new framework 
risks repeating recent history, outlining an 
engagement model that fails to encapsulate the 
practicalities of partnership, especially the essential 
inclusion of the private sector in planning stages. 

Further, there is a lack of a clear roadmap, and 
supporting regulatory environment, of how to 
integrate disaster risks with development priorities 
and the role of the private sector in this interface.  

Looking forward: Overarching message  

The 2010 events highlighted the capacity challenge 
that Indonesia’s humanitarian actors, at both the 
national and sub-national levels, will increasingly 
face. Engagement of the private sector in 
preparedness, DRR and resilience building appears 

to be more readily occuring and more and more 
commercial actors are engaging as part of core 
business. The value-added offered by private sector 
actors is diverse and there are potential 
opportunities to maximise these, and those of other 
‘traditional’ and ‘non-traditional’ actors, by 

collaboration via platforms. However, there are still 
significant steps to take in order for multi-actor 
collaboration to be more systematised, especially 
around the development of a more inclusive 
national framework. 

For more information see Annex 2 
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Table 1 // Private Sector Typology: What is the ‘private sector’ in the context of disaster management in Indonesia 

 
Types of 
private sector 

Types of role played in 
disaster management 

Main entry points Modes of engagement Potential value added 

In
te
rn
at
io
n
al
 

Telecommuni-
cations 

Response: Use of 
communication networks 

Through NGOs; sometimes 
through government 

Engagement in the form of 
collaborative partnerships that allow 
them to share their core competencies, 
as well as part of core business to 
widen future markets. 

Allowing the use of their networks will enable 
NGOs, Red Cross and government agencies faster 
and more efficient means to respond. Their 
innovative technologies could also offer 
opportunities to monitor movements, and to map 
the locations of stakeholders and beneficiaries.  At 
the same time, their networks could be harnessed 
to develop early warning mechanisms. 

Consumer goods 
e.g. Unilever 

Response: Donation of items 
and financial resources 

Preparedness: pre positing of 
food and hygiene items 

DRR: providing education 
around reducing vulnerability; 
retrofitting distribution centres; 
investing in ‘resilient’ roads 

Through national multi-
actor platforms e.g. 
National Platform for DRR; 
through private sector 
platforms e.g. Indonesia 
Business Link; through 
local presence 

 

Corporate philanthropy as part of their 
CSR commitments remains a major 
mode of engagement, However, there 
are increasing instances of large 
international organisations engaging 
as part of their core business driven by 
its own business continuity, especially 
in preparedness and DRR.    

Core competencies such as risk assessments, 
expansive distribution mechanisms and supply 
chains offer opportunities to provide alternative 
livelihood options in times of disaster and as part 
of resilience building.  

R
eg
io
n
al
 

Construction 
companies 

Reconstruction: repair and 
construction of infrastructure 
and housing  

Through BNPB 
Engagement as a contractor, often 
with MoUs in place.   

These companies could offer logistics support in 
responses. They could also offer unique benefits 
for DRR, including hazard-resistant construction, 
as well as training on this subject for national 
companies.   

N
at
io
n
al
 

Consumer goods 

e.g. Health 
companies such 
as Sari Husada 

DRR/resilience building: 
relocation, livelihood 
development  

Response: donation of items or 
financial resources 

Local presence 

Whilst corporate philanthropy is still a 
critical form of engagement, national 
level companies appear to be 
engaging more and more in resilience 
building as part of core business in 
efforts to strengthen business 
continuity.  

National distribution mechanisms and supply 
chains offer opportunities to provide alternative 
livelihood options in times of disaster and as part 
of resilience building.  

Construction 
companies 

Reconstruction: infrastructure 
and housing repair and 
construction 

Through private sector 
platforms e.g. Disaster 
Resource Partnership 

Collaborative partnerships that allow 
them to share their competencies 

Core competencies of construction, geological 
surveying, risk assessments 

Su
b
-

N
at
io
n
al
 

SMEs 
Response: often first 
responders offering in kind aid  

Local presence, engaged 
directly with affected 
population 

These enterprises view themselves as 
part of the community and are often 
members of the affected population. 
As a result,  

Familiarity with local practices, needs, and access, 
and links with local markets.  
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Philippines 

Risk Context 

The Philippines is the most disaster prone country in 

South East Asia and in the World Risk Report 2012, it 
was ranked as the third most disaster-affected 
country globally for the second year running

32
. The 

recent implementation of the 2010 Disaster Risk 
Reduction and Management Act

33
 and subsequent 

re-organisation of the National Disaster 

Coordinating Council to become the National 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Council 
(NDRRMC), appears to have placed DRR and multi-
actor collaboration at the forefront of government 
concern as it works toward a framework that 
provides for a comprehensive, all-hazards, multi-

sectoral, inter-agency and community-based 
approach to disaster risk reduction and management 
that emphasises the critical role of a diverse set of 
actors, including the private sector.  

Research Focus 

This report examines how the private sector 
contributes to disaster management in the 
Philippines, and specifically engages with 
governments, aid agencies and the military. In 

addition to exploring general changes with regard to 
these actors in the wider Filipino disaster 
management landscape, the study uses the recent 
examples of Typhoons Washi and Bopha to present 
changes in both the activities and perceptions 
around private sector actors in disaster 

management. Among the historically less affected 
regions in Philippines is the conflict-afflicted 
province of Mindanao.  However, this changed 
drastically with the onslaught of two of the most 
severe and deadly tropical storms in Philippine 
history; 2011 Typhoon Washi (local name Sendong) 

and 2012 Typhoon Bopha (local name Pablo), 
occurring within 12 months of each other. These 
typhoons were unprecedented extreme events in an 
area complicated by security risks due to ideological 
insurgency and therefore opened the door for 
creative ‘non-traditional’ approaches to disaster 

management and collaboration between diverse 
actors. 

Key Findings 

The research found numerous examples of 
international and national private sector 
organisations engaging beyond philanthropy and 
CSR in light of the two unprecedented typhoons. 

                                                           
32

 http://www.ehs.unu.edu/file/get/10487.pdf (page 18) 
33

 Republic Act No. 10121, Republic of the Philippines 
Department of National Defense Office of Civil Defense 
 

 

They highlight that private organisations can add 
value through their capacity to rapidly mobilise their 
networks in communities to support assessments 
and information gathering. At the same time, the 
cases demonstrate that private sector organisations 
can share these value-addeds in ways that also 

benefit their own work.  
 
For example, following Typhoon Washi San Miguel 
Corporation (SMC) mobilised its in-house geologist 
to assess the areas designated for the relocation of 
affected populations, ensuring that the proposed 

housing areas were not at risk to future disasters, 
particularly flooding and landslides. Once these 
areas were certified as safe, SMC then worked with 
its national NGO partners, Habitat for Humanity 
and Gawad Kalingan – both experts in low-cost 
housing - to rebuild new homes for the affected 

populations in Cagayan de Oro, Iligan and 
Dumaguete. SMC also provided opportunities for 
communities to engage in bamboo planting as an 
alternative livelihood. The bamboo harvested was 
then purchased by SMC and its partners to provide 
bamboo sticks required by their food production 

activities. The initiative allowed SMC to utilise its 
expanding core competencies in construction and 
risk management as well as further expand its 
activities to include outsourced business services, a 
rapidly growing industry in the Philippines.  
 

The frequency of typhoons in the Philippines has 
also provided the impetus for national private sector 
organisations to develop and test new innovations to 
reduce losses and continue operations. Some of 
these organisations have chosen to roll out these 
technologies in areas not usually impacted by 

typhoons, such as southern Mindanao. One sector 
that has invested in innovation nationally is the 
telecommunication industry. Communication lines 
facing the Pacific Ocean were destroyed when 
Typhoon Bopha hit, flattening many buildings and 
damaging cell sites and telecoms transmission 

facilities. However, Smart Communications Inc.’s 
transmission towers sustained less damage than its 
competitors and ensured faster operability of 
transmission facilities. This was a result of 
investments made in the re-design of the 
transmission towers, following lessons learnt from 

the severe damage of Smart Communication Inc.’s 
facilities following a previous typhoon in Bicol.  
 

The unprecedented nature of the events also led to 
new partnerships being instigated between the 
private sector and government, humanitarian and 

military actors. Private sector engagement in these 
collaborative efforts were often fueled by concerns of 
business continuity and facilitated by recognition of 
shared value. Following Typhoon Washi, the private 
Xavier University (XU) led a collaborative project, 
the Ecoville Project, which aimed to relocate those 
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whose homes were completely washed away or were 
declared as no-build zones. At the same time it 
aimed to keep the community together, offering 
diverse livelihood options and creating a safe 
‘village’. XU coordinated the initiative as it was keen 
to find a way to help its staff and students, who were 

among those affected by the Typhoon, as well as the 
wider community. Without the resettlement of these 
communities, staff and students may have been 
unable to attend classes for an extended period of 
time. Throughout the project, XU worked closely 
not only with its own network of Ateneo Universities 

but also through direct partnerships with the local 
community, multinational organisations, national to 
local businesses, the military, and other government 
departments to rapidly facilitate the wide range of 
programmes within the Ecoville Project.   

 
The study also highlighted that almost all 
collaboration between the private sector and other 
actors during the typhoons occurred either through 
requests using the local coordination mechanisms at 
the provincial or city levels or, even more so, 

through personal contacts. This was particularly the 
case for collaboration between private sector 
organisations and the military. In most of the larger 
corporations, the presence of retired senior military 
officials as security or risk advisors provided a 
connection for interaction with the Armed Forces of 

the Philippines. 
 
Whilst the NDRRMC framework and plan of action 
has provided a template for multi-stakeholder 
engagement and thus an opportunity to enhance 
collaboration among all stakeholders, there has been 

a failure to adequately communicate and promote 
its provisions and principles. In the two typhoons, 
only those companies who were members of 
established national networks or the framework’s 
Relief Committee are thought to have understood 
clearly how their roles and coordination with other 

stakeholders are outlined.  

 

Looking forward: Overarching message  

The research highlights a need for new thinking 
around the ways that ‘non-traditional’ actors, 

including the private sector and the military, are 
engaged in disaster management. In general it finds 
that given the persistent high risk and high cost of 
hazard, business continuity is becoming an 
increasingly important area of investment for larger 
Filipino private sector organisations. However more 

importantly, it suggests that the kinds of business 
protection activities that these companies have 
subsequently undertaken represent alternative 
forms of resilience, preparedness and response 
activities that are not presently well understood nor 
very well integrated with Filipino national disaster 

management strategies. 

For more information see Annex 3. 
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Table 2 // Private Sector Typology: What is the ‘private sector’ in the context of disaster management in Philippines 

 
Types of private 
sector 

Types of role played in disaster 
management 

Main entry points Modes of engagement Potential value added 

In
te
rn
at
io
n
al
 

Consumer goods, 
telecommunications -

Corporate 
Foundations (e.g. San 
Miguel Foundation, 
Vodafone 
Foundation) 

Response: Donation of items and 
financial resources 

Preparedness: pre-positing of 
food and hygiene items 

DRR: providing education 
around reducing vulnerability; 

retrofitting distribution centres; 
investing in ‘resilient’ roads 

Resilience building: Relocation and 
livelihood development. See San 
Miguel Foundation case study in 
Annex 3 

Acting on own; 
through government; or 
through international 
and national NGOs 

Corporate philanthropy remains a 
major mode of engagement; however, 
large international organisations are 
increasingly engaging via sharing 
their commercial core competencies 
or as part of their core business 
driven by concerns for business 
continuity, especially in 
preparedness, DRR and resilience 
building.    

These foundations can harness their 
companies’ core technical skills such as 

geological and risk assessments, as well as 
logistics, to utilise in disaster risk 
reduction/resilience and response 
respectively.  

Energy companies -
Corporate 

Foundations (e.g. 
Petron Foundation) 

Response: donation of items or 
financial resources; conduction 
of post-disaster damage 
assessments 

Preparedness: pre-positioning of 
items 

DRR: training communities on 
risk reduction 

Through NDMA; 
through national 
private sector platforms 
e.g. Corporate Network 
for Disaster Response; 
through national NGOs 

Increasingly, these regional 
organisations are engaging via 
sharing their businesses’ core 
competencies or as part of their core 
business driven by concerns for 
business continuity and market 
viability. 

Expansive supply chains; expertise in strategic 
planning.    
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R
eg
io
n
al
 Telecommunication 

Companies e.g. Smart 
Communications 
Incorporated 

Response: Use of communication 
networks 

DRR: development of hazard-
resistant telecommunication 
infrastructure 

Through INGOs; 
sometimes through 
government’ through 
other private sector 
organisations. 

Engagement in the form of 
collaborative partnerships that allow 
them to share their core 
competencies, as well as part of core 
business to widen future markets. 

Allowing the use of their networks will enable 
NGOs, Red Cross and government agencies 
faster and more efficient means to respond. 
Their investment in research and innovation 
could lend itself to providing expertise to 
other actors on hazard-resistant infrastructure. 
Their innovative technologies could also offer 
opportunities to monitor movements, and to 
map the locations of stakeholders and 
beneficiaries.  At the same time, their 
networks could be harnessed to develop early 
warning mechanisms. 

N
at
io
n
al
 

Private Academic 
institutions 

DRR/resilience building: 
relocation, livelihood 

development  

Local presence 
Engagement as part of core business 
in efforts to ensure staff and 
stakeholders are safe in the short and 
long term.  

Provision of perceived neutral coordinator of 
collaborative initiatives; knowledge of local 
expertise and dynamics; sophisticated 
networks and technologies.  

Construction 
companies 

Reconstruction: infrastructure and 
housing repair and construction 

Through NDMA Contractor 
Core competencies of construction, geological 
surveying, risk assessments. 

Su
b
-N

at
io
n
al
 SMEs 

Including  heavy 
trucking companies 
e.g. Red Ball PLC  

Response: logistics support to 
military NGOs  

Local presence, 
engaged directly with 
affected population; 
through Chamber of 
Commerce; through 
church and civil 
society groups; through 
personal connections 
with military personnel 

These enterprises view themselves as 
part of the community and are often 
members of the affected population. 
As a result, their engagement is both 
for core business, trying to ensure 
markets are still open to them, but 
also out the desire to help what have 
often become to be thought of as their 
family. 

Network of logistics providers 
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Solomon Islands 

Risk Context 

The ‘tensions’ in the Solomon Islands between 1998 

and 2003 were a potent mix of economic stagnation, 
inequitable development, high unemployment, 
conflict between Guale landowners and Malaitan 
settlers, the hijacking of the state, and the collapse 
of law enforcement. The private sector was severely 
weakened in the process; businesses faced 

significant challenges, including weak local demand, 
rising transport costs, deteriorating infrastructure, 
lack of business confidence and security problems. 
The Australian-led Regional Assistance Mission to 
the Solomon Islands (RAMSI) was deployed in 2003 
following several earlier failed attempts at securing 

peace. It consisted of three pillars: (1) law and order; 
(2) economic reform; and (3) machinery of 
government. Ten years following the arrival of 
RAMSI, the mission is due to transition to 
predominantly bilateral (Australia-Solomon Islands) 
partnerships in 2013, signalling the end to the most 

complex and lengthiest regional intervention and 
stabilisation mission in the Pacific. The transition 
does not, however, reflect disengagement. 
Australian Government 2013 budget allocations of 
AU$499.8 million towards the transition and 
RAMSI’s successor bilateral programmes between 

2013 and 2017 demonstrate significant continued 
external engagement.   

Research Focus 

Learning from the RAMSI experience is therefore 

both timely and appropriate as the Solomon Islands 
Government (SIG) and its partners reflect on the 
sustainability of the hard-won peace and economic 
dividend. The country study examined the role of 
private sector actors in the post-conflict recovery 
and whether RAMSI’s approach took the weakened 

sector into account, towards exploring the 
implications of this engagement for the transition to 
a bilateral programme. 

Key findings 

The research finds that whilst economic reform was 
a major part of RAMSI’s role and the various security 
building frameworks, neither RAMSI nor the 
Solomon Islands Government made a seat at the 
table for the private sector; nor did they feature 
private sector engagement as a major thrust of their 

strategy, despite the dedicated economic pillar 
within the Partnership Framework. RAMSI stated 
that reviving business confidence was to be achieved 
mainly by strengthening economic governance and 
creating the conditions for broad-based economic 
growth. At the macro-economic level, there have 

been significant joint RAMSI-Solomon Islands 

Government efforts to transform the national 
investment environment and strengthen economic 
governance. These include the passing of key 
legislation and the strengthening of the Finance and 
Treasury Ministries’ systems and capabilities to 
support and encourage economic management, 

sustainable growth, and policy and regulatory 
reform.  

This progress is not, however, reflected within the 
community-based business sector. RAMSI’s strategy 
to foster private sector growth could have better 

recognised the vastly different scales of private 
sector engagement, and placed greater emphasis at 
the local or grassroots level, providing incentives to 
develop small to medium-sized business. Instead, 
RAMSI’s concentration on reform efforts at the 
macro-level and the creation of an enabling 

environment led to varied results, and did not really 
appear to ‘trickle down’ to the community levels. 
The RAMSI-sponsored People’s Surveys reveal that 
perceptions of business conditions had worsened 
and that starting a business held considerable 
obstacles.  The challenges ranged from a lack of 

business skills, poor understanding of banking 
services, and family (wantok) demands, indicating 
that private sector growth in post-conflict and 
conflict-affected contexts demands a far more 
nuanced approach than RAMSI’s linear, top-down 
model.  

The intervention also missed key opportunities, such 
as connecting with relatively coherent sub-sectors of 
the private sector like Chinese businesses. This 
failure of RAMSI to engage with the Chinese private 
sector reflected the failure of RAMSI advisors to 

understand the uniqueness of the context of the 
Solomon Islands, the local dynamics and the 
underlying causes of the tensions.   

However, while RAMSI’s framework acknowledges 
the need for economic reform and for creating the 

conditions for economic growth, there has been a 
failure to link this intention effectively with the 
private sector. Creating the enabling economic 
environment is only one part of the post-conflict 
recovery picture; employment and other economic 
opportunities can increase the likelihood of 

nurturing and sustaining fragile peace 
arrangements. Direct engagement with the private 
sector was not discussed. Instead, RAMSI’s 
engagement was an indirect and informal 
partnership that failed to capture the development-
security nexus - the inter-relatedness of security and 

development as the foundation of stability and 
prosperity. For example, RAMSI’s strategy for 
removing roadblocks to growth was only 
superficially linked to the underlying causes of the 
violence.  
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It is clear that the private sector is a key protagonist 
in post-conflict recovery. Coupled with 
humanitarian action, or as a conduit for 
humanitarian action, the private sector is a central 
enabler in the growth of local businesses, providing 
employment and creating the enduring conditions 

for economic security. Humanitarian actors are 
increasingly recognising that markets are a key 
mechanism for the delivery of aid with humanitarian 
interventions ranging from ‘market aware’, through 
to ‘market support,’ to ‘market based 
programming.’   

Looking forward: Overarching message  

Given the centrality of economic growth to the 
prospects for peace, donors cannot afford to ignore 
the private sector from the earliest stage in their 

intervention. It is clear that nation-building is a 
multifaceted and delicate business requiring the 
participation of all stakeholder groups. Fragile states 
thus require more than the conventional ‘state-
centric’ conflict recovery mechanisms, and regional 
missions must integrate the ‘Do No Harm’ principle 

across their intervention and in considering public-
private partnerships. Fresh thinking based on new 
modalities of engagement is therefore required post-
RAMSI. AusAID’s 2012 Sustainable Economic 
Development - Private Sector Development Strategy 
emphasises the importance of targeted interventions 

in fragile states to create employment and help the 
local business sector grow. The Strategy echoes a key 
premise of the New Deal for Engagement in Fragile 
States

34
: strong economic foundations for 

employment and livelihoods in its five Peace and 
Statebuilding Goals (PSGs). The research shows that 

this is likely to require a mix of innovative 
approaches that combine non-economic with 
economic incentives. Australia Aid’s options for 
direct interventions provide a useful framework for 
engagement.

35
 

For more information see Annex 4. 

                                                           
34 For more information see: http://www.newdeal4peace.org/ 

35  AusAID (2012) Sustainable Economic Development, Private Sector 

Development, Thematic Strategy (August), p. 31. The options include: funding 

large scale public works programs; supporting infant industries; supporting 

women’s participation; funding public research into business opportunities in 

developing countries; supporting growth clusters; and providing business 

advisory services.  
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Table 3  // Private Sector Typology: What is the ‘private sector’ in the context of peacebuilding/state building in Solomon Islands  

 
Types of private sector Types of role played in disaster 

management 
Main entry points Modes of 

engagement 
Potential value added 

In
te
rn
at
io
n
al
 

Logistics companies 

e.g. TOLL, GRM 
International, Sinclair Knight 
Merz Pty Ltd, and URS 
Australia Pty Ltd 

Serve as logistical and supply 
(including human resources) providers 

Partnership with RAMSI 
or AusAid 

Contractor 

Core technical skills such as risk assessments and 
logistics. This would be further enhanced if partnered 
with organisatiosn familiar with the particular 
contextual issues of difference areas of the Solomon 
Islands to reduce risk of anger felt by community, clan 
and ethnic divisions through lack of understanding 
and local knowledge. 

Mining Companies 

e.g. Gold Ridge Mining 
Limited (GRML) 

Offered widespread employment Local presence 
Core business 

 

Tensions around potential role to play in light of land 
owner issues. However, GMRL, for example, believe 
that as the largest private sector investor in the 
Solomons, they must be given more of a role in state 
building. However, what this would look like is 
unclear. 

R
eg
io
n
al
 

Platforms and Forums 

e.g. Pacific Islands Forum, 
Melanesian Spearhead 
Group 

Did not play a substantial role 
Did not play a 
substantial role 

Did not play a 
substantial role 

Have knowledge of private sector context and 
dynamics and therefore have a potential role in 
partnering with other actors (international private 
sector, international military etc) to develop the 
private sector more effectively and thereby enabling it 
to play a role in humanitarian action. 

Telecommunications 

e.g. Bemobile 

Expanded access of goods and services 
to a wide range of Solomon Islanders. 

Encouraged investment of further 
companies. 

Local presence and 
partnering with other PS 

Core business. 
Trans-boundary systems that could be utilised by 
other actors, including the government. 

N
at
io
n
al
 

Financial services 

 

The banking sector has slowly 
expanded outside Honiara into the 
provinces, therefore providing greater 
access to the majority of the population. 

Local presence 
Core business - 
expansion of 
markets. 

The opportunity to bridge the gap between macro-
level reforms and micro-level development. 

Media Companies 

Restored short wave transmission 
capacbilities to allow reach to 95% of 
the population. 

Held 13 political forums in the lead up 
to the 2010 National Election, and to 
coordinate with police and the Solomon 
Islands Electoral Commission. 

The Solomon Islands 
Media Assistance 
Scheme (SOLMAS) – a 
partnership between 
RAMSI and the media 
community. 

Core business 

Dissemination of information to both urban and rural 
areas. 

Awareness raising on key development and political 
issues. 

The ability to foster a sense of nationhood. 
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Types of private sector Types of role played in disaster 

management 
Main entry points Modes of 

engagement 
Potential value added 

Conducted media awareness training 
for accountability programs, Director of 
Public Prosecutions, Law Reform Unit, 
Electoral Commission staff, other 
RAMSI Programs, and NGOs. 

Su
b
-N

at
io
n
al
 

Chinese owned retail Unknown. Local presence Unknown. 

If engagement was better facilitated could offer 
substantial contributions to state building including 
widespread employment, innovation, and networks, as 
represent 80% of all commercial businesses. 

Private Security Companies 
Provision of security in the face of a 
weak and compromised local police 
force. 

Through RAMSI or 
private sector companies 

Contractor 
In the absence of alternative systems, can provide a 
political proxy, enhanced by widespread networks - 
but concerns over corruption need to be monitored. 
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Somalia  

Risk Context 

Somalia is the quintessential ‘failed state’. Since the 
government’s collapse in 1991, successive 
international peace and state-building efforts have 
resulted in calamity or anti-climax, and the country 
has been in an evolving state of conflict for over two 

decades. Widely celebrated last year as the end of its 
protracted transition,

36
 the restoration of 

government offers genuine hope that Somalia might 
finally break free of this cycle. Staffed by 
technocratic professionals and led by a President 
and Prime Minister with limited links with country’s 

civil war, the credentials of the new administration, 
not to mention the unprecedented technical, 
military and financial international support it has 
received, suggest that the Federal Government of 
Somalia (FGS) represents Somalia’s best chance for 
peace in a generation. If the FGS and its 

international partners are to resurrect the world’s 
most failed state, they must overcome the chronic 
stabilisation issues that have dogged all such 
previous attempts. Plagued by a legacy of post-war 
factionalism and Islamic extremism, Somalia 
remains under siege from al-Shabab and armed 

militias. The new administration is further 
surrounded by quasi-independent authorities with 
whom its relations range from hard-headed to 
openly hostile, and it must also mediate a ‘political 
economy of state collapse’,

37
 in which systemic 

corruption and elite interest groups have repeatedly 

derailed past processes of reconciliation. Moreover, 
the FGS and its international partners have yet to 
develop a workable federal system, nor have they 
made much headway towards a review of the 
country’s provisional constitution or the electoral 
process that will underpin Somalia’s democratic 

future. 

Key Findings 

Parts of Somalia have witnessed an astonishing flood 
of returnees, business and capital investment.

38
 

Buoyed by claims that the worst of the violence is 
over, the country has been declared ‘open for 
business’,

39
 with some entrepreneurs even eyeing up 

                                                           
36

 Remarks with President of Somalia, Hassan Sheikh Mohamud, after their 

meeting, Hillary Clinton, 17th January 2013; Joint article by Hassan Sheikh 

Mohamud, President of Somalia, and Catherine Ashton, High Representative of 

the EU for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, European External Action 

Service, 31st January 2013, Brussels. 
37

 Bryden 2013, p.1. 
38

 ‘Welcome to Mogadishu’, Katrina Manson, Financial Times Weekend 

Magazine, June [1/2], 2013. 
39

 ‘Somalia is open for business, says President’, The Telegraph [online], 7th May 

2013.  

the Somali coast as a potential tourist hotspot.
40

 
Such enthusiasm may seem fanciful given the 
country’s decades of conflict, predation and its 
fractured politics however as observers increasingly 

acknowledge, Somalia is at the forefront of a poorly 
understood trend: one in which communities living 
amidst protracted state collapse have established 
informal mechanisms to provide forms of 
‘governance without government’.

41
 

Driven by an evolving group of sub-national private 
actors, including the private sector, local authorities 
and civic groups, Somalis have adapted an 
impressive mosaic of alternative systems in support 
of modest economic development and an improved - 
if imperfect - post-state collapse stability. Propelled 

by the resources injected by a UN intervention of 
unprecedented scale and their own resourceful 
endeavour, the private sector has been particularly 
relevant in generating this broader general impulse 
towards peace. Forms of law and order have been 
established, regulations have been ‘imported’, public 

goods provision has expanded through innovation 
and, in some regions, private support of customary 
systems has even helped serve as the basis for the 
formation of public polities. 

Given this proven capacity to ‘make do’ in spite of 

the absence of government, the recent influx of 
private sector activity suggests that the commercial 
process could outpace the internationally-sponsored 
process of political reconciliation, perhaps even 
spreading stability in ways that the embattled 
central government cannot. As opposed to 

conventional assumptions about the rise of stability 
through established government structures, might 
the genesis of durable peace in Somalia emerge from 
the country’s economic entrepreneurs? 

In the context of the New Deal for Fragile States, 

which in theory promises the opportunity for the 
Somali context to be the focus of peace and 
statebuilding efforts, this potentially unique 
developmental trajectory raises a provocative 
question: can stability be adequately promoted by 
the international community’s ‘tried and tested’ 

approach to state-building, or does the country’s  
post-collapse political economy and subsequent 
organic development present a dynamic context for 
which there is no established model? Also, if private 
sector actors have been so central to a rise in post-
collapse prosperity, are Somalia’s new statebuilding 

agendas adequately responsive to the opportunities 

                                                           
40

 ‘Holidays in Somalia? Mogadishu hopes to be a tourist hotspot’, Nima Elbagir, 

CNN [online], 12th June 2013. 
41

 See, for instance: Nenova & Harford 2004; Yusuf 2006; Menkhaus 2006; 

Leeson 2007. 
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for peace and statebuilding that these actors 
represent? 

Presently, it appears that the country’s prevailing 
political economy is too limited to permit the kinds 
of widespread development that Somalis most 

probably need. Some form of central authority will 
be necessary, for instance, to establish a positive 
regulatory environment, or to mediate the land 
rights issues that lie at the heart of many inter-clan 
and societal tensions. Unfortunately however, the 
research subsequently finds a disparity between the 

rhetoric and reality of both the new government’s 
and the New Deal’s approach to private sector 
engagement. Not only does this reality undermine 
the basic premise of the New Deal initiative, but the 
failure to accommodate the local, clanic and 
economically-orientated responses to statelessness 

supported by private sector actors through 
‘governance without government’ also weakens the 
prospects of a government that many regard as 
Somalia’s best chance for peace for a generation. 
Indeed, the private sector represents one of the very 
few potentially effective conduits for the centrist 

top-down political agenda of the FGS to meet the 
country’s prevailing bottom-up informality. 

Given the success of private entrepreneurs in 
helping establish forms of governance without 
government and promoting modest economic 

development, it is tempting to imagine that form 
might continue to precede function, and that the 
recent influx of commercial activity might become 
the dominant source of Somalia’s forward stability. 
This is perhaps especially so in the context of a 

statebuilding agenda that commands circumscribed 
sovereignty over hard-won areas of the country, and 
which suffers severe practical, political and security 
challenges in both its capacity and legitimacy to act 
as the dominant source of authority. The reality 
however, is that while governance without 

government has served to upgrade Somalia’s post-
war political economy of collapse, the phenomenon 
has had contradictory effects for national 
development. Given inherent systematic failures 
further restrict the potential of private business to 
deliver more progressive public dividends, it remains 

difficult to foresee that greater human and capital 
investment will produce outputs that reflect the 
level of inputs. 

Looking forward: Overarching message  

Given the scale of the country’s political challenges 
and Somalis’ impressive and largely privately-driven 
economic adaptation to statelessness, the 
international community needs to more fully and 
more innovatively act upon opportunities presented 
by private sector actors if it is to support 

development that profits the Somali people at large 
and as such, further strengthen the country’s current 
statebuilding project. The Somali example critically 
illustrates the importance of statebuilding initiatives 
in fragile states to reach even closer to the grassroots 
of multi-stakeholder engagement and of the 

importance of a process-orientated, rather than 
results-orientated approach.  

For more information see Annex 5.
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Table 4 // Private Sector Typology: What is the ‘private sector’ in the context of peacebuilding in Somalia? 

 
Types of 
private sector 

Types of role played  Main entry points Modes of engagement Potential value added 

In
te
rn
at
io
n
al
 

Money transfer 
companies 
(hawala) 

Facilitation of financial transactions 
in the absence of a central banking 
system and the receipt of funds from 
foreign sources using international 
financial infrastructure. 

Somali custom. Core business. 

Money transfer businesses are the delivery method of 
choice for Diaspora remittances in Somalia. They are far-
reaching, simple and with greater understanding, they 
represent the opportunity to develop strategies for the 
mobilisation of forms of alternative funding in emergency 
situations. 

R
eg
io
n
al
 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

N
at
io
n
al
 

Utilities 

Private entrepreneurs expanded and 
developed water and electricity 
networks in support of wider public 
access. 

Local presence. 
Core business. Some 
evidence of zakat, a form of 
Islamic social responsibility. 

Utilities entrepreneurs have not only improved and 
widened service provision throughout Somalia, including 
in rural areas, they have also developed systems for the 
simplification of transactions where banking infrastructure 
is limited. Their model provides potentially useful insights 
into public service provision in the absence of large-scale 
public/private investment. 

Telecoms 

In the absence of government 
regulation, rapid industry expansion 
and strong competition led to the 
some of the lowest calling costs in 
the world and high domestic uptake 
of mobile telecoms, empowering 
greater communication among 
Somalis. 

Diaspora-funded 
start-ups. 

Core business 

Somali telecoms businesses are among the largest most 
powerful enterprises in the country. They have developed 
infrastructures and procedures that transcend factional and 
political boundaries; understanding their methods offers 
prospects for peacebuilding and more widespread 
economic development. 

Air and 
Telecoms 

The use of foreign institutional 
infrastructures to support business 
development in the absence of an 
effective regulatory environment has 
supported domestic commercial 
development and service provision. 

Diaspora-funded 
start-ups. 

Core business 

Use of foreign institutional infrastructures and outsourcing 
of forms of governance where they are otherwise absent 
offers insightful alternatives for statebuilding efforts where 
government capacity for regulation and mediation is 
limited. 

Su
b
-N

at
io
n
al
 

Islamic courts 

The support of the business 
community of Islamic courts in order 
to provide forms of dispute 
resolution, contract enforcement, 
general law and order.  

Local presence, 
growth through 
general and militia-
based business 
support. 

Philanthropy as part of 
religious practice 

In the absence of alternative systems for government, can 
provide orientated law and order. 
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Institutional perspectives 

The preceding case studies have highlighted the 
challenges of private sector-humanitarian 
collaboration in diverse contexts. They have pointed 
to situational factors that determine the extent to 

which different private and public sector bodies 
recognise the value of engaging with each other, and 
they reflect the often idiosyncratic factors, eg, 
personal contacts, which lead to institutional 
partnerships. Yet, together the four seem to 
reconfirm a common theme that has been identified 

in various studies by the Humanitarian Futures 
Programme as well as others. That theme concerns 
the high probability that the types and levels of 
engagement between different types of organisations 
directly reflect institutional stereotypes, or, the self-
fulfilling institutional perspectives that one type of 

organisation has about other types.  

In both strategic planning and operational contexts, 
such stereotyping is reflected in misunderstandings 
about what has been broadly called ‘language,’ 
value-addeds and comparative advantages. Language 

is shorthand for far more than just means of 
communications. It encompasses amongst other 
things organisational culture, the way an 
organisation sees its raison d’etre, its internal 
processes and procedures – in other words, its 
‘organisational DNA.’  

The challenge for most potential collaborators, 
however, is that too little time is devoted to 
understanding the organisational DNA of others. In 
noting this issue it is not to suggest that effective 
collaboration is dependent upon deep institutional 

analyses of prospective partners. Rather it is to 
suggest that there is a consistent pattern that for a 
variety of reasons -- lack of time, opportunity, 
capacity and even interest – outsiders’ perceptions of 
organisations very frequently reflect stereotypes and 
pre-fixed assumptions, and that that all too often 

these determine the boundaries of engagement. 

In a directly related vein, such stereotyping also very 
often determines outsiders’ views about the value-
addeds and comparative advantages that they attest 
to organisations from different institutional sectors. 

Hence, ‘traditional’ humanitarian actors normally 
describe the value-added of the military in terms of 
‘lift capacities’ and ‘protecting civilians in armed 
conflicts.’ Few note the military’s value-addeds and 
comparative advantages when it comes to strategic 
planning, surge capacities, transformation abilities 

and engagement with science and technology.  

Similarly, when humanitarian actors discuss the 
value-addeds of the private sector, the 
preponderance of replies focus on philanthropy and 
corporate social responsibility. Few ‘traditional’ 

humanitarian actors appear to recognise the 
potentially useful overlap between the private 
sectors’ concern for sustainability and the 
humanitarian’s concern for vulnerability reduction, 
or few appear to take into account the private 
sector’s growing commitment to look to business 

continuity well outside ‘the factory gate’ and the 
relevance that might have to fostering what 
humanitarians have increasingly been calling 
‘resilience’. 

Such limited appreciation of ‘language,’ value-

addeds and comparative advantages inevitably limits 
the scope for potential engagement. This would 
seem to be a common theme that draws together the 
four case studies, which in turn reflect varying 
constraints on effective collaboration. In a future 
that foretells of a humanitarian capacities challenge, 

such limitations between ‘traditional’ and ‘non-
traditional’ humanitarian actors do not bode well. 
Far greater attention will have to be paid to promote 
ways that will result in far more systematic and 
comprehensive approaches to collaboration. Yet, in 
so saying, effective collaboration can only follow a 

clearer understanding about its potential value, and 
that will depend upon an understanding about what 
such value might be. 

It is with that in mind that this project, with 
considerable support from public and private bodies, 

designed and tested a simulation exercise intended 
to promote more effective cross-sectoral 
understanding. 42

 The specific objectives of what 
became known as the Ferghana Valley Simulation 
Exercise were [i] to identify those capacities that can 
strengthen humanitarian action; [ii] to determine 

the extent to which different ‘languages’ of 
participants (eg, professional concepts, terminology 
and objectives) posed a constraint in identifying 
such capacities; [iii] to itemise participants’ 
respective value-addeds and comparative advantages 
when it came to humanitarian action; and [iv] to 

agree on a mechanism by which the results of these 
tests can be reviewed, improved and implemented. 

                                                           
42   Amongst the key supporters of this initiative were the 
Australian Civil-Military Centre, Deloittes and the UN’s World 
Food Programme. 
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In developing the exercise there were at least three 
key considerations that were deemed necessary to 
enable it to achieve those objectives. The first was 
the need to create conditions in which participants 
would not automatically revert to their respective 
sectoral stereotypes of other participating 

organisations. The second challenge concerned the 
contexts in which language, value-addeds and 
comparative advantages were to be explored. In 
other words, to what extent would these issues be 
explained in different settings, eg, stable conditions, 
emerging crisis situations, full-blown crises. Finally, 

if the purpose of the simulation was to serve the 
interests of a wide and diverse range of institutional 
participants, the third challenge was to create an 
approach that could accommodate such diversity. 

Annex 6 provides details of the storyline, structure 

and procedures of the Ferghana Valley Simulation 
Exercise. For the purposes of capturing key issues 
that emerged out of the exercise, suffice it to say that 
the Ferghana Valley setting was based on a fictional 
set of economic and political conditions in a little 
known area of Central Asia in 2035. One of the 

world’s largest private sector corporations, 
Omnilever, was seeking to invest in an area that was 
ripe for one of the world’s most sophisticated 
manufacturing facilities of outer space aircraft 
components. In light of the size of Omnilever’s 
potential investment, the company had decided to 

send a large team of experts to explore all 
dimensions of possible risks and opportunities. 

The range of opportunities for a positive investment 
were considerable, including a well educated 
workforce, access to diverse energy sources, a wide 

array of potential markets and highly cooperative 
governments. The downsides, however, were also 
considerable. These included a history of ethnic 
conflict, an infrastructure that was fragile, an 
overreliance on cyber technologies and a geo-
political situation that was strained. 

The exercise was divided into three parts, each to 
explore the language, value-addeds and comparative 
advantages that the private sector, humanitarian 
community and the military brought to the 
simulation’s three different situations: [i] Phase #1, 

or, the precursor phase to determine to what extent 
in a seemingly calm phase different sectors 
identified different types of threats and 
opportunities; [ii] Phase #2, or, the prompter phase 
to see to what extent possible crisis signals are 
identified and what sorts of plans might be put in 

place and by whom; and [iii] Phase #3, the perfect 
storm phase to see how different sectors will respond 
to a highly complex humanitarian crisis.  

Based on simulation exercises in Australia and the 
United Kingdom to date,43

 there are at least seven 
considerations that reflect institutional perspectives 
relevant to preparing the way for more effective 
collaboration:  

•  Confirmation of the proposition. The issue 

of stereotyping that limits a clear 

understanding about the language, value-

addeds and comparative advantages of the 

three sectors under review were consistently 

confirmed. And, yet the issue of stereotyping 

that effects collaboration was seen as both an 

intra as well as inter-sectoral problem. The 

proposition, though valid, posed problems that 

could not be readily resolved unless efforts to 

prepare the way for collaboration were 

undertaken at a far more limited and localised 

level, and in parallel far more extensive efforts 

were needed to be made at relevant 

professional training levels to introduce the 

proposition’s importance; 

• ‘We’re all humanitarians now.’ There was 

consistent recognition that the types of factors 

that underpinned the humanitarian capacities 

challenge had cross-sectoral significance. 

Increasingly the spectrum of potential threats 

would in various ways affect the core interests 

and objectives of all three sectors under focus. 

There was an emerging commonality of 

perception when it came to emerging 

humanitarian threats. However, in the 

simulation debriefing, it was recognised that 

there were no consistent or systematic means 

for these sorts of issues to be explored by all 

three sectors;44 

• Uncertain institutional boundaries. From 

institutional perspectives, a persistent problem 

that arose in the simulation exercise was what 

might be described as relevant ‘feed-back 

loops.’ In other words, in one way or another 

the use of a sector’s capacities would depend 

upon a set of factors that were in various ways 

outside the ability of that sector to offer. The 

most obvious example was the military. 
                                                           
43   Most aspects that underpinned the simulation exercise either drew upon or 

were confirmed by a series of inter-sectoral reviews and focus groups undertaken 

since 2010. 

44   In a related vein, the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs 

along with the World Economic Forum, assisted by the Humanitarian Policy 

Group of the Overseas Development Institute and the Humanitarian Futures 

Programme, King’s College, London, will soon be completing a series of projects 

intended to provide more systematic approaches to collaboration.  
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Though its capacities – value-addeds and 

comparative advantages – were recognised, the 

reality was that the military could only use 

them when government permitted it to do so, 

and that ‘feed back’ had to be consistent with 

the way that government viewed overall 

political and security objectives. In one sense, 

this reality did not deny that the simulation 

served as a useful basis for exploring the 

competencies and capacities of others, but at 

the same time how this understanding was to 

be used operationally posed wider challenges; 

• Institutional perspectives and the 

humanitarian capacities challenge. Of 

critical importance for dealing with the 

humanitarian capacities challenge is the ability 

to speculate about the ‘what might be’s,’ or, 

plausible longer-term threats and 

opportunities. This sort of speculation – is one 

of the assumptions that underpinned the 

simulation exercise --  should lead to an 

awareness about different types of capacities 

that other sectors have that one’s own 

normally does not. Such longer-term, more 

speculative perspectives, however, were 

difficult to maintain. The tendency of even 

those who came from planning backgrounds 

was to slip back into ‘the today,’ the world 

which they knew and in which they felt 

comfortable. Maintaining the ‘futures 

momentum’ will be one of the key challenges 

for simulation designers and for those who 

want to ensure that capacities are in place to 

prepare for future humanitarian action; 

• Institutional versus individual 

perspectives. A distinction was evident 

between the reactions of simulation 

participants as individuals and as institutional 

representatives. Many in the former category 

acknowledged the importance and value of the 

normally ‘unrecognised capacities’ of other 

sectors that would have positive impact upon 

humanitarian action in the simulation. 

Nevertheless, from an institutional perspective, 

there appeared considerable resistance to 

utilise these when it came to formulating 

situation, needs and response assessments in 

all three phases of the simulation;  

• Geographical, political and cultural 

determinants. The experiences of different 

sectors when it came to understanding each 

other and ultimately promoting collaboration 

for purposes of crisis prevention, preparedness, 

response and recovery were to some extent 

determined by cultural, political and 

geographical experience. This finding did not 

emerge directly from the simulation exercises, 

per se, but reflect comments that were made 

about the simulations’ findings in formal and 

informal debriefings. While the sorts of in-

depth analysis required to move away from 

stereotypes might be difficult, any effort to 

develop the simulation, and more importantly, 

to understand value-addeds and comparative 

advantages had to be very sensitive to specific 

operational contexts; 

• The Ferghana Valley Simulation Exercise in 

a wider context. From the results of the 

debriefing sessions that took place in the 

aftermath of the simulation exercises, there 

seemed to be a generally positive reaction to 

its objectives and overall approach. And, yet, at 

the same time, there were issues that needed 

to be addressed that reflected challenges in 

promoting the exercise’s overall purpose. 

Clearly, as noted above, the utility of the 

exercise would depend upon the cultural, 

geographical and political contexts in which it 

was used. Equally as evident was the 

acceptance that, while the exercise might be an 

effective tool to enhance understanding, its use 

would depend upon judgements that were 

often not at the ability of individual sectors to 

determine.  Nevertheless, in light of the 

capacities challenge that humanitarian threats 

pose, there was a general commitment to 

extend the use of the exercise. More 

specifically, the initiative should be developed 

for regional organisations such as ASEAN and 

ECOWAS, for relevant UN bodies, including 

DPKO and UNOCHA as well as for the IASC, 

for institutions of higher learning such as 

management schools and military academies 

and should be available on the proposed portal 

on innovation to be developed between the 

WEF and UN OCHA. A Guide to using the 

simulation an adaptable and scalable tool can 

be found in Annex 6. 
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Looking across the research: summary of challenges and opportunities to private sector engagement and collaboration with 
governments, humanitarian actors, and the military 

From the exploration of operational realities in the four country studies, and the examination of institutional perspectives in the Ferghana Valley Futures Simulation 
Exercise, a number of challenges to private sector engagement were identified as well as observed and potential approaches and means to overcome these challenges. These 
are summarised in the table below.  

Table 5 // Challenges to private sector engagement and potential opportunities to overcome these obstacles 

 Challenges to Engagement Observed and perceived potential approaches to overcome these challenges 

In
fo
rm

at
io
n
 a
n
d
 

U
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 

Narrow view of what the private sector is and has to offer  
Case studies  

 

Exchange fora Lack of evidence of the humanitarian impact of collaboration 

C
u
lt
u
ra
l 
U
n
d
er
st
an
d
in
g 

Lack of common ‘language’ 

Identifying shared value, mutual benefit, and joint accountability in neutral fora 

 

• Through platforms 

 

• Through simulations 

Differences in how the private and humanitarian sectors measure 

success, assess impact, and approach accountability and visibility. 

Distrust on the behalf of the humanitarian sector of the 

motivations of the private sector  

Fear of the impacts of private sector actors not adhering to 
humanitarian principles 

C
ap
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 Lack of clear or well defined entry points for the private sector to 

engage outlined in international/country frameworks, strategies 

and roadmaps 

Harnessing personal connections  

In the short term, personal connections between private sector and civil-military organisations can offer 
the opportunity to enter into partnerships or to link up individual initiatives.  

Alignment of arrangements/models 

In the medium term, private sector organisations could seek to align their own arrangements or models for 
engagement in disaster management activities with that of the government so as to enable collaboration. 
See Petron Example in Annex 3. 

Joint development of frameworks 

A longer term approach is the joint development of international and country frameworks, roadmaps and 
strategies. This will allow all stakeholders to input into the roadmap for future collaboration, formalising 
realistic and complementary entry points. 

Unfamiliarity of the private sector with the structures, 

institutions and strategies of the national and international 

humanitarian sector. 
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Project findings and 
conclusions

As the 2013 Global Assessment Report highlights, it 
is no longer ‘business as usual’ for crisis 

management, and this research highlights that a 
new paradigm is needed for thinking about the 
private sector to address what has been called the 
‘humanitarian capacities challenge’. The following 
are the overall findings and conclusions that 
emerged from the different components of this 

research that pin-point some relevant considerations 
of a new paradigm. 
 

Beyond response, beyond 

philanthropy.  

 
The concepts under which the role of the private 
sector are currently conceived are too limited. The 
diversity, capacity and value added of the private 

sector actors, are not fully recognised nor 
understood.  
 
Of particular note is the lack of recognition of the 
different scales of the private sector involved in 
humanitarian action – ranging from international 

and regional, down to national and sub-national. 
National and sub-national private sector actors are 
undertaking considerable and critical risk 
management and state building activities. As 
demonstrated in the case of Somalia, sub-national 
private sector systems can even serve to mobilise 

public opinion and potentially support the 
expansion and legitimacy of government structures. 
Indeed in Somalia, national and sub-national private 
sector actors have played the most critical role in the 
country’s stabilisation since state collapse in 1991. 
However, currently these activities and capacities 

are not realised by national governments and 
international actors, with the ‘private sector’ often 
equating to ‘multi-national corporations’ in the 
context of the countries studied in this report. For 
example, some members of the Indonesian national 
disaster management agency were of the view that 

smaller businesses have a limited capacity and 
therefore excluded the sub-national private sector 
from much of their focus when contemplating 
humanitarian action. In addition, RAMSI’s strategy 
to foster private sector growth in the Solomon 
Islands could also have better recognised the vastly 

different scales of private sector engagement, and 
placed greater emphasis at the local or grassroots 

level, providing incentives to develop small to 
medium-sized business.  
 
Further, thinking around when and how private 
sector actors can contribute to humanitarian action 
is often conceived too narrowly by humanitarian 

actors, governments, the military, and even by 
themselves. Whilst there was recognition by some 
commercial actors of the full spectrum of crisis 
management being a potential business opportunity, 
some still view their own role limited to 
philanthropic giving in response or reconstruction. 

The research did find plenty of examples of direct 
commercial engagement as part of core business, 
driven by concerns for their own sustainability or 
market viability, or as part of new market creation, 
business expansion, or trialling innovative practices. 
However, there is a need for this to become a way of 

life for all businesses. For this to occur, the 
messaging on disaster risk management and 
business resilience needs to be put forward in a 
clearer and more coherent way and as the more 
overarching driver of and rationale for the private 
sector’s engagement. Opportunities need to be 

created to both test and model how to work together 
to make risk resilience an issue of business 
sustainability and competitiveness in the broader 
context of development agendas and businesses 
need to have a better sense of how the disaster 
management spectrum is configured and how their 

core business interfaces with this. 
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Inclusive and operationable models 

and frameworks 

 
Whether national or international, models and 
frameworks for crisis management are essential to 
guide multi-actor collaboration, including 
engagement of the private sector. However, 
currently these frameworks are inadequate in a 
number of ways and resultantly often fail to foster 

collaboration. 
 
There is a need for frameworks to better tap into 

and harness the capacities of the diverse private 

sector and seek to ensure alignment and 
harmonisation. While economic reform was a major 

part of RAMSI’s role and the various security 
building frameworks for the Solomon Islands, 
RAMSI did not make a seat at the table for the 
private sector; nor did they feature private sector 
engagement as a major thrust of their strategy, 
despite the dedicated economic pillar within the 

Partnership Framework. Instead, RAMSI’s 
engagement was an indirect and informal 
partnership that failed to capture the development-
security nexus. Similarly, the New Deal for Fragile 
States, which in theory promises the opportunity for 
uniquely Somali approaches to be the focus of peace 

and state-building efforts, has no clear strategic 
approach for engaging with the private sector as part 
of the reconciliation process. In thus context, it is 
interesting to note that, in spite of the New Deal 
rhetoric, no private sector representatives were 
invited to the New Deal Conference on Somalia, 

where the international community’s assistance to 
the country was formalised. In Indonesia, the 
National Plan for Disaster Management (2010-2014) 
refers to the private sector periodically as an actor 
that should be engaged but outlines no methodology 
to communicate, let alone collaborate. Further, a 

new framework for engaging the private sector in 
DRR is currently being developed by the national 
disaster management agency but does not have any 
private sector organisations on its conceptualisation 
team. Australia’s whole-of-government approach 
also does not sufficiently incorporate private sector 

actors, neither Australian nor external, as planning 
or implementation partners.  

There is also a need for frameworks to be 

operationalised effectively, and this research 
highlighted three often lacking but necessary 

components of this: 

Firstly, efforts should be made to ensure all models 
and frameworks are known and understood by all 
relevant actors. In the Philippines, the new National 
Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Council 

framework and plan of action have provided a 

template for stakeholder engagement, and thus an 
opportunity to enhance collaboration among private 
sector and civil-military actors. However, this model 
was not known or understood by SMEs and those 
private organisations located outside the capital, 
limiting collaboration.  

Secondly, the research highlights that these 
frameworks tend to focus on measures to enable 
international or national private sector engagement, 
and assume these opportunities will trickle-down to 
even the smallest scale commercial actor. However, 

this is often not the case and can lead to 
uncoordinated efforts. Instead, efforts should be 
made to systematically address all levels of the 
private sector as part of an overall strategy.  RAMSI’s 
concentration on reform efforts at the macro-level in 
the Solomon Islands led to varied results, and did 

not really appear to seep down to the community 
levels. Similar issues appear to be surfacing in 
Somalia within the context of the New Deal 
framework, with the added dimension of 
international and domestic political prerogatives 
and priorities shaping an agenda which increasingly 

appears at odds with private sector realities on the 
ground. In Indonesia, the current decentralisation of 
disaster management responsibilities, has meant 
that coordination functions have not been clarified 
and roles and responsibilities are not outlined 
clearly. The national disaster management office 

believes it is the responsibility of the district offices 
to consider the role of local level businesses; 
however, this view is not matched by the district 
offices who state they need guidance on how to work 
with the private sector.  

Thirdly, there is a need for frameworks to be more 
sensitive to particular crisis contexts. Without 
sufficient consideration of the uniqueness of 
contextual factors such as legislative and governance 
frameworks, institutional arrangements for crisis 
management, citizen accountability, and private 

sector diversity, international and national disaster 
management and peace-building frameworks risk 
failing to encapsulate practicalities, leaving 
underlying issues unresolved, or even undermining 
efforts. In the Solomon Islands, RAMSI’s framework 
missed key opportunities to connect with relatively 

coherent sub-sectors of the private sector like 
Chinese businesses, reflecting the failure of RAMSI 
advisors to understand the uniqueness of the 
context of the Solomon Islands, the local dynamics 
and the underlying causes of the tensions. Rhetoric 
around the New Deal for Fragile States proposes 

contextualisation as a critical component; however, 
its apparent failure to appropriately accommodate 
the Somali private sector’s specific interests, needs 
and value-addeds in a ‘political economy of state 
collapse’ is argued to risk undermining the entire 
initiative.  
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Beyond ‘engagement of the private 

sector’: the multi-actor dimension  
 
While this paper focuses on the changing role of the 
private sector that does not mean that other actors’ 
roles should be viewed as constants around which 

the private sector hinges. This research also speaks 
to the changing role of the aid agencies, states, and 
particularly the military. Frameworks for crisis 
management tend to view the vast range of actors 
involved in humanitarian action not as a whole, but 
instead as individual and isolated sources of 

assistance. For example, in Indonesia the national 
disaster management agency has MoUs with the 
private sector, certificates of partnership with a 
select number of NGOs, and ‘agreements’ with the 
military. However, systematic connections between 
these groups do not exist.  

The private sector, governments, humanitarian 
actors, and the military find themselves in a shared 
though not necessarily recognised space. For those 
with humanitarian roles and responsibilities that 
space might well be reflected in the term, 

‘resilience;’ for the private sector in terms of 
sustainability and continuity planning; and, perhaps 
for a growing number of the military, preventative 
action as reflected in what had been described as the 
US Phase Zero approach 45

. It is a potentially 
common space that could be the basis for providing 

greater attention to anticipating risks and their 
potential consequences. Nevertheless, that space to 
date has not led to any systematic means for sharing 
sectoral perspectives, let alone for looking for 
strategic synergies. Whilst there is no ‘one size fits 
all’ model for collaboration in crisis management, 

there is growing recognition amongst the 
humanitarian community and the private sector that 
more strategic partnerships based around 
complimentary expertise are needed, as well as 
leadership to foster more systematic strategic and 
sustained interaction and collaboration.  

                                                           
45  Charles Wald, The Phase Zero Campaign, JFQ, issue 43, 4th 
Quarter 2006 

Currently there is a lack of tested and accepted 
mechanisms and processes to assess value and 
assign comparative advantages of diverse actors in 
different crisis contexts. That said, there are signs 
that actors are increasingly eager to explore ways to 
foster more coherent dialogues amongst the three 

sectors, and that there is a growing awareness that 
their respective value-addeds, together, might well 
serve to provide more effective anticipatory, 
adaptive and innovative approaches for dealing with 
an ever growing spectrum of humanitarian risks. 
Framing discussions of how to advance the 

humanitarian enterprise through private sector and 
humanitarian collaboration in terms of identifying 
shared value, co-creating mutual benefit, and 
determining joint accountability rather than simply 
leveraging complementarity could help take 
collaboration to the next level. It may also aid the 

humanitarian community to better incorporate 
demand-driven approaches, with the potential for 
significant improvements in humanitarian 
outcomes. 

Platforms can facilitate multi-actor 

collaboration to address complex crisis 

challenges that individual 

organisations or partnerships are 

unable to overcome alone.  

The research highlighted challenges that hinder 
effective collaboration between private sector, 
governments, humanitarian actors, and the military, 
including a lack of trust and differences in motives, 
‘language’, timescales for engagement, operating 
methods and decision making processes. In some 

cases, platforms
46

 were found to offer real 
opportunities to address these issues through the 
scaling up of efforts, building relationships and 
trust, developing and enhancing partnering capacity, 
conducting advocacy and allowing members to 
present a united voice. In Indonesia, collaboration 

between the private sector, government, 
humanitarian actors and the military is beginning to 
occur via multi-actor platforms, which are thought 
to offer neutral fora for discussion. International and 
large national private organisations felt that the 
National Platform for DRR allows them to work with 

the military without fear of reputational risk, whilst 
small and medium enterprises highlighted that the 
Yogyakarta Forum for DRR facilitated collaboration 
with the military by minimising the fear of 
corruption.  

                                                           
46 This report has referred to platforms as intermediary mechanisms which 
support and promote the contribution and engagement of various actors in 
humanitarian action..  
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However, a number of issues can arise in attempting 
to maximise the opportunities presented by multi-
actor platforms.  These are considered in more 
depth in HFP’s Platforms for Private Sector-
Humanitarian Collaboration Study

47
, but a couple of 

key points are particularly relevant for this research. 

Some platforms are actively engaging in 
preparedness and risk reduction, yet, in many cases 
platforms face significant challenges translating this 
intent into practical action. Barriers include the fact 
that many platforms were formed with a response 
focus, and that it can be difficult to persuade private 

sector partners to invest in such activities when they 
do not see humanitarian action as being central to 
their core business. The research also pointed 
towards the multitude of existing platforms failing 
to coordinate and a need for them to together 
identify their shared objectives so as to allow the 

groups to work more efficiently together. Further, 
information about what platforms are achieving is 
not readily available. As a result, platforms are not 
sufficiently contributing to building an evidence 
base for the role of the private sector and best 
practices of collaboration. 

Futures based simulations: 

opportunities for furthering multi-

actor collaboration 

The Ferghana Valley 2035 Humanitarian Capacity 
Challenge simulation offers ‘traditional’ and ‘non-
traditional’ humanitarian actors means to bring to 
the fore the sorts of expertise, innovation, and 
human and in-kind resources needed to deal with 

the sorts of catastrophes one can anticipate in the 
future. It is designed to demonstrate how the 
challenges the humanitarian sector will face in the 
future will require the sorts of capacities that ‘non-
traditional’ actors can contribute with respect to 
strategic thinking, innovative practices and 

expertise. More importantly, it seeks to promote 
future interaction and collaboration across 
‘traditional’ and ‘non-traditional’ humanitarian 
actors. Through providing a neutral space within 
which to explore approaches to the types of crises 
we might face in the future, the simulation allows 

for actors to have the types of candid discussions 
they might not normally have in a crisis context and 
allow for a margin of error.  
 

 

 

 

                                                           
47 Oglesby, R. and Burke, J. (2012)  
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Ways Forward

The findings of this research indicate that through 
more systematic multi-actor collaboration, the 

private sector could have an extremely critical role 
in addressing the humanitarian capacities 
challenge, but that a new paradigm is needed for 
thinking about what that role could look like.  

An aspect of this paradigm is the critical need for 

countries providing international crisis assistance 
to be more inclusive of the diverse private sector 
and for national governments to better harness 
private organisations’ capacities and facilitate 
multi-actor collaboration. The research therefore 
points towards two overarching priorities for 

Australia: 1) work towards bettering Australia’s own 
engagement with private sector actors in their 
crisis management overseas, as part of wider multi-
actor collaboration; and 2) support affected country 
governments with whom Australia works to better 
collaborate with the private sector in humanitarian 

action in the long term. 

This is supported by the Government’s framework 
for overseas aid, ‘An Effective Aid Program for 
Australia’, which highlights the significance of 
partnerships and encourages AusAID to ‘harness 

the power of business’ in seeking to achieve its 
priorities. In 2013 Peter Baxter, then Director 
General of AusAID, suggested that this will be 
achieved via improving the business enabling 
environment, ensuring the poor benefit from 
economic growth, and finding ways Australia can 

work with business to deliver their aid more 
effectively.

48
 This research highlights the need for 

further attention to be placed on the latter, and 
takes some steps in identifying key challenges and 
opportunities that may arise in this endeavour. 
While the Australian government does engage with 

the private sector in their overseas humanitarian 
action, this engagement is more often than not in 
the form of the use private contractors. The 
recognition for the ‘better use’ of private sector 
capacities is acknowledged in the Aid Program 
document: 

‘Consistent with the Independent Review’s 
findings, we will continue to use private sector 
contractors in circumstances where the 
necessary expertise does not exist in-house and 
where contractors represent the most 

                                                           
48 Speech delivered at the National dialogue on the role of the private sector in 

development and aid for trade. Available at: 

http://aid.dfat.gov.au/Speeches/Pages/ausaid-business-engagement-agenda.aspx 

reasonable and cost-effective choice. We will 
also make better use of private sector 
expertise in the early stages of policy 
development and program design.’49 

As Australia begins to contemplate its international 
position in the future, and increasingly recognises 
the role the private sector has in its crisis 
management activities, below are four broad 
considerations for the Department of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade (DFAT): 

• It will be fundamental to have a clear 

understanding about the ways that the 

private sector is factored into the 

government’s policy planning apparatus when 

it comes to the nation’s growing overseas 

influence and commitments to crisis 

management. There is a need to review 

overarching policy frameworks and explore 

how they can be more inclusive of the diverse 

actors at play, particularly the private sector.  

• A private sector working group that looks at 

engagement across the aid continuum 

spectrum - development and crises – could be 

established to help Australia conduct these 

reviews and, more broadly, achieve any 

necessary shifts in policy and practice.  

• In light of recent changes in Australia’s 

external crisis assistance and supporting 

policy, the existing work that the Australian 

aid programme, previously AusAid, has 

conducted on private sector engagement 

should not be lost and instead should serve as 

a foundation from which efforts towards a 

new paradigm of thinking about the private 

sector launches off. 

• As we approach 2015 deadline for the Hyogo 

Framework for Action agenda, international 

efforts to formulate a new framework for DRR 

are intensifying. Australia has significant 

influence in the discussions around the next 

phase of the Hyogo Framework for Action 

(subsequently referred to as HFA – 2) and 

should act as a champion for a new paradigm 

                                                           
49 AusAid (2012) An Effective Aid Program for Australia  
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of thinking about the role of the private 

sector in the revised Framework. Not only 

should it be recommended that the private 

sector is explicitly included in the framework, 

but that it is given a seat in the 

conceptualisation team, and that it is not 

viewed as an isolated source of finances but 

instead one of the many actors that must 

come together and identify shared value, 

mutual benefit and joint accountability 

towards developing more effective measures 

for resilience. 

Recommendations for ACMC 

ACMC has a critical role in supporting Australia to 
achieve these priorities. Therefore, further to the 

above, the following are the priority 
recommendations that ACMC should consider 
when reflecting upon how the outcomes of this 
research might be taken forward. The 
recommendations have been divided into ACMC’s 
key responsibilities and priorities as outlined in 

their 2012-2015 Strategic Plan.
50

  

Responsibility 1: Contributing to the 

development of a conceptual framework for 

civil-military collaboration in conflict and 

disaster management overseas.  

Recommendation:  

Conduct a review of Australia’s civil-military 
collaboration framework, with a focus on measures 

to consider the potential and evolving role of other 
actors, including the private sector. 

This review of the framework – ‘Strengthening 
Australia’s Conflict Prevention and Disaster 
Management Overseas’ - should be conducted in 

consultation with representatives from a select 
number of governments with whom Australia 
works, and Australian and other Asia-Pacific 
private sector actors (to include multi-national and 
national level actors). Business 4 Millennium 
Development (B4MD)

51
 may be a good platform 

with whom discussions could begin. Given its 
status as a ‘living’ document, the framework should 
be subject to continuing reviews following, 

                                                           
50  ACMC Strategic Plan 2012-2015 Available at: 

http://acmc.gov.au/about/strategic-plan-2012-2015/ 

51  Australian-based not-for-profit organisation which encourages and 

facilitates core business activities that contribute to the Millennium 

Development Goals.  This is a collaboration between the private sector and 

NGOs, involving the CEOs, that began in Papua New Guinea.  See 

http://b4md.com.au/. 

particularly following major Australian 
interventions.  

Recommendation:  

To facilitate this review, hold a strategic workshop 
to identify potential models for multi-actor 
collaboration in humanitarian action. Participants 
should include representatives from government 

agencies, the military, civil emergency bodies such as 
the police, and the private sector. 

There are promising models and emerging 
examples and practices with respect to recognising 
diverse actor capacities, building shared value and 

ownership, forging cooperation, partnerships, and 
more joined up approaches. While these examples 
are crisis and context specific, they offer practical 
illustrations on how diverse actors can better 
understand each other’s priorities and harness each 
other’s capabilities and can co-create or adapt 

approaches, practices and modalities for engaging 
that successfully tap into each other’s comparative 
advantage. The presence of UN agencies at this 
workshop, for example OCHA or WFP, as well as 
NGOs, would be important to raise potential issues 
around the protection of humanitarian space and 

the views of the affected population. The outcome 
of this workshop should be a forward looking 
engagement strategy or model for diverse actors.  

Recommendation:  

Frame the upcoming Common Language Guide as a 
document to highlight differences in ‘language’ not 
just within Australian Government departments, but 
also across external actors such as NGOs and 

private sector actors. This guide should also go 
beyond terminology, encompassing differences in 
culture, and ‘institutional DNA’.  

Whilst the upcoming Common Language Guide to 
be developed by ACMC currently plans to provide 

agreed civil-military terminology for use in 
international conflict and disaster management, it 
does not plan to take into consideration the 
differences in ‘language’ used by government 
departments and private sector and NGO actors. 
The Guide could act as a useful document to 

highlight where differences lie, stressing the need 
to avoid jargon and acronyms and develop a 
common understanding in an appropriate forum.  
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Recommendation:  

Demarcate leaders for further exploring 

collaboration between the private sector, 
governments, humanitarian actors, and the military. 

Greater leadership within ACMC to promote the 
engagement of new actors as humanitarian 
partners and to encourage the documentation and 

incorporation of their assets and resources into 
humanitarian policy and planning frameworks, as 
well as those of national governments, would serve 
to advance this discussion and ensure progress is 
made with respect to how to effectively address 
future humanitarian challenges. These leaders 

could have a seat at and play a critical coordination 
role in the previously suggested private sector 
working group under DFT.  

Responsibility 2: Research, capturing lessons 

learnt, developing doctrine and facilitating 

training that contribute directly to the ability of 

the Australian Government to develop an 

effective civil military capacity for conflict 

prevention and disaster management overseas 

Recommendation:  

Collate case studies of recent multi-actor 
collaboration in humanitarian action, including the 
private sector, and develop an accessible network of 
best practice. 

These examples of best practices could be drawn 

upon in order to improve Australia’s own 
framework for humanitarian interventions overseas 
but also shared with other Governments, 
humanitarian actors, private sector and military 
actors via an online resource. The resource should 
be seen as an interactive and ‘living’ database 

through which other stakeholders internationally 
could both draw upon and add to.  Regional 
learning events could be held to increase use of the 
database, and the outcomes of the resource could 
be used to support Australia’s push for a new 
paradigm in thinking about the private sector in 

the HFA -2 discussions. 

Recommendation:  

Monitor learning from the private sector’s 
engagement in international development to gain 
potential transferable lessons. 

As development, sustainability and growth have 
become more closely entwined, and the private 
sector’s role has been promoted, it has become 
more embedded in the international development 
architecture as a core partner and its engagement 

has matured considerably. The transferability of 
the international development experience in 
building a relationship with the private sector and 
working in partnership to address development 
challenges at different levels and sectors, including 
the politics of those processes, could offer 

considerable ‘food for thought’ for the 
humanitarian sector as it seeks ways to augment its 
capacity and strengthen its humanitarian impact. 
Such lessons could be included in the online 
resource for best practices. 

Recommendation:  
Conduct further research on the potential role of 
platforms in fostering collaboration between the 

private sector, governments, humanitarian actors 
and the military in humanitarian action, in the 
countries Australia works.  

This should include examination of the role of 
international, national, and sub-national multi-

actor platforms in facilitating collaboration across 
the spectrum of crisis management, with a 
particular focus on prevention, risk reduction and 
preparedness. HFP has undertaken significant 
research on the use of platforms in humanitarian 
action that ACMC could use as a base to further 

build upon.  

Responsibility 3: Development of cooperative 

relationships with key Australian and 

international organisations so as to further best 

practice on civil-military issues 

Recommendation:  

Strengthen links with the Chambers of Commerce 
and any private sector platforms in the countries 
with whom Australia engages.  

It is these organisations that often have contextual 
insight into the dynamics and practices of private 
sector actors in particular countries. Building 
stronger relationships with these bodies could 
facilitate their valuable input into the other 
activities suggested under this report, including the 

review of Australia’s framework for civil-military 
collaboration in crisis management overseas and 
the collation of case studies. These bodies should 
be invited to strategic workshops, and asked to 
contribute to the network of best practice.  



 

Humanitarian Futures Programme // The Private Sector Challenge: Final Report 46

Recommendation:  

Use the 2016 Humanitarian Summit and upcoming 

World Economic Forum workshops to showcase 
ACMC’s work on private sector and civil-military 
collaboration to international organisations and 
create relationships with those working towards 
similar objectives.  

The aspects of the new paradigm for thinking about 
the private sector that this research puts forward 
are extremely relevant to the ongoing discussions 
on resilience - discussions which will be a central 
focus of the 2016 Humanitarian Summit. This 
presents an opportunity for ACMC to share the 

outcomes of thie most recent work in this field and 
build relationships with those working on 
potentially complementary activities.  

Responsibility 4: Advising agencies on civil-

military matters relating to the development of 

integrated capabilities to achieve a coherent 

whole-of-government strategy for peace and 

stabalisation operations.  

Recommendation:  

Adapt and conduct HFP’s Ferghana Valley 

simulation exercise with a range of private sector, 
government, humanitarian, and military actors from 
the countries with whom Australia works.   

The objective of this should be to identify those 
capacities that can strengthen humanitarian action 
in particular contexts Australia works in; to 
determine any issues posing constraints in 
identifying such capacities; to itemise particular 

actors’ respective value-addeds and comparative 
advantages; and to agree on particular mechanisms 
by which the results of these tests can be reviewed, 
improved and implemented in specific contexts. A 
guide to using the Ferghana Valley simulation can 
be found in Annex 6. 

Responsibility 5: Developing civil-military 

training to improve regional capacity for 

conflict and disaster management 

Recommendation:  

Incorporate into ACMC’s training an 
acknowledgement of diverse actors, particularly the 
private sector, and help promote a better 
understanding of what is meant by the private sector 
in different contexts.  

This should include any insights drawn from 
various adaptations of the Ferghana Valley 
simulation exercise that ACMC holds, as suggested 
in the previous recommendation. 
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