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Governance is not a board or committee. It is the framework of rules, 
relationships, systems and processes within and by which authority is 
exercised and controlled (ASX Justice Owen) 

 

Sustainable governance’s focus is to drive good cultures, support 
good leadership and build trust in the institution. It allows the 
institutions purpose to be fulfilled responsibly, having regard to Church 
and societal expectations (Roundtable Definition for Sustainable 
Governance) 

Definition of Governance 
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St Francis was renowned for his love, simplicity and practice of 
poverty and preference for the poor. By choosing this way of life, St 
Francis led the Franciscan Order to become a movement of 
governance reform in the Church. 

 

His foundational concepts of integral ecology and care for creation 
may inform how we govern Catholic Ministries today.  

 

 

Review of Assisi 



Towards a Stewardship Model 
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Faith and good practice can and must align to achieve good 
outcomes. Through good stewardship, appropriate selection of 
dedicated and talented people, ongoing training and formation of 
leaders and a strong commitment to Christian mission – faith and 
good practice should be inseparable. 

Governance for the common good is an enabler of the fulfilment of 
the mission of the Church. It is intrinsically relational, creating 
relationships between people, and between people and processes, 
to achieve a desired end within an institutional and societal context 
of norms, values and rules. 

 



Summarised Notes from Final Discussion 

•  We must see ourselves together as one 
•  Is there a need for new structures to achieve mission / funding  structures? 
•  Clearly articulate how we realise our mission 

•  Prophetic dialogue (community) / Bi-directional dialogue 
•  We must build much broader relationships 

•  Mission – revisit, realisation 
•  BAU versus change 

•  Decision making and asking “in whose interest are you acting”  
•  What are our indicators of success? 
•  What is our relationship between Board / Management / Ownership? 

•  Canon law and civil gap for governors 
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could be applied to the topic.3 Each 
definition deals with a slightly different 
context, stakeholder group or perspective 
and hence we end up in a never-ending 
cycle of definitions. 

As such, we will not attempt to define 
what resilience is in this paper, but rather 
present the spread of perspectives that 
emerged from the data. In short, we 
would like to emphasise that resilience is a 
concept that is very sensitive to the context 
in which it is applied — a one-size-fits-all 
notion is inappropriate.

the CEOs described resilience depended 
upon a combination of the context they 
found themselves in and the purpose they 
were pursuing. The emphasis and focus 
applied by the organisations to dealing 
with challenges to short-term resilience 
for example were quite different to those 
required for resilience in the long-term. 
 
While the distinction between short- and 
long-term resilience was fairly consistent 
across the sample, there were three broad 
‘concepts’ of resilience described by the 
CEOs that characterise the challenge the 
topic presents. While these three concepts 
of resilience were described to varying 
degrees by the CEOs, they were not seen 
as being incompatible with each other. In 
fact we would suggest they are indicative 
of a maturity model in the way they relate 
to each other. 

The three concepts the CEOs described 
were:  

an effective ‘business as usual’ capability

the ability to change and adapt 

the ability to actively shape the 
environment of the organisation.

between these concepts.

Effective ‘business-as-usual’

This refers to the efficiency and 
effectiveness with which the organisation 

activities under normal conditions. All 

the CEOs interviewed identified this 
requirement in some way. Their view was 

during times of relative stability, it’s unlikely 
to be effective when under disruption. As 
one CEO noted:

 If you’ve got a strong core, your ability to 
have strength in other areas is probably 
enhanced. By core, organisationally I mean 
your ability to do business as usual.

This notion of resilience was viewed as the 
entry ticket to the game, a necessary first 
step, and none of the CEOs advocated 
this as the ultimate goal. The threat 
that arises from this conceptualisation 
of resilience taken in isolation, is that 
increased efficiencies often involve 
the removal of redundancy from the 
organisation. This removal narrows the 
range of circumstances in which the 
organisation can continue to operate, 

stable operating conditions and increasing 
vulnerability to disruption.  

Change and adapt

Approximately 90 per cent of the sample 
described resilience in terms of the 

organisation’s ability to change and adapt. 
In the resilience literature, the ability to 
change and adapt has dimensions of risk 
and opportunity to it. However, the way it 
was described by the CEOs in our sample 

 In the short term, can you take the punch?  
In the long term, can you dodge it?

There was no real sense of ‘laying a punch’ 
playing a role in this form of resilience. 
The emphasis was on the development 
of cultures that could adapt to changing 
circumstances and activities that supported 
preparedness for shocks or disruptions. 
Innovation was rarely discussed by the 
CEOs who described resilience in this form. 
This doesn’t necessarily mean they didn’t 
think innovation was important, they just 
didn’t mention it. This is distinct from the 
perspective described by approximately 
ten per cent of the sample, whose view 
formed the third concept of resilience.

Shape the environment

Here the focus of the organisation is  
to actively create the environment it 
operates in, either through the innovation 
of new categories of products and 

Figure 1: Concepts of organisational resilience
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services, the influence of regulation, or 
fundamental reinvention of the industry  
in which it operates. 

In this conceptualization, the ability to 
react to changes in the environment is not 
enough to be resilient. All the CEOs who 
described this stance came from long-

it was not the ability to shape the 
environment once that constituted 
resilience, but the organisation’s track 
record of having done it multiple times, 
such that it actually represented a 
capability in itself.

 So if you look at a lot of … companies, they 
tend to have phenomenal success in a short 
period of time, and then it’s whether or not 
they can actually be adaptive and resilient 
as they go forward… you question their 
resilience long term as to whether or not they 
can actually re-invent themselves again.

Factors supporting resilience — the 
role of trust

Regardless of the different ways in which 
the CEOs described resilience, all saw the 

shows the cultural characteristics the CEOs 
described and their relative importance. 

While trust was clearly the most important 
factor supporting resilience in their view, 
it is important to recognise that the causal 
relationship between these different 
factors was poorly understood. Very few 
of the CEOs in our sample appeared able 
to describe the relationship between 
these cultural factors (though some did in 
great detail), suggesting that — although 
they may have been exposed to the 
characteristics of desirable organisational 
cultures — they had not internalised what 
this meant for practice, and therefore how 
to achieve it in their organisations. As a 
consequence culture was described as a 
fruit salad of concepts, rather than a recipe 
for building resilience.

Many of the cultural and behavioural 

appeared to come together for the CEOs 
under the single unifying concept of trust. 
Trust is often described as a moral concept, 
involving issues of honor and integrity, and 
if asked, many of the CEOs may also have 

attributed moral concepts to it. What we 
found interesting, however, was that the 
contexts in which they described the role 
of trust did not highlight issues of morality. 
Put simply, trust in the context of resilience 
is a prediction by an individual about how 
others (including organisations) are likely 
to act.  

 If I pick up the phone, and conversely, if they 
pick up the phone and ask for it, you don’t 
have to worry about ‘Why do you need it?’, 
‘What have you been through …?’  You 
know what their background programs are, 
you know that they wouldn’t be asking for it 
unless they need it.

Distrust did not necessarily suggest that 
a person was bad from a values point of 
view; it simply meant that the CEO was 
unable to draw predictions about how 
they would act in different circumstances.
  
Considered in the context of the different 

 
the further out from the centre of the 
concentric circles, the more important trust 
(viewed as patterns of prediction) became in 
helping organisations deal with uncertainty. 
External to their organisations, CEOs talked 

Figure 2: Cultural characteristics important to organisational resilience
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