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An effective, timely managed and interoperable governance process and its 
adaptive features are of the utmost importance in dealing with any type of 
crisis at the state level. This article explores civil society actors’ engagement 
in Lithuania to identify the functional resilience level in crisis governance of 
COVID-19. Social capital and adaptive capacity approaches were employed 
for theoretical consideration and analysis. We hypothesise that linking social 
capital is more important for enhancing resilience at the beginning of the 
crisis, while adaptive capacity gains prominence during and after the crisis. 
Mixed analysis methods were used in gathering data through content analysis, 
surveys (standardised questionnaires) and interviews with experts from civic 
(voluntary and non-governmental) and public (local and central government) 
sectors.

The findings provide novel insights into the importance of civil society actors’ 
engagement in bolstering functional resilience and embedment of a whole of 
society approach in crisis governance during times of uncertainty.
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Introduction

In the last decade, research focused increasingly on complex emergencies and crises and the 
challenges they create for national governments, regional frameworks and the international 
community [1-7]. Crises or emergencies have an unpredictable nature, demand a rapid re-
sponse, close cooperation, coordination and collaboration among multiple entities, actors 
and organisations at different levels [1; 8]. In general, crises are classified as event-centred 
or process-driven [9]. Crisis as a process approach highlights the importance of pre-event, 
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in-event, and post-event crisis management. An event-centred perspective suggests that 
organisations may address the threat of crises before, during, and after the triggering event 
(through phases or stages). Furthermore, it explains many relations linking diverse stakehold-
ers and issues and how this interaction influenced the crisis management process [10; 11]. 
The latter perspective is applied in this research paper.
In times of turbulence, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, the importance of resilience is 
stressed at the individual, local, state, national or even global level [12-15]. As S.S. Luthar 
[16, p. 780] noted: “Resilience rests fundamentally, on relationships”. Resilience is attributed 
to social capital as the fundamental basis of community [17], shared communication and in-
formation [18] and interventions of non-government organisations [19]. While assets and cap-
ital are essential resilience indicators, resilience also necessitates process‐oriented changes, 
including changes to ways of learning, taking advantage of new opportunities and responding 
to events [20]. Although dealing with emergencies and crises is primarily the responsibility of 
government and public sector executives [1], it is hardly feasible to solve the problem with-
out the direct and indirect support or engagement of civil society actors (CSAs). Despite legal 
authority and access to national resources, public sector organisations are often constrained 
in their efforts to handle the complexities related to emergency and crisis management [1]. 
Taking into account multilevel governance relations, a need for collaboration, in addition to 
legitimacy concerns, are crucial. Although civil society is a part of the social dialogue and 
policymaking process, CSAs’ role in governance during emergencies or crises is still unclear.
Previous research is focused mainly on governance questions and issues involving formal 
(governmental) response networks [21; 22]. Not much is known as to how public organi-
sations governing civil society act during uncertainty because most research so far focused 
more on stable and routine situations [23]. Our theoretical starting point was based on social 
capital as a network linking civic and public sectors and adaptive capacity theoretical frame-
works, with the latter contributing to organisational and institutional learning capacities and 
changes in crisis governance. To assess resilience in crisis governance, we used social capital 
and adaptive capacity conceptual frameworks to explore resilience in governance during 
a specific case study. In this regard, the primary interaction processes in the social capital 
network (collaboration, coordination and cooperation) and adaptive capacity features (struc-
tures, learning and resources) were used as variables for the operationalisation of functional 
resilience in crisis governance. The novelty of the research is an endeavour to assess resil-
ience from a dynamic empirical standpoint rather than taking a descriptive approach based 
on a legally embedded architecture (structure) in a crisis governance system. We argued 
that the functional resilience level in crisis governance depends substantially on the linking 
of social capital and, to a lesser extent, on the adaptive capacity of the entities involved.
Lithuania was selected as a research case study for two reasons. Firstly, the ability to evaluate 
resilience in crisis governance was more feasible in terms of collecting and processing specific 
data due to the location of the researchers and their access to the relevant actors. Secondly, 
Lithuania was one of the few countries in the European Union identified by the Organisation 
for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD) to have successfully contained and man-
aged the first wave of the COVID-19 outbreak [24]. However, despite the Lithuanian govern-
ment’s claim of civic initiatives, effective crisis communication, a constructive decision-making 
process and the allocation of necessary funding to address the coronavirus challenge, Lith-
uania’s functional resilience level was still unknown. Therefore, a mixed-method approach 
was applied in the research that merged quantitative and qualitative tools. Public sector in-
stitutions (on national and municipality levels) and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) 
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engaged in crisis governance or located in crisis-affected regions contributed to the survey 
and were captured in the research results. In addition, expert interviews were conducted to 
support the validation of the results. The period of data analysis of this paper covers only the 
first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic from May to September 2020; thus, the second wave, 
which nominally commenced in Lithuania at the end of the summer, is not the focus of this 
particular research. However, preliminary data show that not much of the interaction be-
tween government institutions and NGOs changed during the beginning of the second wave.

Starting with the theoretical part of the analysis, we proceed with the research methodology 
and then discuss the general results and some salient aspects of the statistical data analysis 
related to social capital and adaptive capacity as main components of functional resilience 
in more specific detail. Furthermore, we went through the survey results of CSAs’ engage-
ment in crisis governance, unveiling further aspects of functional resilience in COVID-19 crisis 
governance. In the concluding part of the work, we summarise the findings and deliverables 
that require further development and research.

1. Governance of crisis and the role of civil society actors

Crises are characterised by the interconnectedness and interdependence of modern civil 
society and are often described as ‘transboundary’ in nature. The emergency or crisis could 
serve as an indicator and tester of the viability and stability of the existing order of the social 
system [4]. “Whether we talk about epidemics, energy black outs, financial crises, ice storms, 
oil spills or cyber-terrorism – the characteristics of these crises are pretty similar; they affect 
multiple jurisdictions, undermine the functioning of various policy sectors and critical infra-
structures, escalate rapidly and morph along the way” [4]. On the one hand, a crisis is defined 
as “a threat to core values or life-sustaining systems which requires an urgent response under 
conditions of deep uncertainty” [25, p. 205]. Other scholars describe crises as unanticipated 
contingent events that are isolated in space and time, have a discernible source or cause, and 
result in high impact [26; 27]. Many typologies of crises are based on their causes [28; 29], 
for example, whether they are intentional or not, the degree of uncertainty, uniqueness or 
transboundary features [1]. Besides having a legal, and therefore, objective element, a crisis 
is also a matter of perception and, hence, also includes subjective elements [1]. The crisis-
as-event perspective, by definition, privileges research that investigates actors’ reactions to 
rare and exceptional events and, in many ways, neglects research that aims to understand 
how the crisis was produced in the first place [27; 28]. In contrast to the event-centred per-
spective, which focuses primarily on exploring the aftermath of a crisis, the crisis as a process 
perspective focuses on the need to understand crisis-fostering environments, processes of 
organisational weakening, crisis evolution, and how organisations respond to any stage of 
a crisis [30]. The crisis-as-a-process perspective emphasises that crises develop over time 
and sometimes in phases. Extending research beyond rare, novel crisis events highlights the 
various forms of adversity organisations face and how they enact, interact with, and respond 
to the environment at different crisis stages.

Governments are associated with the notion of governance, but the latter has a much broader 
meaning and encompasses relations between governments and governed subjects, in other 
words, the interaction between the state and society [31, p. 310]. Governance is defined as 
a process of “achieving direction, control, and coordination of individuals and organizations 
with varying degrees of autonomy to advance joint objectives” [32, p. 282]. Alternatively, 
governing is a process of “the totality of interactions, in which the public and other actors 
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participate, aimed at solving societal problems” [33, p. 4]. Governance is a complex and con-
stant interaction process among various actors in the social system to keep it balanced and 
problem-solving oriented. Crisis and disaster management systems are built upon networks of 
agencies from multiple sectors that work as equal partners for achieving a common goal. Like 
other service delivery networks, crisis management networks are indirect government tools 
used to accomplish complex policy goals. It is essential to note an overlap between governance 
as a government capacity and governance as networks. Government capacity is not limited 
to governmental agencies but also includes the management of non-governmental entities. 
Managing network performance, ensuring accountability, and having harmony among partici-
pants in a network are challenging tasks for which there are no easy solutions. Every network is 
unique and specific, and its effective management requires employing different mechanisms.
When considering responses to crises, it is helpful to distinguish two contrasting sorts of gov-
ernance: “stiff and flexible” [34, p. 270]. In this view, stiff governance is suited for a particular 
known threat to mobilise resources for defence or attack. However, such governance might 
experience challenges dealing with other sorts of threats or risks with uncertainty codes. 
Flexible governance, in contrast, is based on the capacity to adapt and change, and it can 
deal with a variety of threats. Moreover, flexible governance is most likely to be effective in 
crises since it is embedded in the participation of different sectors of society, learning, making 
decisions, mutual respect among stakeholders and resources, including communication [34].
On the other hand, flexible governance in the context of a crisis or emergency might be 
something different. Some authors regard the good governance doctrine as an example and 
a basis for flexible crisis governance and resilience building on the community, society, na-
tional, regional and international levels [35-37]. And M. Levi argued that “good government 
is a result of an interaction between civic-minded citizenry and civic-minded government ac-
tors” [38, p. 50]. In literature, terms such as trust in government, transparency, accountability 
and rules of law are often connected with the good governance concept, which was used for 
the first time in 1989 [39]. The core idea of good governance is to prepare for contingencies 
and invest the necessary resources to minimise the impacts on people and society from cat-
astrophic events when they occur [35; 40]. However, good governance is a normative and 
descriptive concept representing governance features in the economy, welfare and human 
rights domain to develop policies and administrative mechanisms [31, p. 315]. Furthermore, 
despite its holistic and idealistic nature, it still retains a traditional feature of Weber’s style 
bureaucracy. Simply said, although the concept of good governance has a strong declarative 
tone, it does not necessarily reflect all aspects of the resiliency of the social system under 
uncertainty when prompt action is needed across all spectra of the crisis governance system.
The management and governance of current crises can be complex due to their velocity, 
interconnectedness and unpredictability [41]. Therefore, governance during a crisis should 
be more agile to keep pace with emerging technologies and adapt to rapidly changing en-
vironments. Here comes agile governance, a concept coined in software engineering and 
later expanded to organisational studies [42; 43]. It primarily entails working practices and 
methods that facilitate a quick response. Agile governance is an “organizational culture and 
methods of collaboration to achieve a higher level of adaptiveness” [44, p. 291]. In fact, agility 
can also enable more inclusive policymaking by involving more stakeholders in the process 
[45]. It seems that the main difference between good governance and the concept of agile 
governance relates to the matter of reaction time during emergencies or crises.
Another concept related to the emergency or crisis environment is adaptive governance 
which, in contrast, refers to the ability to deal with complex societal issues involving many 
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stakeholders, divergent interests and uncertainty about the actions to be taken [46]. Adaptive 
governance originates from evolutionary theory and draws widely from the ideas of organi-
sational theory and complex systems science [47]. Adaptability requires new forms of collab-
oration and shared decision-making and accountability between governmental and non-gov-
ernmental actors [48]. In times of crisis, adaptability is equally applicable to governments 
and societies. However, it requires a mix of centralised and decentralised efforts to deal with 
uncertainties. And M. Janssen and H. van der Voort [42] noted that the system’s capacity to 
anticipate change and incorporate relevant initiatives into future planning and governance is 
an essential aspect of adaptive governance that also includes decision-making, transparency 
and prioritisation. Decision-making and governance that is flexible, collaborative and learn-
ing-based may be responsive, adaptive and better able to cope with evolving challenges [42].
All the aforementioned governance modes focus on responding and dealing with uncertainty 
and crisis and can complement each other by providing stability; however, they contribute 
to crisis governance concepts in different ways. Crisis governance requires a combination 
of multi-entity efforts and leadership to ensure a prompt and adequate response, which 
“critically depends on the capacity to enhance improvisation, coordination, flexibility, and 
endurance – qualities that we typically associate with resilience” [4, p. 11]. Crisis governance 
refers to situations that are different from routine or business as usual day-to-day governance 
[49]. We followed the logic of F. Demiroz [50], who defines crisis governance as cross-sector 
collaboration and inter-organisational networks that formally and naturally occurred in crisis. 
Collaborative and interdependent relationships occur between local emergency manage-
ment agencies and non-governmental actors (e.g. private infrastructure companies and first 
responders and different non-governmental actors). Institutions, people, groups, entities or 
sectors have different interactions within various networks to cope with crises.
Governance is a concern of all citizens, and the quality of democracy is directly related to the 
extent of continuous civic engagement and participation in all matters of governance. How-
ever, one sector cannot solve all challenges alone. These roles are increasingly carried out 
through engagement in partnerships and collaborative frameworks across civil society. The 
term civil society is often equated with non-governmental organisations (NGOs) or citizens’ 
movements in everyday political parlance [51]. Although civic society is recognised as an eco-
system of individuals, communities and organisations [52], here it is determined and limited 
to a variety of actors operating outside the public and private sector spheres or areas of inter-
est. CSAs can undertake voluntary action in the social and political domains and differentiates 
themselves from the government (public sector) and corporate enterprises (private sector) 
based on their altruism and philanthropy. In other words, CSAs comprise non-governmental 
organisations, including volunteer organisations, that have a functional structure, planned 
activities and are officially (formally) registered entities. CSAs are often perceived as more 
effective and sustainable because their representatives are highly motivated and committed 
to their work [53]. The diversity of CSAs is one of civil society’s most important strengths, en-
abling them to make considerable contributions across many different spheres and issues [54].
Crisis volunteerism was studied from the pioneering days of social science research on disas-
ters and crises in the 1950s [55; 56]. Although crisis governance policy experienced a renewed 
interest in crisis volunteerism, empirical data show that a significant amount of voluntary 
CSA engagement occurs outside the realm of core crisis management actors [57; 58]. Pub-
licly, government authorities often stress the importance of CSAs to tackle emergencies and 
crises, while in reality, voluntary organisations still seem to be regarded as secondary actors. 
There are two main types of CSAs in crisis volunteerism. Those affiliated with organisations 
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and trained to operate in crisis settings, and those unaffiliated with any recognised response 
agency, with little or no experience [59]. Unaffiliated organisations often have a very high 
level of within-sector and inter-sector collaboration relationships [60]. When volunteers en-
gage, they do not only enhance crisis management capacity but also foster social capital with 
its associated features of trust and mutual obligation [61]. In general, crisis volunteerism has 
a positive impact; however, it poses a number of significant challenges. Volunteers can be 
regarded as potential liabilities since they usually lack proper training and have unknown 
skill sets. An overabundance of volunteers can overwhelm formal coordination efforts and 
cause logistical difficulties [62]. The legal status and liability of volunteers represent another 
challenge, as do concerns about their accountability [63]. On the bright side, all these le-
gal and financial-based issues can be solved before the crisis or emergency by adopting an 
appropriate legislative framework. CSAs’ engagement can contribute to various public de-
velopment outcomes, including strengthening practices of participation and engagement in 
crisis management. CSAs are often perceived not only as passive objects of security but also 
as active actors in the security process [64].

2. Functional resilience in crisis governance

2.1. Functional resilience defined

The public-private interface offers opportunities for decision-makers at all levels of govern-
ment to build resilience by proactively coordinating and positioning the capabilities of stake-
holders to manage disaster consequences collaboratively [65, p. 344]. Linking crisis, gover-
nance and resilience may provide a better understanding of their complex relationship [66]. 
The concept of resilience originated from ecological and engineering complex system studies 
[67]. It finally was grounded in the social system domain and organisational scholarship [68-
76], but it can be scarcely found in the crisis-related literature [4, p. 11]. The resilience of 
political systems includes both the survival and the maintenance of formal decision-making 
processes and the associated systems and communications for maintaining the survival and 
social functioning of the population [77]. Some scholars identify resilience with the ability of 
systems to respond effectively under pressure from unexpected crises, other regard resilience 
as a function of resource robustness and adaptive capacity [78; 79]. In the security analysis 
framework, resilience is defined as the capacity to sustain and overcome external and inter-
nal shocks to society to the state and its institutions [80]. Resilience is the ability to surpass 
a crisis by adapting to dramatically changed conditions, minimising casualties, securing the 
basic quality of life for individuals and communities and preserving democratic values and 
identity [81]. It is worth noting that security concerns the perception of emerging threats and 
risks to any system or entity and its vulnerability, while resilience is oriented more towards 
the system or entity’s ability to cope with uncertainties.

Three main types of resilience capacity (absorptive, adaptive and transformative) are men-
tioned in the literature as needing enhancement to achieve national resiliency under emer-
gencies [82]. Foundations of national resilience are consolidated before a crisis, during and 
immediately following one [81]. There are four main pillars of resilience identified on the 
state-level system related to responding to (coping with) emergencies and crises: infrastruc-
ture, societal, institutional (organisational) and functional. Infrastructure and institution-
al resilience represent the static nature of the system, while societal and functional resil-
ience refers to the dynamic aspect. Societal resilience focuses on enhancing the capacity of 
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communities or societies to resist, absorb, accommodate and recover from the effects of 
a hazard in a timely and efficient manner [83]. Functional resilience concerns governance 
system or network capacity to prepare, respond and adapt to changing security environments 
[84]. The interaction between governmental or public authorities, CSAs and private communi-
ties contribute to the lesser or higher level of functional resilience. Research of these dynamic 
networks contributes to determining the success or failure of crisis governance. Therefore, 
functional resilience could be defined as the capacity of the governance system (network) 
to prepare, maintain and adapt its core functions and features in response to changing and 
complex security environments prior, during and after emergencies, crises and conflict. Thus, 
the core of the functional resilience concept is deeply rooted in the interaction processes 
between subsystems in the system and its adaptive characteristics while preparing and coping 
with emergencies and crises. Resilience is considered a proactive, not just a reactive concept. 
Traditional top-down command and control solutions, therefore, often come up short [85]. 
Specifically, during crises or emergencies, interaction ties between citizens, communities, 
private and public organisations emerged, became more visible and could be assessed.
Resilience points to the means of counteracting, responding and adjusting to critical events 
that actors in the governance network are facing. The concept of resilience continues to 
change and expand, and today it is increasingly taking into account the value of social interac-
tion in building resilient systems and networks. Resilient systems are diverse and redundant, 
with built‐in redundancy to ensure that they can continue to function in the face of shocks 
and to allow for reserve resources that can be drawn upon during times of stress and need 
[86]. Scholars highlight the importance of governance arrangements that encourage broad 
stakeholder participation and control in decision-making [87]. Empirical studies indicate that 
good leadership, collective action (engagement) and community cohesion are essential to 
dealing with uncertainty and change [88; 89]. Depending on the context, the regard for re-
silience might be a process or an outcome of that process. We support the understanding of 
resilience as a continual process of adjustments and change, both incremental, agile, adap-
tive and transformative, rather than something achieved through the building up of assets 
[90]. Resilience requires a diverse set of capacities to meet complex challenges posed by an 
unpredictable environment. Based on the aforementioned arguments, our focus is on the 
functional resilience generated by dynamic interactive processes within the social capital 
conceptual framework and adaptive capacity potentials both in public and non-governmental 
sectors during specific emergencies.

2.2. Adaptive capacity as a potential of functional resilience

Adaptive capacity is an attribute of the resilience of social systems and strengthens its ability 
to keep functioning during an emergency or crisis. Understandings of adaptive capacity are 
still very much in their infancy [91]. From the organisational theory perspective, the adaptive 
ability is rooted in the information processing capacity of an organisation [92]. On the other 
hand, the potential of adaptive capacity is demonstrated by the stability of social relations 
and the maintenance of social capital [73]. It is argued that direct assessment of adaptive 
capacity is hardly feasible and, therefore, it is more rational to identify the characteristics or 
features that influence and form it. Although there is no final agreement about its characteris-
tics and determinants at the national or community level, the Local Adaptive Capacity Frame-
work (LACF) proposes five interrelated characteristics related to adaptive capacity: Assets, 
Entitlement and Institutions, Knowledge and Information, Innovation, Decision Making and 
Governance. These parameters influence and determine the degree of resiliency of a social 
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system (community or society) and its responsiveness to changes in the external environment 
[93]. The ability of a community or other social system to cope with external shocks depends 
heavily on access to and control over key assets [94]. Assets include both tangible capital 
(natural, physical and financial) and intangible, including human and social [95].
Institutions establish the rules that govern belief systems, behaviour and organisational struc-
ture [96] and play a prominent role in adaptive capacity [97]. In an emergency or crisis, the 
adaptive capacity of the institutional environment has the same value as the adaptation of 
the civil actors. Organisations with adaptive capacity can reconfigure themselves quickly in 
changing environments rather than merely identifying existing demands and exploiting the 
available resources [98]. Organisations with limited adaptive capacity tend to search for 
solutions to problems in terms of the competencies they already have and can therefore 
understand. Because their adaptive capacity is low, they may not realise that they need to 
develop new knowledge in an evolving and uncertain environment [99]. Adaptation to any 
hazard is not only dependent on information about the hazard itself but also on raising gen-
eral awareness and capacity building of stakeholders to inform adaptation decisions [100]. 
Relevant information needs to reach key stakeholders to ensure that actions are effective in 
the long term and prevent maladaptive practices. Another characteristic of adaptive capacity 
relates to the system’s ability to foster innovation and support new practices [101].
In the context of social systems, adaptive capacity is commonly associated with the ability of 
institutions and networks to learn and maintain best practices, flexible, evidence-based and 
timely managed decision making and the existence of power structures that are responsive 
and consider the needs of all stakeholders. Adaptive capacity refers to the ability to cope 
with unknown future circumstances. It works as a preventive measure in reducing the im-
pact of predicted shocks through inherited knowledge and constant learning. The skills and 
resources required for adaptation may necessitate mobilising additional outside resources 
or expertise. Systems can have these elements to varying degrees, yet scholars argue that 
a balance of all of them is needed to move towards resilience [87; 102]. The extent to which 
government authorities can adapt to uncertainty and learn from their experiences affects 
governance capacity and legitimacy. Hence, this is not a simple and straightforward process 
and may not always be wholly rational with learning as it is one of the most underdeveloped 
aspects of crisis management [22]. Crises may facilitate learning and contribute to overcom-
ing the organisational inertia that often inhibits learning under normal conditions, but they 
may also create obstacles to learning [103]. While there is often a strong wish to learn from 
a crisis, dramatic crises may produce incremental rather than radical policy and structural 
changes, owing to cultural path dependency and resistance [28]; in such cases, one often 
faces a dynamic conservatism [35]. Changes often occur within an established order rather 
than changing that order per se [23]. In the aftermath of emergencies or crises, institutions 
tend to be responsive and adapt to the lessons learnt, but, in general, they remain somewhat 
resistant to radical changing existing crisis management systems.

2.3. �Linking social capital as an enabler of functional resilience 
in crisis governance

2.3.1. Defining social capital network levels and types

Social capital is regarded as an essential resource available to societies or communities 
for various collective societal issues, such as volunteering to contribute to crisis manage-
ment, and as a key factor of networks and processes that promote social cohesion, trust 
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and resilience. Sources of social capital are changing in an increasingly global, hyper-con-
nected and multi-stakeholder world. Social capital provides a valuable theoretical lens for 
investigating the factors and mechanisms of resilience and risk governance and is the main 
factor through which a community adapts to change [104]. A well-connected relationship 
network facilitates cohesion and collaboration in the face of increased external change and, 
therefore, enhance collective action in crises, emergencies or uncertainties. Social capital in 
an emergency, crisis or conflict context consists of networks of cross-agency (public, private 
and civic) interaction based on shared values, norms, trust and goals. Close interactions 
between stakeholders are seen as signs of well-developed social capital [105]. Previous re-
search demonstrates that social capital influences resilience [61; 106; 107]. On the other 
hand, social capital is a context-dependent phenomenon [108]. Context-dependency means 
that different forms of social capital have diverse manifestations in different social systems 
and change over time.
There are numerous interpretations and definitions of social capital based on the context 
of the specific research or seen through different disciplines, lenses and angles. However, 
most authors in their definitions share the perception that social capital is a societal resource, 
which connects actors and permits them to pursue common goals jointly [109; 110]. More-
over, they all agree on the premise that engagement in social interactions is coupled with 
expecting beneficial returns for the individuals or the social network as a whole [111]. Pierre 
Bourdieu, Robert Putnam and James Coleman are considered the pioneers in the contempo-
rary understanding of social capital theory. However, the roots of the concept can be traced 
back to the 1916 work by Lyda Judson Hanifan [112]. The principal idea of social capital is 
that networks of relationships have either an individual or collective value [113-115]. Fur-
thermore, civic engagement is considered an essential element of Putnam’s view of social 
capital [115], which is not just a matter of fulfilling practical needs. Civic engagement also 
helps society function smoothly in times of uncertainty and crisis [116]. The research of these 
three significant authors is often presented together to show how contemporary research on 
social capital evolved in divergent, non-linear and sometimes contradictory manners [117].
In this particular work, the classical definitions of social capital “features of social organization 
such as, networks, norms and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for 
mutual benefit” will be used [118, p. 67]. In Putnam’s understanding of social capital, empha-
sis was placed on two basic notions – structure (networks) and culture (norms and trust). In 
a similar manner, the other authors tend to stress either the functionality of structures (inter-
actions, relationships, cooperation and engagements) or the cognitive capacity of social net-
works (values, reciprocity willingness and trust) to cooperate within or among groups or even 
outside the homogenous social system to achieve specific goals. And M. Hooghe, D. Stolle 
[110], M. Woolcock [119], and A.J. Saffer [120] identified four distinct approaches regarding 
how research on social capital developed according to various actors or agents involvement: 
communitarian, networks, institutional and synergy. The latter, synergy, is described as “com-
munity networks and state-society, whose relation has the greatest empirical support and 
lends itself best to comprehensive and coherent policy prescriptions” [121, p. 225].
There are two levels of social capital networks – the micro and macro level [119]. Micro-level 
networks refer to intra- or extra-community ties and macro-level networks to state-society 
relations, institutional capacity and credibility. In macro-level networks, the capacity of social 
capital is reflected through legislation (legal system) agreements, decision making, lack of 
corruption, formalised institutional relationships, civil society, the rule of law and government 
[122]. The macro approach to social capital looks at the social and political structures that 
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enable or impede civic engagement and participation [123]. This means that the micro ap-
proach encompasses the credibility and capacity of the governance to create the conditions 
and platform for cooperation [124]. These networks are often discussed as bonding (trust-
ing cooperative relations between homogenous groups and social networks) and bridging 
(trusting cooperative relations between heterogeneous groups and social networks) types 
of social capital [121].

Linking social capital is the third type of social capital network that is less often analysed and 
discussed in academic studies. Although, the most significant gap in the scientific literature is 
the absence of a more coherent description of how linking social capital and political or public 
institutions affect each other [109]. Linking social capital has many indirect community bene-
fits that are often overlooked in the literature, such as connecting government officials with 
people who provide knowledge and skills to perform their jobs [125]. Linking social capital 
refers to the relations between individuals and groups in different social strata and reveals 
ties between the community and those in positions of influence in formal organisations [121]. 
Furthermore, despite the variety of academic works and views on the micro-level and bridg-
ing and bonding social capital types, little research has been done to explore the aspects of 
linking social capital as a governance network during periods of stability (peacetime) with 
even less academic work considering times of emergency or crisis. However, R.L. Hawkins 
and K. Maurer [126] analysed how each form of social capital worked in the case of Hurricane 
Katrina in New Orleans, Louisiana, and noticed that linking social capital offered pathways to 
longer-term resilience than bridging and bonding types during an emergency. Linking social 
capital creates the opportunity to engage with external agencies and to influence policy [121]. 
Thus, in Figure 1, linking social capital represents the network and relationships between the 
community or civic organisations and the public sector as a whole and allows civil actors to 
connect with authorities and decision-makers in peacetime and emergency.
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The capacity of civic organisations to develop cooperative ties is also determined by the 
effects of state policy and its public governance structure. This point of view implies that 
institutional design might indeed foster social capital and resilience in traditional and crisis 
governance because linking social capital involves connections and interactions between 
communities, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) with institutions and political struc-
tures, such as the private sector or state government authorities. While S. Knack [127, p. 773] 
reveals two causal powers of social capital by which it enhances government performance: 
the ability to hold the government more accountable to the broader public interest and in-
troduce innovation and flexibility into policymaking.

Social capital has to be studied in the political context in which it emerges [128]. Institutional 
arrangements can extend and constrain the formation of voluntary associations and their 
scope of influence on government policymaking [129]. The institutional design of governance 
influences the community’s associational activity considerably. Governments can encourage 
the development of social capital by providing opportunities for participation in community 
matters. However, the generation of social capital hinges on the degree to which citizens 
and associations are given access to local decision-making processes [129]. In other words, 
public institution arrangements and legal frameworks play an essential role in generating and 
shaping structural social capital. Social capital logic tends to reveal the capacity of society 
to cooperate to reach common goals. To achieve them, people have to trust each other and 
public institutions (public sector), which in turn have to develop a user-friendly atmosphere 
for cooperation [130].

2.3.2. Linking social capital network forms (interaction processes)

Social capital can take many networking forms, but we focus on interaction processes inside 
structural social networks while dealing with emergencies and crises in this research. The 
hierarchy matters considerably in an emergency or crisis because different interaction pro-
cesses between respective civil society actors in crisis governance have other characteristics 
and criteria. In Figure 2, the interaction processes are shown as active social capital networks 
in different stages or phases of crisis governance. These networks are of higher intensity 
during a crisis (response phase) and of lower intensity in pre-crisis (preparation phase) and 
after crisis (adaptation phase).

For a long time, scholars of emergency and crisis management disciplines were sensitive to 
cooperative and collaborative cross-sectoral initiatives related to preparing for and respond-
ing to risks, threats and extreme events. This was mainly due to the narrow management 
focus on the government sector as the sole authority responsible for emergencies. The sit-
uation has only recently changed due to an increased understanding of the potential of the 
enormous benefits that collaboration might provide for better success in crisis management. 
Scholars analysing crisis governance tend to agree that effective preparation, response and 
adaptation to complex crises is feasible if collaboration is ensured across different sectors 
of crisis governance. It vastly facilitates the development of a whole-of-government or even 
a whole-of-society approach [4; 22; 131-133]. Providing basic services to society and ensuring 
functional resilience require various actors and stakeholders to engage in collective action 
across sectors [134].

Several partnering activities or interaction processes were identified in the academic litera-
ture related to disaster, emergency or disaster governance, namely, communication, coopera-
tion, coordination and collaboration – the four Cs [135]. Communication is a critical ingredient 
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of collective action [136]; however, we argue that communication is a part of other interac-
tion processes. We agree with the argument that “collaboration, coordination, and cooper-
ation are at the core of inter-organizational relationships… and cross-sector partnerships” 
[137, p. 966]. The line between coordination, cooperation and collaboration is blurred, and 
the common understanding of what these concepts reflect is somewhat fragmented. These 
terms are often used interchangeably and placed on the same level [138]. Some authors 
define coordination, cooperation and collaboration processes as complementary because 
they consist of similar elements [139]. Although these processes might be complementary, 
they involve distinct activities in specific contexts. Moreover, each concept (process) reflects 
a differing level of commitment, formality and autonomy [140]. The linkage between social 
capital and adaptive capacity and governance approach is shown in Table 1.

Cooperation is the least formal interaction between actors or partners in crisis governance 
cooperation. It shows limited connections and low intensity of working together. Cooperation 
refers to short-term, often informal and voluntary, relationships between organisations or 
parts thereof; it is characterised by low levels of intensity and risk [141; 142]. Coordination 
is regarded as the next step, as it is more formal than cooperation [140]. Coordination cre-
ates proactive efforts with other agencies and partners to ensure compatibility of goals, data 
gathering and redundancy reduction.

On the other hand, collaboration defines the relationship between partners whose oper-
ations and tasks are already coordinated [143]. Collaboration presents the highest level of 
commitment, trust and information sharing. Criteria span from the level of trust and commit-
ment, the relationship length and the quality and closeness of the relationship to the level of 
intensity, the willingness to share information, the level of partnership management system 
and the level of relationship-specific assets and leadership [144]. Collaboration implies work-
ing together to conceptualise, plan, fund and implement activities that lead to operational 
success that could not have been achieved if undertaken independently. Collaboration is 

Interaction processes (collaboration/coordination/cooperation)
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Fig. 2. Interaction processes in different phases of crisis governance
Source: Own elaboration.
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more complex and challenging than other networking processes. Multi-sector collaboration 
often occurs when organisations or sectors tried to solve problems by themselves but failed 
[145]. In multi-sector collaboration, private, public and non-profit actors from different parts 
of the society solve issues in unison. It requires all parties involved to put aside their narrow 
sectoral interests and give priority to solving the problem.

3. Research methods and operationalisation

The research methodology is based on the scientific literature analysis and empirical case 
study of COVID-19 in Lithuania. A mixed-method approach was applied that merged quantita-
tive and qualitative features to strengthen results and validate findings. Quantitative analysis 
was conducted on social capital and adaptive capacity convergence to identify the functional 
resilience level of the specific crisis using statistical tools. In contrast, a qualitative approach 
was used to describe how functional resilience was perceived by CSAs and public sector organ-
isations in different phases (content analysis, data survey interpretation, expert interviews).

First, the authors of this paper analysed the scientific literature on governance, social capital 
and adaptive concepts to identify the main criteria for measuring functional resilience level 
in crisis governance during a specific crisis period. Second, we focused on the main linking 
social capital network components, namely collaboration, coordination and cooperation and 
adaptive capacity components and characteristics, namely structures, learning and resources 
that are, in theory, crucial for building functional resilience in crisis governance.

Table 1. The theoretical linkage between functional resilience level�
and crisis governance approach

Structural social capital
Adaptive capacity 

characteristics

Functional 
resilience 

level

Crisis 
governance 

approach
Interaction 

types Characteristics

Cooperation

Trust and commitment: Short 
term and low intensity

Decision making and leader-
ship: Informal

Information sharing: sporadic

Structures: Not 
inclusive

Resources: Own

Learning: Separate 
feedback process

Low Public institu-
tion driven

Coordination

Trust and commitment: Medi-
um-term and modest intensity

Decision making and leader-
ship: Formal (Leading)

Information sharing: 
one-directional

Structures: Partly 
inclusive

Resources: Provided

Learning: Coordinat-
ed feedback process

Structures: Inclusive

Medium Whole-of-gov-
ernment

Collaboration

Trust and commitment: Long 
term and high intensity

Decision making and leader-
ship: formal (chairing)

Information sharing: 
bidirectional

Resources: Shared

Learning: Compre-
hensive feedback 
process

High Whole-of-so-
ciety

Sources: Own elaboration.
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The survey was conducted in Lithuania from May to September of 2020. Two questionnaires 
were prepared for a specific target audience. It included representatives of public (govern-
mental) and civic (non-governmental) sectors, either directly involved in pandemic manage-
ment or ready to engage. Each question in the questionnaire (except for demographic ones) 
was related either to social capital or adaptive capacity components of entities involved in 
crisis governance (see Annex A and B). In total, 60 responses from CSA and public (govern-
mental) sector respondents were received and analysed. CSAs provided 16 answers, while 
the public sector (national and municipality level) submitted 44 answers. Due to the partic-
ularities and sensitivity of the problem, we carefully managed data without revealing the 
identities of the respondents and their respective affiliations.

The survey data were compiled and processed using the SPSS package. Weights were as-
signed to the answers to questions in the questionnaire based on an expert method. Answer 
index and weight – positive: 1, negative: –1 and neutral: 0.5. Index for SC (cooperation: 0.2, 
coordination: 0.3 and collaboration: 0.5). Index for AC (structure: 0.5, resources: 0.3, learning: 
0.2). Because of these weights, minimal and maximal values were established for all social 
capital (SC) and adaptive capacity (AC) components to evaluate the functional resilience level 
of crisis governance. These numeric values were categorised with the ordinal values marked. 
The low level of functional resilience (FR) was from 0 to 0.3, medium from 0.4 to 0.6, and 
0.7 to 1.0. Furthermore, the normalised numerical values for each SC/AC component were 
calculated to identify functional resilience (FR) level (see Table 2).

In addition, three (3) open expert interviews based on the aforementioned survey ques-
tionnaire were conducted with representatives of the governmental institutions who were 
members of the national crisis management centre (Table 3). The purpose was to understand 
the complexities and adaptive capacities of the Lithuanian crisis governance system institu-
tional design. These interviews were carried out in June and July 2020 (Informant A and B) 
and September 2020 (Informant C).

The research authors know only their identities so that personal data were not disclosed for 
certain reasons.

Table 2. Operationalisation of functional resilience level

Components Answer index and weight FR level and numeric values

SC Positive/Negative/Neutral�
1, 0.5, (–1) Low 0………0.3

Cooperation 0.2

Medium 0.4………0.6Coordination 0.3

Collaboration 0.5

AC Positive/Negative/Neutral�
1, 0.5, (–1)

High 0.7………1.0Structure 0.5

Resources 0.3

Learning 0.2

Source: Own elaboration.
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4. Lithuania’s case study findings and results

4.1. �Quantitative analysis approach towards functional resilience 
in crisis governance

The histograms of the distribution of normalised values of the main functional resilience 
components of SC and AC are shown in Figure 3. Notably, a high level of functional resilience 
was observed only in a minor part of the participants’ responses. This fact is supported by 
histograms of numerical SC and AC components showing the concentration of responses in 
lower values and the continuous tail in the area of high-strength values.

As a consequence, strong links between the separate components were observed, namely, 
if the respondent has a bad relationship with one component, then usually the other ones 
will be bad as well. Statistical data distribution fitting showed good correspondence with 
Weibull distribution with a positive rate coefficient. It should be noted that the latter prop-
erty of Weibull distribution testifies to the growth of respondents with higher resilience 
levels [146; 147]. These considerations are summarised in Table 4, where the percentages 
of low, medium and high levels of functional resilience and its components are presented. 
Thus, one can conclude that the majority of the population has medium social capital and 
low adaptive capacity. Finally, this leads to a conclusion that functional resilience levels are 
low to medium in crisis governance.

To investigate the structural model of SC/AC components, factor analysis was performed 
using the principal component method. Factor analysis is commonly used in biology, psy-
chometrics, personality theory, marketing, product management, operations research and 
finance. It is one of the most widely used interdependency techniques. It is employed when 

Table 3. The demographic characteristics of the expert interviewees

Informant Years of service Gender Age Education

A More than 20 M 47 High

B More than 20 M 45 High

C More than 20 M 46 High

Source: Own elaboration.

Table 4. Levels of functional resilience via social capital�
and adaptive capacity component distribution

FR AC Resource Learning Struc-
tures SC Cooper-

ation
Coordi-
nation

Collabo-
ration

Low 25�
(41.67%)

32�
(53.33%)

32�
(53.33%)

32�
(53.33%)

34�
(56.67%)

19�
(31.67%)

21�
(35.00%)

19�
(31.60%)

17�
(28.33%)

Medium 27�
(45.00%)

23�
(38.33%)

23�
(38.30%)

24�
(40.00%)

21�
(35.00%)

30�
(50.00%)

29�
(48.33%)

30�
(50.00%)

30�
(50.00%)

High 8�
(13.33%)

5�
(8.33%)

5�
(8.33%)

4�
(6.67%)

5�
(8.33%)

11�
(18.33%)

10�
(16.67%)

11�
(18.3%)

13�
(21.67%)

Source: Own elaboration.
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the relevant set of variables shows a systematic interdependence and the objective is to 
determine the latent factors that create a commonality. The researcher makes no a prio-
ri assumptions about the relationships among factors. Factors enable the identification of 
groups of interrelated variables to see how they are related. The objective of factor analysis 
is to identify certain unobservable factors from the observed variables. From the point of 
view of exploratory analysis, the eigenvalues of PCA have inflated component loadings, i.e. 
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contaminated with error variance. Thus, the factor loadings are the correlation coefficients 
for the observed variables and latent factors [148].

This analysis showed that two main factors impact the SC/AC components (see Table 4). The 
first one represents 87% of the total data variance (cumulative variance). Therefore, it can 
be associated with a common all-component variable describing functional resilience and its 
impact on separate SC/AC components of all respondents. The second factor explains about 
11% of the total data variance and describes the interaction between SC and AC (see factor 
and impact component matrix in Table 5 and Table 6). The component matrix shows that 
the main resilience factor has a positive weight of about 0.9 on all SC/AC components. The 
second-factor weight is about 0.3 and shows that respondents with lower SC levels tend to 
adapt their AC.

Table 5. Factor analysis of SC/AC components

Component

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums od Squared Loadings

Total % of 
Variance

Cumula-
tive % Total % of 

Variance
Cumula-

tive %

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

7.810

.982

.088

.059

.041

.019

1.155E-15

–1.437E-16

–9.405E-16

86.779

10.915

.978

.660

.457

.212

1.284E-14

–1.597E-15

–1.045E-14

86.779

97.694

98.672

99.331

99.788

100.000

100.000

100.000

100.000

7.810

.982

86.779

10.915

86.779

97.694

Source: Own elaboration.

Table 6. Impact of principal characteristics on SC/AC components

Characteristics of FR components
Impact

1 2

Collaboration

Coordination

Cooperation

SC

Structures

Learning

Resources

AC

FR

.910

.930

.928

.935

.934

.908

.902

.936

1.000

–.374

–.326

–.331

–.354

.316

.368

.377

.351

–0.17

Source: Own elaboration.
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One can see that the loadings of the components of SC and AC on the second factor have 
approximately the same values but with different signs.

4.2. �Qualitative analysis approach towards functional resilience 
in crisis governance

4.2.1. CSAs in governance legal framework during COVID-19 (preparation phase)

Lithuanian laws, which regulate crisis management and activities of NGOs, do not explicitly 
indicate any possible involvement of NGOs or other CSAs, except the Lithuanian Riflemen’s 
Union (LRU)1 in the emergency, crisis or conflict management process. Nevertheless, there 
are indirect references in current legislation regarding the interactions between governmen-
tal agencies with CSAs in an emergency, crisis or even military conflict [149-152]. In June 
2020, the Lithuanian government approved its COVID-19 management strategy stressing the 
importance of a “timely and objectively informed society” as part of the national response 
to COVID-19. However, the document said nothing about how CSAs’ engagement might 
facilitate pandemic management [153]. Furthermore, the implementation of the aforemen-
tioned strategy was slow and formal [154]. Such a legal vacuum means that the interaction 
between CSAs and governmental institutions in an emergency is dependent on the goodwill 
of public entities. Apparently, it contributed very little to boost functional resilience in crisis 
governance. And V. Nakrošis, et al [154, p. 5] noted that “during this crisis, we lacked not pre-
vention or control, but resilience in public governance system”. The institutional legal design 
of governance considerably influences CSAs’ activity because the public sector has a leading 
role and can encourage the development of linked social capital by providing opportunities 
for participation or engagement of CSAs in crisis governance.
During the first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Lithuanian government authorities 
switched away from a typical institutional centric framework embedded in the current leg-
islation (Fig. 4) to adopt one featuring a whole-of-government approach (Fig. 5 and Fig. 6).
“The situation in the beginning was unusual. Nobody ever thought about this level of emer-
gency and authorities did most of the things ad hoc disregarding pre-existing emergency 
plans”. Therefore, a “new structure was created which better orientated the response to 
the crisis than the typical [structure]” [156]. At the centre of the adopted crisis governance 
structure were the COVID-19 management committee, emergency operation centre and 
different working groups. One of them, the Society Security Group (SSG), was responsible 
for cooperation with CSAs. However, CSAs were not directly represented in the SSG, except 
for the LRU. The cooperation with other CSAs was established via different means of com-
munication, including social networks, but coordination of a broad array of CSA initiatives 
struggled. This happened in part due to the diversity and myriads of NGOs and their different 
expectations that were difficult to meet. On the other hand, government institutions were 
also not very active in attracting civil society in pandemics, management activities, and de-
cision-making in this field. NGOs were often seen as an additional asset that should comply 
with the formal instructions.

1	 �Lithuanian Riflemen’s Union (LRU) is a voluntary paramilitary organisation. It is partly financed by the Lith-
uanian Ministry of Defence (MOD) and led by the retired or active officers of the Lithuanian Armed Forces. 
Source: https://www.sauliusajunga.lt/.
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About half (48%) of the CSA respondents described conditions for them to engage formally 
in the crisis governance process on a volunteer basis as unfavourable. On the other hand, 
30 per cent of survey participants from the public sector institutions agreed that the current 
Lithuanian institutional crisis governance framework does not possess a strong collaborative 
nature. However, crisis volunteering strategies are already embedded and proved effective 
in Nordic countries such as Sweden, Norway and Finland. For example, in Norway and Swe-
den, it is part of their Total Defence concept and comprehensive security in Finland [157]. 
Moreover, Finland has a special security concept, which defines inter-governmental and 
inter-sectoral interaction processes [158].
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and entities

Municipality-level emergency
operation centres

Emergency operation centres
of other entities

Head of rescue operations

Work coordination centre
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Fig. 4. Typical structure of the state emergency management system in Lithuania�
before COVID-19

Source: [152].



Remigijus Žilinskas, Leonidas Sakalauskas

782

The survey findings revealed that CSAs were more proactive in seeking opportunities to pro-
vide support, but they encountered several problems of bureaucratic origin, namely, the legal 
crisis management framework, miscommunication and a lack of mutual trust.
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4.2.2. The engagement of CSAs in COVID-19 crisis management (response phase)

Currently, more than 15 per cent of the Lithuanian population has official ties to volunteerism 
through more than 12,000 registered organisations. However, the exact number of volunteers 
involved in the pandemic management activities was not established. In the research, two 
main CSA camps in the COVID-19 pandemic were revealed – SOFT (indirect support) response 
actors and HARD (direct support) response actors. The main goal of SOFT response camp 
representatives was not direct participation in the pandemic management measures but 
rather the efficient provision of existing services. In March 2020, the umbrella organisation 
National Coalition of NGOs (Nacionalinė NVO koalicija) was asked to provide financial sup-
port to further provide social and other services during the pandemic [159]. Some of them 
became even more important during the pandemic, for example, food provision for disabled 
persons during quarantine, psychological support in the environment of growing domestic 
violence induced by quarantine, etc.

On the other hand, HARD response camp actors’ engagement and support of the public sector 
in crisis management was crucial. The most active supporter of the government’s response 
to the pandemic was the LRU. Starting from February 2020, the LRU was among the first 
CSAs that took part in pandemic management. Every day, more than 150 members of the 
LRU: patrolled the airports; supported the establishment and operation of the central phone 
helpline 1808; ensured stable flows of infected and tested people in hospitals and mobile 
‘hotspots’; assisted with other communication, logistic and public security tasks ensuring 
local lockdowns, etc. Moreover, the LRU supported other CSAs like Caritas, Malta Order and 
Red Cross in their respective activities. It is worth mentioning another critical civic initiative – 
crisis volunteering coordination centre, Strong Together (Stiprūs kartu), founded by members 
of the LRU. During the pandemic, it served as the main platform for crisis volunteerism in 
Lithuania [160]. In addition, the crowdfunding initiative Hold up, Medics (Laikykitės, medikai) 
managed to raise almost EUR 2.5 million [161], which was spent on medical protection equip-
ment and other medical supplies in a very short supply at the beginning of the pandemic. 
Supplies, with the support of the Lithuanian Armed Force, were efficiently distributed in the 
main and regional hospitals, social care facilities and other institutions. For example, at the 
beginning of April, more than 50 per cent of FFP2 respirators in some main hospitals were 
provided through this initiative. At the local level, a public initiative Gediminas Legion (Gedi-
mino legionas) was created and coordinated by the Vilnius City Municipality [162].

SOFT response actors, in general, fell under the unaffiliated category of crisis volunteerism 
concept. In contrast, HARD response actors mainly were affiliated to some extent with organ-
isations trained for emergency settings. Furthermore, most respondents pointed out that no 
special criteria or prerequisites for engagement of CSAs in crisis governance were anticipated 
in advance, with less than 20 per cent of CSAs confirming their attendance at emergency 
classes or exercises beforehand. Despite the willingness to contribute, not all CSAs were at 
the same level of preparedness. The majority (70%) of respondents from the public sector 
agreed that CSAs are not sufficiently prepared to collaborate with governmental institutions 
in emergencies. However, the vast majority (80%) of respondents from governmental institu-
tions welcomed CSAs’ participation and agreed that they could provide substantial benefits to 
the common cause. These findings supported the argument that volunteerism is essential for 
social capital development, which, in turn, highly affects functional resilience in governance.

From 2018, the Mobilisation and Civil Resistance Department under the MOD of the Republic 
of Lithuania (MCRD) provides training for the public sector and CSAs on mobilisation and civil 



Remigijus Žilinskas, Leonidas Sakalauskas

784

resistance, although this barely covers crisis-volunteering areas. A massive influx of unaffiliat-
ed volunteers revealed a lack of basic skills. Therefore, the MCRD, in cooperation with one of 
CSAs – Defence Support Foundation (Gynybos paramos fondas) – introduced the first specific 
training programme for crisis volunteers [163]. A few years ago, two instruction manuals on 
civil resistance and tackling crises by society were published. However, a systemic approach 
at the state level in this field is still lacking [164]. The existing online platform operated by 
the Fire and Rescue Department of the Ministry of Interior is the most comprehensive infor-
mation resource available for crisis or emergency awareness [165]. The government should 
predefine the requirements for CSAs that wish to be engaged because the preparation mat-
ters a lot in crisis management. Since the public sector is driving the process in crisis, it should 
ensure crisis volunteerism coordination activities.

4.2.3. Resources and Learning (adaptation phase)

Adapting to different crises and sharing best practices are keys to successful crisis manage-
ment [154]. More than 60 per cent of CSA survey respondents pointed out governmental 
institutions reluctant to share resources, including information. This could be explained by 
constraints on interaction with non-affiliated CSAs embedded in the current legal framework. 
Governmental institutions preferred affiliated CSAs such as the LRU, Caritas, Malta Order and 
Red Cross, with which ministries already had legal agreements of cooperation during emer-
gencies and crises [166]. Most CSA survey respondents (75%) mentioned the lack of mutual 
trust as a core reason impeding the coordination of civil society and their inclusion in resource 
sharing. Human resources turned out to be one of the critical factors in crisis management. 
In this context, the alternative civil service could be a credible solution for compensating 
the lack of public sector employers and, in the long term, could form national civil reserve 
units. Crisis volunteers need to be trained beforehand, receive on-the-job training, be pro-
vided with the necessary equipment and receive clear and timely communication. More than 
50 per cent of public sector respondents noted that after the aforementioned events, the 
authorities plan to change some legal acts related to crisis management and start preparing 
comprehensive crisis management guides for society.
On the learning part, the research revealed some positive trends. Civil protection laws and 
regulations on State Emergency Situation Operation Centre were amended on 1 May 2020. 
In June 2020, the Lithuanian government organised discussions on COVID-19 lessons learnt 
by the public sector. Most participants were directly involved in the crisis governance of the 
COVID-19 pandemic [167]. However, CSAs were not invited to present their lessons. There-
fore, CSAs initiated two separate virtual conferences in September 2020 – the “International 
conference on COVID-19 Lessons Learnt” and “Managing volunteer activities during emer-
gencies”. The first one was organised in cooperation with the MCRD and Vilnius Municipality 
and stressed the regional and global response to the pandemic [168]. The second event was 
held by the NGO Europos namai in cooperation and support from the Lithuanian Ministry 
of Social Affairs and specifically focussed on crisis volunteerism. The main deliverable was 
a presentation of short instructions “How to organise volunteer activities during emergen-
cies” [169]. The majority of CSA respondents (75%) stressed the importance of mutual trust 
and an adaptive legislation framework for a better crisis governance system.
It is worth noting that Lithuania was one of the first countries in NATO and the EU to issue 
guides (instructions) for society on how to act during crises and emergencies. However, there 
remains a lack of research on the actual preparation and skill levels needed among different 
sectors of Lithuanian society. With the COVID-19 pandemic still ongoing, and a potential 
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threat from the Belarusian Astravets nuclear plant located close to the Lithuanian border, 
the enhancement of functional resilience should be one of the primary endeavours of the 
current Lithuanian government.

Conclusions

Emergencies, crises and conflicts are often seen as matters of daily routine that vary in 
scale and intensity; however, the paradox is that they usually arrive with short notice and 
take national governments by surprise. In theory, the concept of resilience is interconnected 
closely with governance. Effective and resilient governance is a key factor in keeping threats 
and dangers at bay, allowing emergency events to be managed successfully. The strength of 
crisis governance is based on the resilience and sustainability of dynamic networks among 
different sectors during uncertainty. This work aims to contribute to the academic debate and 
research on resilience in crisis governance. Previous academic discussions on the concept of 
resilience stressed the importance of bridging and bonding social capital in bolstering soci-
etal resilience but neglected the role of linking social capital in broader resilience research 
outside the societal domain. Linking social capital represents the networks and relationships 
between the community or civic organisations and the public sector as a whole and allows 
civil actors to connect with authorities and decision-makers in peacetime and emergencies. 
Specifically, interaction ties between citizens, communities, private and public organisations 
during crises or emergencies are crucial for understanding and driving functional resilience. 
The core of the functional resilience concept is rooted deeply in the interaction processes 
between subsystems in the system and its adaptive characteristics while preparing and cop-
ing with emergencies and crises.

The COVID-19 pandemic affected all aspects surrounding the function of Lithuanian society 
and showed drawbacks of the existing crisis management mechanism. The application of 
mixed methods proved the strength of the research deliverables. In the quantitative ap-
proach, the histogram analysis of the distribution of normalised values of functional resilience 
components showed that high levels of functional resilience were observed only in a minor 
part of the data. Nevertheless, one can conclude that the majority of CSAs and public sector 
entities involved in crisis governance have medium social capital and low adaptive capaci-
ty. This leads to the conclusion that most of the respondents have low to medium levels of 
functional resilience.

On the other hand, qualitative data analysis revealed a more comprehensive picture with 
regard to functional resilience in crisis governance. The existing crisis management system 
was stress-tested during the COVID-19 pandemic with existing regulations and institutional 
arrangements in terms of good collaborative crisis management practice, demonstrating con-
siderable shortcomings. The aforementioned crisis demonstrated some gaps in the current 
Lithuanian civil emergencies management system. There were coordination issues between 
central and municipal levels of the Lithuanian government, with modest involvement from 
CSAs; therefore, this suggests relatively weak linking social capital networks in this particular 
case. The judicial issues, resource distribution challenges, adequate representation in the 
working groups and other constraints applied to CSAs were identified as limitations for fos-
tering functional resilience in governance during a crisis. The engagement of CSAs was often 
one-way as no continued cooperation, coordination or collaboration algorithm was prepared 
in advance. The data revealed that most CSAs are not prepared sufficiently or appropriately 
to act in a crisis or emergency. Therefore, a crisis volunteering strategy would be a good start 
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for resolving this inadequacy. On the bright side, the lessons learnt from this situation led to 
an improvement in the regulatory environment, including amendments to civil protection 
laws and, therefore, helped to increase adaptive capacity to some extent. The lessons were 
identified and discussed in public (governmental) and non-governmental sectors and even-
tually led to the creation of some practical products.

Because the study was limited to the first wave of the pandemic, it is hard to assess how 
functional resilience level and expression changed with the outbreak of the second wave of 
COVID-19; thus, further extensive research on governance and resilience in crisis is needed 
and very much welcome.

Annex A

THE ROLE OF THE NON-GOVERNMENTAL SECTOR IN COVID-19 CRISIS GOVERNANCE 
IN LITHUANIA

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PUBLIC SECTOR RESPONDENTS

 1.	 �Were non-governmental organisations (NGOs) engaged/included in the crisis governance 
process? (SC)

	 A. Yes. B. No. C. I do not know. D. Other.

	 If yes, what criteria were employed in the pre-selection process?
	 �A. Declaration of civic and patriotic values. B. Participation in training organised by gov-

ernmental institutions. C. Special criteria were not employed. D. Other.

 2.	 �Was the decision to engage NGOs in the crisis governance process formalised? (SC)
	 �A. Yes, a written protocol was prepared. B. Informal assignment. C. Discussion in working 

committees and working groups. D. Other.

 3.	 �Did NGOs request (ask) for information about the possibility to be included in the crisis 
governance process? (SC)

	 �A. Yes, at the beginning of the pandemic. B. Yes, during the course of the pandemic. C. No 
request. C. I do not know. D. Other.

 4.	 �How did NGOs request (ask) for support from governmental institutions in crisis gover-
nance? (SC)

	 A. By e-mail. B. By phone. C. Via social networking. D. Via media. E. Other.

 5.	 �What kind of support was offered by NGOs to governmental institutions? (AC)
	 �A. Human resources. B. Material resources. C. Psychological consultations. D. No offer. 

E. Other.

 6.	 �Were non-governmental organisations represented in the crisis governance institutional 
framework? (SC)

	 �A. Yes, an NGO representative attended working group meetings. B. No. C. Governmental 
and municipal institutions represented NGOs. D. Other.

 7.	 �How was the communication process maintained during crisis governance/manage-
ment? (SC)

	 �A. Via an NGO representative in the crisis management centre (if established). B. By 
phone. C. By e-mail. D. Via social networks. E. Other.
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 8.	 �Do you agree with the statement that NGOs were not as prepared as governmental in-
stitutions for dealing with the crisis? (AC)

	 A. Fully agree. B. Agree. C. No opinion. D. Do not agree. E. Other.

 9.	 �Were resources allocated in advance to NGOs to enable them to support governmental 
institutions during the crisis? (AC)

	 A. Yes. B. No. C. I do not know. D. Other.

10.	 �How did you regard NGO engagement in crisis governance in Lithuania? (SC)
	 A. Very positively. B. Positively. C. Rather negatively. D. Negatively. E. Other.

11.	 �Do you agree that NGO engagement impacts crisis governance positively? (SC)
	 A. Fully agree. B. Agree. C. Rather disagree. D. Disagree. E. Other.

12.	 �Did governmental institutions employ previously developed practices when cooperating 
with NGOs while dealing with the crisis? (AC)

	 �A. Rather yes. B. Rather no. C. I do not know. D. Other.

13.	 �Was national legislation amended to improve the interaction between the public sector 
and NGOs when preparing for and dealing with the crisis? (AC)

	 �A. Substantially. B. Minimal. C. No. D. I do not know. E. Other.

14.	 �Have training and exercises been conducted since the first wave of the pandemic? (AC)
	 A. Yes. B. No, but they are under preparation. C. No. D. I do not know. E. Other.

15.	 �Are there any plans to prepare a new crisis management manual with instructions for 
NGOs? (AC)

	 �A. Yes, they are already prepared. B. Under preparation. C. No plans so far. D. I do not 
know. E. Other.

16.	 What are your age and working/serving experience in the public sector?

17.	 What is your education?

Annex B

THE ROLE OF THE NON-GOVERNMENTAL SECTOR IN COVID-19 CRISIS GOVERNANCE 
IN LITHUANIA

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANISATIONS

 1.	 Did you engage or participate in the COVID-19 crisis governance process? (SC)
	 �A. Yes, on our initiative. B. No. C. Anticipated but not invited. D. Received an invitation 

but did not participate. E. Other (extended answer).

 2.	 �In your opinion, does Lithuania’s legislative framework provide appropriate conditions 
for NGOs to be engaged in crisis management/governance? (AC)

	 A. Yes. B. Partly. C. No. D. Other (extended answer).

 3.	 �In your opinion, was the potential of NGOs exploited sufficiently during COVID-19 pan-
demic management/governance? (SC)

	 A. Agree. B. Disagree. C. I do not know. D. Other (extended answer).
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 4.	 �Did your NGO participate in crisis training and/or exercises organised for volunteers by 
governmental institutions before the COVID-19 crisis? (AC)

	 A. Yes. B. Invited but not participated. C. Not invited. D. Other (extended answer).

 5.	 �What types of communication channels did you use to engage with governmental insti-
tutions responsible for crisis management/governance? (SC)

	 �A. E-mail. B. Social networks. C. Phone. E. Not addressed at all. D. Other (extended 
answer).

 6.	 �What types of communication channels did governmental organisations use to contact 
your NGO to support crisis management/governance? (SC)

	 �A. E-mail. B. Social networks. C. Phone. E. Not contacted at all. D. Other (extended 
answer).

 7.	 �Did governmental institutions offer to share resources (including information) with your 
NGO while managing the pandemic? (AC)

	 A. Yes. B. No. C. I do not know. E. Other (extended answer).

 8.	 �Was your organisation included/engaged in formal or informal decision-making proce-
dures during crisis management/governance? (AC)

	 A. Yes. B. No. C. Partly. D. Other (extended answer).

 9.	 �Do you agree that governmental institutions appreciate NGO participation/engagement 
in the crisis management/governance process? (SC)

	 A. Agree. B. Disagree. C. I do not know. D. Other (extended answer).

10.	 �Do you agree that society was well informed about NGO engagement/participation in 
crisis management/governance? (AC)

	 A. Agree. B. Disagree. C. I do not know. D. Other (extended answer).

11.	 �Do you agree that NGO activities and initiatives were coordinated well by governmental 
institutions responsible for crisis management/governance? (AC)

	 A. Agree. B. Disagree. C. I do not know. D. Other (extended answer).

12.	 �Have lessons identified been discussed and analysed in your organisation? (AC)
	 �A. Yes. B. No, but in immediate plans. C. No, no immediate plans. D. Other (extended 

answer).

13.	 �In your opinion, what has to be improved to facilitate better interaction between 
non-governmental organisations and the public sector? (SC)

	 �A.  Legislation. B. Attitude (Common trust). C.  Everything is ok. D. Other (extended 
answer).

14.	 �Did governmental institutions recognise your organisation for its engagement/participa-
tion in crisis management/governance? (SC)

	 �A. No. B. Yes, a message of thanks by phone. C. Yes, a written message of thanks. D. Re-
membrance medal or coin. E. Other (extended answer).

15.	 What are your age and working/serving experience in the public sector?

16.	 What is your education?
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Analiza kierowania zarządzaniem kryzysowym: 
Dążenie do uzyskania odporności funkcjonalnej 
w obliczu pandemii COVID-19 na Litwie

STRESZCZENIE Skuteczny, terminowo realizowany, interoperatywny proces kierowania wraz ze swymi 
cechami adaptacyjnymi ma kluczowe znaczenie w zwalczaniu skutków każdego rodzaju 
kryzysu na poziomie państwa. Niniejszy artykuł analizuje zaangażowanie podmiotów 
społeczeństwa obywatelskiego na Litwie w celu określenia poziomu odporności funk-
cjonalnej w kierowaniu zarządzaniem kryzysowym związanym z COVID-19. Przedmio-
tem rozważań teoretycznych i analizy były podejścia oparte na kapitale społecznym 
i zdolnościach adaptacyjnych. Postawiliśmy hipotezę, że kapitał społeczny jest istot-
niejszy dla zwiększania odporności na początku kryzysu, natomiast zdolności adapta-
cyjne zyskują na znaczeniu w trakcie kryzysu oraz po jego zakończeniu. Zastosowano 
mieszane metody gromadzenia danych: analizę treści, ankiety (standaryzowane kwe-
stionariusze), a także wywiady z ekspertami z sektora obywatelskiego (wolontariat 
i organizacje pozarządowe) oraz publicznego (władze lokalne i centralne).

W wyniku badań uzyskano nowe informacje dotyczące znaczenia zaangażowania pod-
miotów społeczeństwa obywatelskiego we wzmacnianie odporności funkcjonalnej 
i osadzenia podejścia obejmującego całe społeczeństwo w kierowaniu zarządzaniem 
kryzysowym.

SŁOWA KLUCZOWE kierowanie zarządzaniem kryzysowym, odporność funkcjonalna,�
podmioty społeczeństwa obywatelskiego, kapitał społeczny,�
zdolności adaptacyjne
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