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In late 2020, the Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research (CAEPR) and the Australian Indigenous
Governance Institute (AIGI) commenced an exciting partnership with several First Nation partners, in a two-year
applied research project —The Indigenous Governance of Development: Self-Determination and Success Project
(IGD Project) — to explore the ways First Nations in Australia are strengthening and exercising their collective self-
governance so they are in the driver’s seat for their development agenda.

The first year in 2021 was an extremely productive one for the Project. A high-calibre multi-disciplinary research
team of Indigenous and non-Indigenous researchers was assembled, and the Project established a foundation of
partnerships with First Nations and their representative organisations. Our research teams are working alongside
local communities, native title holders, leaders and their representative organisations. With the ongoing pandemic
conditions, we have been sensitive to the major COVID-19 pandemic stresses that continue to be faced by our
First Nation partners. That has led to many conversations and collaborative innovations in how we do our research
work together; we may be becoming adept at zoom yarns, but are also meeting locally ‘on country’ when we can,
to share experiences and insights.

At a time of great uncertainty and policy change in the national political environment, Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander groups face major challenges in rebuilding their own governance in practically effective, culturally strong
ways. This Discussion Paper is part of an IGD Project series, which presents evidence and analyses from the
IGD Project’s collaborative case studies. Our aim is to make this research count for First Nations, their leaders
and community organisations across Australia, so they can use it for their own local purposes. The important
matters raised in the papers also have direct relevance for industry and governments, who need to rebuild their
own internal capacity and policy frameworks to better support Indigenous self-determined efforts to
govern development.

This series of IGD Project Discussion Papers is a taste of the remarkable home-based solutions First Nations and
their organisations are designing for their collective self-governance and futures. The papers capture a rich sample
of changes, resilience and resurgence, describing examples where Indigenous practices of self-determined
governance are being strengthened, and where development with culture and identity is a priority. We understand
that the challenge on the road ahead is not merely to take control and put self-determination into practice, but to
govern well and fairly on behalf of all the members of a First Nation. That way, chosen development has a better
chance of delivering sustained outcomes.

We would like to thank the AIGI Board and staff, the CAEPR project team and staff, and the participating
Indigenous nations and organisations who are working in partnership with us to carry out this applied research
project. We believe our collective efforts will make a difference in informing constructive First Nations solutions
for self-determined governance of development in Australia, and contribute to the formulation of more enabling
government policy and industry engagement.

'

Professor Valerie Cooms Valerie Price-Beck
Director Chair, Board
Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research Australian Indigenous Governance Institute
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Incorporated Indigenous organisations in Australia operate in a complex intercultural environment. They face
competing expectations from their Indigenous members, the public and private sectors, and the market economy,
at the same time as dealing with frequent changes in government policy and funding frameworks. Over the last
decade, organisations have also experienced growing pressure to perform, not only in the context of global crises
such as pandemics, floods and bushfires, but also owing to opportunities arising from the land rights successes
of their constituents, and the growing recognition that local service delivery is best done ‘for mob, by mob’ (see
e.g. Drieberg et al., in press; Howard-Wagner, 2021; Memmott et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2022; Sullivan, 1998,
2010; Tsey et al., 2003; Williamson, 2022). The intercultural position of organisations also produces specialised
qualities to their governance, management and staffing operations and capabilities. For instance, many
demonstrate a sophisticated ability for what Arturo Escobar (2008, p. 268) calls ‘articulatory politics’ where they
act as influential advocates within the wider nation state, and their Indigenous board directors and Chief Executive
Officers (CEOs) operate as ‘boundary riders’ (Nowotny, 2005) to negotiate valued resources, funding, expertise
and support from diverse external sources.

The diverse functions of organisations range from the political representation of group rights in land and sea
ownership, the provision of essential services, education, employment and training, health and wellbeing, aged-
care and youth services, family welfare and child-care, arts and cultural heritage, through to community
development, land and environmental management, business enterprise and economic development (see
overviews in AlGI, 2014, 2016, 2018; Bauman et al., 2014; Ganter, 2011; Holcombe & Sullivan, 2013; Smith,
2011; Walter & Andersen, 2013). Some hold significant community assets and generate substantial income from
enterprises and agreements (ORIC 2017 Top 500). And community-controlled organisations across the same
industry sector (such as health, child welfare, law and justice) have joined together at regional levels to form
larger-scale alliances, and state and national peak bodies. The result is a vast network of interconnected and
influential organisations across the country.

As a consequence, when an Indigenous organisation fails, for whatever reasons, the damaging repercussions
are felt far and wide across their local community members, other organisations and entire regions. Equally, when
an organisation survives and excels, the flow-on benefits extend well beyond its own boundaries. This paper looks
at the Indigenous organisations who have survived the longest — the ‘Elder organisations’ — to identify the positive
factors at play in their longevity. Particular attention is paid to the practical ways they have strengthened, adapted
and mobilised their own capabilities for governance and administration, at times of tumultuous change.

Our focus is on a subcategory of these incorporated organisations — the ‘Elder’ organisations, meaning they were
established some time onwards from 1976 when the first incorporation legislation was passed,® up until
December 31, 1999, and are still operating in 2022. Our research? hypothesises that in volatile intercultural
environments, the sheer longevity of ‘Elder’ organisations is significant, suggesting they have accumulated
valuable survival expertise, which enables them to weather the storms and periodically renew themselves. It also
suggests they may act as welcome points of stability, respected governance, reliable service delivery, trusted
information and advocacy for their member communities. We have paid attention to identifying the diverse crises
and opportunities that might generate survival tipping points for these well-established organisations. But

1 The earliest organisations were incorporated under the Aboriginal Councils and Associations Act 1976 (Cth) (ACA Act). The CATSI Act was
passed by the Australian Parliament in October 2006. It began on July 1, 2007, replacing the previous legislation.

2 This research is part of a wider project-The Indigenous Governance of Development: Self-Determination and Success Project (IGD) —
commenced in 2021 between the Centre for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research (CAEPR) and the Australian Indigenous Governance
Institute (AIGI), in partnership with First Nation partners. The project’s aim has been to explore the ways Indigenous land-owning collectivities
(‘nations’) in Australia are strengthening and exercising their self-governance in order to pursue a self-determined development agenda.



specifically, we focused on uncovering the capabilities and solutions they brought to bear on such junctures, in
order to remain viable over the longer term.

Interestingly, while much has been written about Indigenous organisations, there seems to be a noticeable gap in
the research about this cohort of long-established organisations. Hence one aim is to contribute to that research
gap, and build on the small literature base about what works well in Indigenous community-managed
organisations (AIGI, 2014, 2016, 2018; Bauman et al., 2015; Finlayson, 2007; Hunt et al., 2008; Kelaher et al.,
2014; Moran & Porter, 2014; Moran et al., 2016; Morley, 2015; Sullivan, 2010, 2018; Tsey et al. 2012). In doing
s0, an intention of this paper is to provide an overdue counter to the entrenched deficit narrative that circulates
publicly about Indigenous organisations in Australia. While organisations certainly face many obstacles in their
life course and some have failed very publicly, a deficit lens does not help us to understand how many
organisations nevertheless have remained viable and effective. One way to do that is to instead consider the
particular organisational capabilities that enable sustainable performance over the long haul, and especially during
times of major change. Accordingly, in this paper we deliberately adopt a lens of real-world practice that could be
called a ‘capability-based, problem-solving’ frame.

Within this context, our paper considers these questions:

1. How have Elder Indigenous organisations successfully navigated change (whether that be brought on by
crises or opportunity) and so continued to operate over the long term, when others haven't?

2. What governance and other capabilities seem to have best supported their longevity?
3. Are different capabilities and strategies mobilised during times of opportunity as opposed to crises?

4. Are there common factors at play which might usefully inform other organisations facing major changes,
whether they be long or newly established?

To explore these questions, we benefited from being able to adopt an interdisciplinary research lens, using a
mixed-methods set of tools. There are pros and cons to this mixed-method approach which are discussed in
Section 7 below. Before proceeding to that, we first present an overview of the general characteristics of
incorporated Indigenous organisations in Australia. Then we define our foundational concepts — ‘organisation’,
‘institution’, ‘governance’, ‘management’, ‘life course’, ‘capability’ and ‘resilient adaptation’. We then employ
these to construct a new conceptual framework by which to better understand the longevity of some
Indigenous organisations.

The paper next moves into data presentation and analyses. First, we present a context-setting quantitative
analysis using data collated from the main national regulatory body of Indigenous organisations — the Office of
the Registrar of Indigenous Corporations (ORIC) — which has been cross-referenced with data extracted from the
Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission (ACNC). That is followed by a quantitative analysis of the
responses by Elder organisations to an online survey we administered, where they ranked enabling factors
involved in different circumstances of change. The ‘thicker’ qualitative insights from our Zoom interviews with
organisational leaders are integrated into the survey analysis, to highlight the actual practice conditions and
experiences on the ground. From these evidentiary analyses, we next identify common themes and learnings
about the kinds of capabilities that appear to promote organisational sustainability in times of change. We
conclude that Elder Indigenous organisations demonstrate a specialised capability function for resilient adaptive
governance and management that significantly contributes to their renewal and longevity. With these matters in
mind, in the paper’s conclusion we draw out implications and recommendations for government policy and
organisational practice.



Under a policy of self-determination from the 1970s onwards, Australian governments actively encouraged
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities and polities to establish legally incorporated organisations,
across a wide range of geographies, scales and industry sectors. As a consequence, today there are thousands
of such organisations incorporated under a diverse range of legislative and regulatory regimes across Australia.
The majority (3355° currently registered as at June 2021 (ORIC, 2021, p. 23)) are incorporated under the
Corporations (Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander) Act 2006 (Cth) (CATSI Act),* which makes them subject to
regulatory administration by the federal government’s ORIC. Within this category there are also over 226
(Markham et al., 2020) Registered Native Title Prescribed Bodies Corporate (PBCs) whose incorporation under
the CATSI Act is required® by the Australian Government, and which are also subject to statutory processes under
the Native Title (Prescribed Bodies Corporate) Regulations 1999 and the Native Title Amendment Act 1998 (Cth).
A smaller unknown number of other organisations have chosen to incorporate under the jurisdiction of their own
state and territory legislative regimes, rather than the national legislation.® These are not included in the analyses
here as it is extremely difficult to extract data owing to the unfortunate lack of Indigenous identifiers in the state
and territory databases.

The persistent growth of incorporated organisations in Australia over the last 45 years has been partly the result
of government departments actively funding their creation, by making incorporation a requirement for receiving
government program funds, holding particular kinds of assets and delivering services.” But the growth has equally
been the direct product of Indigenous agency and choice, as groups, communities and their leaders have sought
greater local control over their affairs by establishing their own organisations. It may also be that the absence of
treaties, legislated self-determination and constitutional recognition for Indigenous peoples in Australia has fuelled
their interest in incorporation as a pathway to greater autonomy.

There are several consequences of this incorporating zeal. Firstly, for the Australian public, organisations and
their leaders are seen as the contemporary face of Indigenous politics and governance. Secondly, for many
Indigenous people, organisations have become the indispensable lifeblood of their communities and are often
considered to be concrete expressions of collective local identities. Today, such organisations not only act as
influential governing formations in their own right, they are intimately locked into a broader landscape of
Indigenous networked polities (Smith, 2007), and to government and industry stakeholders (Bourne, 2017;
Drieberg et al., in press; Howard-Wagner et al., 2022). They have been called the new ‘corporate tribes’ (Sutton,
1998 and we can validly invoke Charles Perrow’s (1991) insight about the growing organisational persona of North
American society, to highlight a trajectory for Indigenous Australia as ‘a society of organisations’ in which
organisational governance plays a significant role.

Another consequence of incorporation is that a particular kind of governance work is being undertaken by
Indigenous organisations; and it is substantial. The CATSI Act places a wide range of Western corporate

2 ORIC Yearbook 9 June 2022.

4The CATSI Act was passed by the Australian Parliament in October 2006. It began on 1 July 2007, replacing the ACA Act.

5Once a PBC is entered on the National Native Title Register it becomes a registered native title body corporate (RNTBC). Each is required
to incorporate under the CATSI Act if they are determined by the Federal Court to hold native title rights and interests.

SThere are no publicly accessible, collated government data collated on the number of Indigenous organisations incorporated under state and
territory regimes as those databases do not have Indigenous identifiers. The different legislative regimes are the: Associations Incorporation
Act 1991 (ACT); Associations Incorporation Act 1984 (NSW); Associations Act 2003 (NT); Associations Incorporation Act 1981 (Qld);
Associations Incorporation Act 1985 (SA); Associations Incorporation Act 1964 (TAS); Associations Incorporation Act 1981 (VIC); Associations
Incorporation Act 1987 (WA).

7 This was accelerated from July 1, 2014, when all Indigenous organisations receiving government program grants of $500 000 (excluding
GST) or more in any single financial year under the Australian Government's Indigenous Advancement Strategy were required to incorporate
under the CATSI Act. Indigenous organisations that were already incorporated under the Corporations Act 2001 (Cth) were exempted from
this requirement (PMC, 2015).


https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2012C00151

governance, management, administrative and financial standards and requirements onto organisations. It
stipulates, for example, that:

« organisations must adopt ORIC internal governance rules (referred to as ‘the Rule Book’) that stipulate
membership rules and rights, directors and other officers’ roles and responsibilities, decision-making and
meeting processes, functions, dispute resolution and conflicts of interest procedures, financial accountabilities,
complaints processes, and so on — and changes to the Rule Book must be approved by the Registrar

e an organisation’s Rule Book (constitution) is an ORIC proforma that sets the minimum standards of
governance, and must be approved by the Registrar

« all organisations are categorised by ORIC according to size and income which in turn activates requirements
for different kinds of reports to be lodged with the Registrar every year within six months of the end of the
financial year, and

e organisations must seek approval from ORIC for any amalgamations.

The CATSI Act provides measures to ensure the majority of directors and members are Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander people. And while the Rule Book can take into account Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander customs
and traditions, such changes remain subject to the Registrar’s approval. The Registrar also has substantial powers
under the Act to scrutinise and intervene in the operations of incorporated organisations; including being able to
legally place an organisation under ‘special administration’. This is when the Registrar appoints an external person
or company (a special administrator) to take control and oversee the running of the organisation until such time
as it is judged by ORIC fit to recommence its operations. The ORIC website notes that the ‘Registrar regularly
intervenes to examine the records and documents of the corporation in order to detect and prevent the corporation
from breaking the rules of the Act and the rule book of the corporation’.

In other words, the CATSI Act, its related regulations, proforma and rule book are powerful tools for governmental
control and intervention in the running of Indigenous organisations. Nevertheless, once established, organisations
also become specialised and locally customised around their membership and community needs and values. For
example, they develop culturally-centred ways of putting their governing arrangements and organisational vision
into practice, and design purposeful mechanisms for allocating roles, responsibilities and resources into work
structures that align and respond to local conditions.

The intercultural engagement involved in governing such organisations is substantial, with challenges
compounded by particular demographic factors. For instance, the current Indigenous population estimate is
983 000 people in 2022 (Andrews & Markham, 2022). Of that total, one-half of all Indigenous people are adults
aged 24 or older years (ABS, 2022). At a general level, this suggests a high representative function is being
undertaken, on the basis of there being one incorporated organisation for every approximately 300 Indigenous
people aged 25 or older. It also indicates that succession planning is a real and immediate issue, with a large
cohort of younger people already questioning the kinds of governance roles they might play in organisations
(AIGI, n.d.).

This raises the consequential issue of high workload pressures, which in turn have direct relevance for the
adaptive capability of organisations in times of major changes. For example, ORIC regulations allow for a
maximum of 12 governing directors on the board of an organisation, with numbers varying in reality. Our data
collated from the public ORIC website indicate the mean was 5.4 directors per organisation, with the average
director sitting on the boards of 1.2 organisations. Without double counting individuals who hold directorships on
multiple boards, this means there are approximately 17 500 Indigenous Board Directors doing the work of
governing incorporated organisations. Furthermore, the practical work of governance runs from the board through
its executive and senior management levels, whose contribution and workload are not included in this estimate.



The propensity of Indigenous leaders to sit concurrently on the governing boards of several different organisations
suggests that the estimate above of the total number of directors nationally might be less. On the other hand, the
fact that the same men and women also sit on the governing bodies of a multitude of informal (non-incorporated)
community structures such as working groups, committees and reference groups (see Smith, in press) equally
suggests it may be greater. Furthermore, Indigenous accounts of their own governing experience suggest there
is a burden on those who have governance and leadership experience, and so are highly sought after and invited
onto multiple boards®. It suggests some leaders governing organisations are potentially over committed, have a
high workload, and are being spread thinly.

Overall, the picture is one of a high level of governing responsibility being undertaken in organisations by
Indigenous men and women across the country; a job made all the more challenging in its daily pressures owing
to the intercultural dynamics of the governance environment in which leaders and organisations operate. These
dynamics and pressures have implications for organisations during times when unsettling changes occur.

Before presenting the research evidence, we need to explore some of the concepts that are in common use but
which can take on culturally-specific meanings and practice. By ‘organisation’ we mean a purpose-driven group
of people who come together to pursue agreed objectives, goods and services that would otherwise be
unattainable as individuals, or that would be attainable but only with significantly reduced efficiency and
effectiveness (Cheema, 1997, p. 14; Dawson, 1996). An organisation organises — they create, plan and implement
processes, practices and mechanisms for work, people, systems and activities, and arrange them into suitable
work routines that can be assigned to individuals to achieve an agreed objective. These arrangements can operate
short or long-term, and be informally or formally structured. Our focus is on legally incorporated organisations
in Australia that are established with the intention of surviving over the long term and have formally
structured governance.

When we use the term ‘institution’ it is not to refer to organisations, but rather to the ‘rules of the game’ — the
cognitive, normative and regulative systems of rules, constraints and norms that provide structure, stability and
meaning for the people’s behaviour (see Cheema 1997, p. 13; Menard & Shirley, 2005; Smith, 2006). Informed
by our earlier research on Indigenous community governance (Hunt et al., 2008), we take ‘governance’ to mean
the evolving ways and means by which a group of people, community or society organise themselves to express
their collective will, to manage their own affairs, make decisions and hold their leaders accountable, in order to
get the things done that matter to them. This means governance is as much about people, relationships and
power, and the way groups make decisions together and take responsibility, as it is about formal structures and
corporate technicalities.

‘Organisational governance’ then is the system of structured decision-making authority, direction, control and
accountability exercised by particular people to accomplish the overall vision of an organisation. ‘Management’
operationalises such systems. In this organisational context, management involves the process of administration,
planning, organising and deployment of resources (including human) in line with the organisation’s institutions (its
policies, plans, rules, systems and guidelines) to achieve its objectives. Over time, the concept has fragmented

8Indigenous leader, Marjorie Anderson, summarised this impact when speaking at an Indigenous Leadership Forum in 2006 when she noted
that: ‘... leaders in the Aboriginal community are often burnt out through the pressures of doing all with nothing ... Leaders in the Aboriginal
community have to be strong, resilient, moral and highly skilled in both Aboriginal and mainstream politics. ... as you have to get support from
both the community and government to get things done.” AIGI Forum, ‘Leadership: An Aboriginal perspective’, April 7, 2006, Sydney). See
also Smith, 2021, 329-334; Williamson, 2021.



into numerous sub-components, such as risk management, conflict management, human resources
management, strategic management, financial management and so on.

In our earlier research with Indigenous organisations during the COVID-19 pandemic (Drieberg et al., in press),
we extended Sen’s (1980, 1992, 1999) concept of ‘capability’ from its usual focus on the individual, to
organisations, in order to explore how they governed the impacts of the pandemic. Below we further extend this
approach, suggesting what matters for the stability and long-term viability of organisations, has to do with how
they handle opportunities to be and do, that arise over the course of their life. In other words, the extent to which
they can continue to strengthen, build and effectively mobilise the kinds of capability functions that are valued by
them. We propose that governance and management are ‘whole-of-organisation’ capabilities critical to longevity,
and are cultural and context-specific.

Institutions, governance, management and capabilities are not culturally neutral concepts and so reveal
underlying systems of values and beliefs about how things should be done. People within an organisational setting
can become vested in its survival, for reasons that extend beyond its instrumentality, to include their own values
and interests (Scott, 2008, p. 21). They can also become increasingly committed to its purposes, and the
organisation can become a part of their own networks. This is particularly so with Indigenous organisations (see
below and Drieberg et al., in press; Howard-Wagner, 2021; Smith, 2011, pp. 203-234) which are deeply
embedded within wider networks. Over time, organisations can be transformed by their own institutional
‘worldview’ and develop a character and identity — their own internal culture — which is susceptible to being forged
and reforged by powerful individuals (Schein, 1992, pp. 212-213; Smith, 2008).

Intersecting processes of continuity and change are an integral part of the workings of all formally structured
organisations. A key issue informing this paper is how desired patterns of organisational identity and practice
persist over time, while others change significantly, and what role capability functions such as governance and
management, and the agency of individuals, play in the balancing of such continuities and changes. This becomes
especially critical during periods of turbulence, when an organisation’s responses (or nonresponses) to economic,
political, technological or other shifts can have direct consequences on their continued viability (Baba, 2020).

Organisational crises and opportunities are high-impact situations where the viability of an organisation can be
threatened, across all or partial aspects of its operation. So what is it about the ‘Elder organisations’ that has
enabled them to survive the unpredictable dynamics of change, and sustain themselves over decades? In this
paper we draw upon and extend the concepts of ‘resilience’ and ‘adaptation’, integrating them into a cohesive
frame to explore and better understand the long-term viability of the Elder Indigenous organisations. Below we
examine some of the relevant components of these two concepts, and make a link between them and ‘capability’.

‘Viability’ refers to the quality or ability to live, grow, sustain and develop. A common public impression of
Indigenous organisations is that they regularly lose their viability and fall apart, sometimes dramatically so. And
yet, the ORIC data show that a large number of Indigenous organisations have managed to remain viable over
several decades. Study of the two concepts of resilience and adaptation has been carried out across discrete
fields and generated a multitude of definitions, some of which are relevant to the class of problems being
addressed. Since the 1960s-70s, both concepts have been examined in the fields of ecology, environmental
planning, psychology, business and ‘new’ public sector management, and currently have a strong presence in
applied research about the Covid-19 pandemic, climate change and disaster planning (see Bracci & Tallaki, 2021;
Edua-Mensah, 2020; Shen et al., 2022; Walker et al., 2004).

Most people have an intuitive understanding of ‘resilience’ as the capacity to sustain a shock, recover and
continue to function, and generally to cope with change (Walker et al., 2004); what Davoudi (2012, p. 301) aptly
called ‘Bounce-Back-Ability’. The oft-cited work is that of Holling (1973, p. 17) who described it as ‘the persistence



of relationships within a system and ... a measure of the ability of these systems to absorb changes of state
variables, driving variables and parameters, and still persist.. These early approaches emphasised a quality of
homeostasis; that is, the ability of a system to withstand external shocks and major change without losing its core
character and functions (Martin-Breen & Anderies, 2011).

However, within social science disciplines which focus on interactions between people, institutions and
environment, ‘resilience’ has evolved as a lens for understanding how complex systems self-organise and change
over time. Thus Carpenter and Brock (2008) described resilience as a ‘broad, multifaceted, and loosely organized
cluster of concepts, each one related to some aspect of the interplay of transformation and persistence’. Seen
this way, resilience does not necessarily result in a return to pre-existing normality or equilibrium, but rather may
lead to transformations by responses to uncertainty, stresses and strains (Carpenter & Brock, 2008; Davoudi,
2012; Berkes & Folke, 1998, p. 12). Capacities for awareness, adaptation, agility and transformability are seen
as integral components of resilience (Keck & Sakdapolrak, 2013; Martin-Breen & Anderies, 2011).

We propose that ‘adaptation’ is a core component of resilience, and is more than simply the sum of individual
capabilities, or the structural parts of an organisation. Rather we take it to refer to the overall ability of the
organisational system to effectively cope with shocks. There is a well-documented survival need (be it for
organisations, governments, businesses, groups or citizens) for adaptation in order to cope with the high-pressure
uncertainty and impacts of disasters and crises (Dayton-Johnson, 2004; Kuntz, 2021; Zukowski, 2014). We have
previously researched this issue with Indigenous organisations in the context of the Covid-19 pandemic, and
suggested that ‘adaptive capability’ refers to an organisation’s overall systemic and institutional ability to
recognise and adjust to potential risk or harm, to take advantage of opportunities, or to effectively cope with
change and its consequences. Within Indigenous organisations we concluded that adaptive self-determination
positively enabled the valued core identity of the organisation to be maintained not just for its own sake, but as a
foundation for directed change (Drieberg et al., in press).

We take ‘agility’ to be another capability component of resilience. This concept has figured in recent Western
approaches to new public management and industry competitiveness, where the ability to speedily evolve and
implement new business models and services are seen as a major competitive advantage; especially in the
context of staggeringly fast changes in digital technologies. Agility (also described as ‘pivoting’) has been shown
to be a critical organisational capability during the pandemic crisis (Drieberg et al., in press; Stephan, 2022). Its
common-sense meaning is relevant here: the ability to m