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PREAMBLE4

PREAMBLE

This Opinion Paper by r3.0 is the result of various discussions between r3.0 and WEAll staff members, 

based on the three flagship WEAll Guides Measuring the Wellbeing Economy1, the Wellbeing Economy Design 
Guide2, the Business of Wellbeing Guide3, and in addition the WEAll Vision Paper Bold, Vital – and Entirely Pos-
sible4. These are flagship brochures of WEAll and form a multi-angled approach to the ‘who’ and the ‘how 

to’ questions around succeeding in building a Wellbeing Economy for those interested in joining WEAll and 

making headway with the concept. These all are brochures and guides developed by the core team with 

inclusion of members, many of them organised in regional WEAll hubs. 

r3.0 has been a WEAll Alliance member since 2019, and WEAll is an Advocation Partner of r3.0. In the run-

up to the 8th International r3.0 Conference in 2021, in which r3.0 welcomed WEAll co-founder Katherine 

Trebeck as one of the Keynote Speakers, we embarked on a small project to strengthen r3.0’s contribution 

to the WEAll family and to seek ways for closer engagement. Or in short: where can r3.0 help best in WE-

All’s success story?

The aim of this Opinion Paper is therefore to contribute a variety of r3.0 ideas to the WEAll Guides family 

and Vision Paper, and by that offering an additional fundamental layer to the (sometimes implicit) aim and 

focus of the Guides. By that we like to help build a solid basis to a continued improvement of the WEAll 

strategy, and potentially initiate thinking about additional Guides or a hierarchy of the Guides. 

A draft of this r3.0 Opinion Paper was shared with the WEAll secretariat and comments were received in 

due course to finalise this paper. As Amanda Janoo, Knowledge and Policy Lead of WEAll, remarked: ‘We 

really enjoyed reading the paper and it has helped stimulate a lot of thinking for us as we engage in our 

strategy review process5.’



WEALL’S MISSION, VISION AND STRATEGY 5

WEALL’S MISSION, VISION   AND STRATEGY 

At r3.0 we focus our intention to support WEAll’s mission, vision and strategy. These have been articulated 

on the WEAll website6. 

The Mission Statements explains: ‘The Wellbeing Economy Alliance is a 10-year project that aims to cat-

alyse systems change toward the realisation of a Wellbeing Economy. WEAll does this by linking and 

coordinating activity at all levels of the Wellbeing Economy movement, to create a critical mass of peo-

ple and organisations working toward a common vision. A global movement is coalescing among a large 

number of individuals and organisations around the need to shift economies to one broadly focused on 

‘sustainable wellbeing’. They may have used different approaches and different languages, but all share a 

common goal. The aim is to promote the Wellbeing Economy as the destination that all diverse efforts are 

working toward7.’ 

‘This is aligned with WEAll’s Vision that ‘within a decade, the WEAll project is no longer needed, as it has 

catalysed economic system change in multiple countries towards a Wellbeing Economy.

In this future,

•	 	Policy is framed in terms of human and ecological wellbeing, not simply economic growth;

•	 	Businesses provide dignified lives for their employees and exist to meet social needs and contribute  

	to the regeneration of nature; and

•	 	The rules of the economy are shaped by collaboration between government, business, and civil society8.’

WEAll’s Strategy for Economic System Change lays out that ‘The Wellbeing Economy movement already 

has many of the answers, ideas and examples that illustrate what ‘better’ can look like. ‘What is needed’ has 

been clear to many groups and academics, and to large numbers of citizens for some time. ‘How to make it 

happen’ is the key issue:

•	 	Creating new power bases;

•	 	Building a coherent knowledge and policy evidence base;

•	 	Sharing new positive and empowering narratives9.’
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COMMONALITIES BETWEEN   R3.0 AND WEALL

One major restriction of WEAll is capacity. While a thousand things could be done, the aim of r3.0’s recom-

mendations should be seen to increase focus for more scalability, something we at r3.0 have applied our-

selves, focusing on a set of areas that define the r3.0 work ecosystem (a set of nine Blueprints, all geared 

towards serving a regenerative & distributive economy design, while not accepting just incremental im-

provements in an existing unsustainable economy design). We address our Blueprints to the broad mar-

ketplace of actors and ideas as compared to just single constituencies10. 

To a certain degree both WEAll and r3.0 need to ‘go with the flow’, and react to the dynamics in this mar-

ketplace of ideas, while also helping to define and steer those ideas. The set of Guides of WEAll as well as 

the Blueprints of r3.0 were developed over a number of years, addressing gaps that became clear while in 

development, and from time to time will need a reset.

Both r3.0 and WEAll have small teams, serving a universe of players around us, while restricting work 

items to the level that is still digestible. We both can’t do everything that’s expected from us, so focus is 

even more important. Still, both organisations benefit hugely from their ‘home base’. These are Advocation 

Partners and Academic Alliance Partners in r3.0’s case, building an implementation and feedback mech-

anism for r3.0’s Blueprints, while WEAll has local WEALL Hubs that help to influence the creation of a 

Wellbeing Economy in their respective regions around the globe, as well as a WEALL Citizens Platform, 

WEAllYouth and WeGo for separate constituencies within their network.

https://www.r3-0.org/projects/
https://www.r3-0.org/advocationpartners/
https://www.r3-0.org/advocationpartners/
https://www.r3-0.org/academic-alliance/
https://wellbeingeconomy.org/hubs
https://wellbeingeconomy.org/citizens
https://weall.org/youth
https://weall.org/wego
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SOME GAPS OF AND BETWEEN   THE GUIDES ... THAT COULD BE   ADDRESSED AND LEAD TO   IMPROVEMENT 
Studying the WEAll communications and comparing it to r3.0 thinking delivered some analyses we’d like to 

bring forward. These are written up in the form of ‘clarifications’ and ‘recommendations’ per analysis, with 

each analysis introduced by a headline question. There are four areas we’d like to point to in particular:

1)	 Is the definition of Wellbeing consistent? Introducing Rightsholdership!

2)	 Are current measurement regimes sufficient?  

	 Introducing Sustainability Context, the Sustainability Quotient, and Thresholds & Allocations

3)	 Are the different levels of simultaneous interaction explored enough?  

	 Introducing a 5-Level Logic, the r3.0 Maturation Matrix	

4)	 Is policy design useful if it doesn’t have the ultimate end state defined?  

	 Introducing the ‘5 Truths’ of a regenerative and distributive market logic?	
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1) IS THE DEFINITION OF   WELLBEING CONSISTENT?   INTRODUCING RIGHTS-  HOLDERSHIP!

The different Guides and the WEAll Vision Paper are very clear on why the current economic system 

doesn’t work and that GDP, now often used as the single measure for success, doesn’t function. Therefore, 

we need a different measure for success and we need a different economic system to achieve wellbeing. 

That is how we both perceive the starting point. But what is the ultimate definition of wellbeing? And how 

radical would economic system redesign need to be? The documents don’t give a clear view, and in internal 

discussions, we also heard the question whether there need to be these definitions, as long as we take 

steps ‘in the right direction.’ What that leaves us with is that we need ‘substitutes’ that help to design an 

economy that should at least achieve these substitutes. The WEAll Vision Paper mentions a couple:

•	 ‘At its core, a Wellbeing Economy is designed with a different purpose: it starts with the idea that the 

economy should serve people and communities, first and foremost.

•	 A Wellbeing Economy recognizes that the economy is embedded in society and nature.

•	 A Wellbeing Economy approach is less about the rates of growth; it focuses on the direction and 

composition of growth.

•	 A Wellbeing Economy delivers social justice on a healthy planet, by satisfying five universal human 

needs for a good life11.’
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In consequence WEAll defines the needs of a Wellbeing Economy as follows:

Table 1: Policies for Wellbeing12
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All of this is brilliant from the perspective of forecasting needs on the basis of an existing lack of policy, as 

it improves on the current state in most parts of the world. It is all thought through from a top-down per-

spective of what needs to be brought ‘to the people’ in order to enable them to live a decent life in dignity 

(which is then called wellbeing?). It defines a minimal state in which the current institutions just need to 

deliver differently. This is still a world view in which people need to be helped and ‘the economy’ with all 

its tools and methodologies is the vehicle to deliver that. All is delivered in that way because it still sup-

ports the general idea of stakeholder capitalism, which in our view is a highly questionable prolongation 

of shareholder capitalism. And that bears the danger of ongoing incrementalism. Too little, too late, while 

admittedly it already sounds like a big task to achieve13.

What it doesn’t define is an economy in which many of the institutions that brought about the problems 

we now face aren’t at all necessary any longer. What is missing, in our view, is a human-centered approach 

in which change happens first and foremost ‘by the people’ themselves, with newly emergent, fit-to-task 

institutions following this lead. The parallel universe of a regenerative & distributive economy that is built 

around people’s engagement in bioregions, with completely different ways of education, completely dif-

ferent governance mechanisms, completely different means to call success regenerative & distributive, 

and probably a completely different way of defining wellbeing, is already underway, but we don’t see that 

reflected enough, given the strong reliance on Stakeholder Capitalism. At r3.0 we have centred our think-

ing around that approach by introducing the term ‘rightsholdership’, leading to a path away from Stake-

holder Capitalism. 

 
RIGHTSHOLDERSHIP – A 180 DEGREE TURNAROUND  
FROM STAKEHOLDER CAPITALISM

Rightsholdership builds on the concept of stakeholders, first established back in the early 1960s by re-

searchers at Stanford Research Institute and further popularized in the 1980s by academic Ed Freeman 

and others. What the concept lacks is a normative grounding of the relationship, which the notion of right-

sholders introduces. As the term suggests, rightsholders have rights that organizations have duties and 

obligations to respect. Take, for example, a right to water, in sufficient quantity and quality. Clearly, organ-

izational impacts on water quantity and quality also impact on rightsholder wellbeing.

Rightsholdership calls for “establishing causal chains of accountability between vital capital resources, or-

ganizational impacts on those capitals, rightsholders who rely on those resources for their wellbeing, and 

the carrying capacities of those capitals,” as we say in the r3.0 White Paper, From Monocapitalism to Mul-

ticapitalism: 21st Century System Value Creation14. “Viewed through ethical and legal lenses, companies 

have duties and obligations to manage their impacts on these vital capital resources within their carrying 

capacities, so that all rightsholders can continue to rely on these resources to support their wellbeing.”

By shifting from the more random and subjective nature of the stakeholder idea, embracing the rightshold-

er concept carries significant implications. The below visual shows sequential impacts from left to right 

(nano to micro to meso to macro to supra, see more about that in point 3) in the context of changes in 

business, creating a feedback loop of consequences from the right back to the left. Only when all this is one 

closed loop, does comprehensive wellbeing become possible. It also implies that wellbeing of the individual 

is only possible when the ‘whole is well’, referring to the basic flaw in lots of marketing-based approaches 

about cozy, fancy, good looking solutions that often create collateral damage elsewhere, or diffuse wellbe-

ing simply by calling welfare and individual wellness measures as wellbeing. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stakeholder_(corporate)


1) IS THE DEFINITION OF WELLBEING CONSISTENT? INTRODUCING RIGHTSHOLDERSHIP! 11

Wellbeing is – in the words of Donella Meadows and Herman Daly – the ‘ultimate end’, and all measures 

need to work towards that ultimate end. Plato’s definition of ‘the part can never be well unless the whole 

is well’ is in our view the ideal definition of the ultimate end, but at the same time discards many unclear, 

diffuse and/or cloudy definitions, or no definition at all. We ultimately think wellbeing needs a clear defini-

tion, in the same way as it needs a clear ‘ideal state’ (also see point 4 further below about backcasting from 

an ideal).

This point is clearly in demand for more work. As recognised in our exchanges, Amanda Janoo mentioned: 

‘Many of the wellbeing economy members, fellows, governments and Hubs have developed wellbeing 

frameworks and we want to allow space for all people to see themselves in and as part of this movement. 

We are therefore wrestling with how to better define wellbeing whilst remaining inclusive and we very 

much appreciate and value your contributions as a WEAll member to this effort15.’ 

©2019 r3.0

NANO 
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becomes 
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advocation

Change in economic 
system incentives
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habitat, portfolio 

accountability
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organizational  
accountability

Change in  
‘moral compass’

Change in  
value system

Integral Management Cycle 
based on:
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•	 muticapitalism
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•	 system design change focus

Figure 1: The connection between rightsholdership and achieving wellbeing
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2) ARE CURRENT MEASUREMENT   REGIMES SUFFICIENT? INTRO- 
DUCING SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT,   THE SUSTAINABILITY QUOTIENT,   AND THRESHOLDS & ALLOCATIONS

Another area in which we see potential for improvement is linked to the question around measurement 

of wellbeing, which first and foremost needs a clear measurement of sustainability. We have observed a 

rather ‘top-down-centric’ approach – including how WEAll has approached this topic – that addresses the 

shortcomings of GDP and looks at alternative measures. One example is an overview from the ‘Measuring 

the Wellbeing Economy Guide’:

 

Table 2: Concepts and indices connected to the idea of wellbeing
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At r3.0, we have long held the view that the majority (if not all) of these indexes, schemes, and methodolo-

gies lack what’s absolutely necessary to enable determination of true sustainability (and hence collective 

wellbeing): thresholds and allocations. Already clearly defined by the GRI 2002 G2 Guidelines as essential 

to be able to call any performance ‘sustainable’, most of all of the above lack exactly that clarification, most 

prominently the SDGs. We have assessed that only 7 of the 246 targets defined for the SDGs are con-

text-based, and that none of the existing schemes has a proper view on how to allocate responsibility for 

respecting economic, social, or ecological carrying capacity thresholds. 

To report on an organization’s (micro-level) sustainability requires assessing its impacts in the broader 

context of the sustainability of the (macro-level) systems within which the organization operates. There is 

no such thing as a sustainable company in an unsustainable economy. The only way an organization can be 

sustainable is if the systems it operates within are sustainable. In other words, when it comes to sustain-

ability, there is a micro-macro link between organizational-level impacts and systems-level sustainability. 

All micro measurement, collected further on the meso level and aggregated to describe sustainability - and 

wellbeing as its ultimate end (see r3.0 Maturation Matrix in point 3) on the macro-level need to be con-

nected in a fluid exchange upwards and downwards. Assessing “sustainability” in isolation is non-sensical 

– we can only assess micro-level sustainability in the context of macro-level sustainability.

So, how to measure sustainability remains an essential issue to not again work with ‘substitutes’ that may 

just deliver an illusion of progress towards wellbeing. It is therefore useful to consider the following learn-

ings:

SUSTAINABILITY CONTEXT 

The Global Reporting Initiative, the world’s foremost sustainability reporting standard, first articulated 

this inter-relationship in 2002, when it introduced the Sustainability Context Principle. The Principle as-

serts that:

Sustainability reporting draws significant meaning from the larger context of how performance at 

the organisational level affects economic, environmental, and social capital formation and deple-

tion at a local, regional, or global level. 

Reporting organisations should consider their individual performance … in the context of the limits 

and demands placed on economic, environmental, or social resources at a macro-level.16 

Key aspects of this definition are that it references the multiple capitals (natural, social, human, built, and 

financial)17 or vital resources that both citizen-rightsholders and market actors rely on for their wellbe-

ing, recognizing that impacts on those capitals can be either (re)generative (“formation”) or degenerative 

(“depletion”). Also, it places organizational performance in the context of “limits and demands” on these 

resources at the systems level. This second aspect is key to this definition of sustainability, in the context of 

real-world carrying capacity thresholds: ecological limits and social demands.  
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SUSTAINABILITY QUOTIENT

Mark McElroy of the Center for Sustainable Organizations fused this second aspect with the first when 

he articulated the carrying capacities of the capitals in 2008.18 In other words, in order for anything to be 

sustainable, it must manage vital capital resources in ways that preserve and regenerate these resources 

for ongoing use by all those who rely on it for their wellbeing, both now and in the future. 

McElroy formulated an equation to represent this relationship, as shown in Figure 4. 

Sustainability Quotient:

Sustainability =

*On the Carrying Capacities of Vital Capital Resources

Source: Mark McElroy, Social Footprints, 2008

( )Actual Impacts* Numeration

Normative Impacts* Denomination

S=
A
N

Actual impacts are the literal effects an organization has in the world. Normative impacts represent what 

those effects would need to be in order to be sustainable. Consider the example of carbon dioxide (along 

with other greenhouse gases) as a cause of climate change. A company’s carbon footprint represents its 

actual impact in terms of carbon emissions.20 The carbon budget represents the normative impact – the 

overall amount of carbon humanity can release before throwing the carbon cycle too far out of a balance 

and disrupting global mean temperature, among other impacts.21 This overall budget can be allocated to 

a company’s fair, just, and proportionate share through several mechanisms, such as per capita, percent 

share of GDP, or share of physical output on a sectoral basis.22 When actual impacts transgress normative 

impacts, the result is unsustainability. When actual impacts respect normative impacts, the result is sus-

tainability. When all impacts are sustainable in aggregate, we have systemic sustainability. 

Figure 2: The Sustainability Quotient19
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CARRYING CAPACITIES OF THE CAPITALS 

Now, what is carrying capacity? In his 1980 book Overshoot, William Catton defines carrying capacity 

as maximum permanently supportable load and overshoot as growth beyond an area’s carrying capacity, 

leading to crash and die-off23. This definition is oriented to ecological carrying capacity, focused on natural 

capital; in 2008, McElroy extended the definition to also apply to social carrying capacity, focused on what 

he called the anthropogenic or human-made capitals (i.e. human capital, social capital, intellectual capital). 

In this sense, he conceived a framework for implementing Barbara Ward’s 1974 concept of inner (social) 

and outer (ecological) limits. He called this framework, predicated on the carrying capacities of the capi-

tals, Context-Based Sustainability.24 

Scientific validation of these thresholds followed shortly thereafter, with the 2009 introduction of the 

Planetary Boundaries concept by a research team anchored at the Stockholm Resilience Centre.25 They 

identified nine such ecological thresholds, and found that humanity’s impacts are overshooting three of 

the nine boundaries. An updated study in 2015 extended this to four boundaries that we are overshoot-

ing26.  In 2012, inspired by the image of the Planetary Boundaries, then-Oxfam Senior Researcher Kate 

Raworth channeled the thinking of Ward and McElroy to add the “inner limits” – or the carrying capacities 

of the anthropogenic capitals – to the mix to come up with the image of a doughnut.27 Raworth labeled 

Ward’s “outer limits” as Ecological Ceilings that are transgressed through overshoot, and the inner limits as 

Social Foundations that are transgressed via shortfall. Within a half-decade, Raworth and her colleagues 

had conducted the research to document the shortfalls of the 12 Social Foundations, drawing on data from 

a.o. FAO, ILO, OECD, UNESCO, World Bank28.

FROM CONTEXT-BASED SUSTAINABILITY TO MULTICAPITALISM

The concept of Context-Based Sustainability originally applies to non-financial impact areas – covering 

natural, social, human, and constructed capital, but not financial capital. In 2014, McElroy worked with 

former Unilever finance executive Martin Thomas to extend the carrying capacities of the capitals concept 

to financial capital to create the notion of Multicapitalism, contrasting the existing regime of Monocapital-
ism29. The defining aspect of Monocapitalism is the imperative to grow and concentrates on one form of 

vital capital, financial capital, very often at the expense of the ongoing viability of other capitals30. Multi-

capitalism applies across all vital capitals, and is designed to maintain their carrying capacities, respecting 

normative thresholds31. Monocapitalism has long pursued financial capital concentration through enclo-

sure or privatization of the Commons. Multicapitalism, on the other hand, recognizes that many of these 

common-pool resources as 2009 Nobel Economics laureate Elinor Ostrom called such Common Capitals32 

transcend private ownership, and therefore require stewardship with care to nurture their preservation 

and regeneration for the benefit of all life. In technical terms, we need to maintain capital stocks in order to 

enable the generation of ongoing capital flows for present and future generations: hence Multicapitalism’s 

basis in the carrying capacities of the capitals.

Summarising this chapter, the above delivers instruments in the form of two necessary litmus tests that 

any measurement of wellbeing needs to deliver on: is it recognizing context in the form of critical thresh-

olds or allocations (avoiding overshoot or undershoot) and does it assess the impact on multiple capitals 

(avoiding trade-offs). It is the data and measurement translation of the rightsholder paradigm.
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Carrying forward from the first point – the lack of human-centred starting points and supporting individual 

empowerment through awareness and learning, r3.0 established a transformation visualization tool that 

we call the Maturation Matrix33. 

On the vertical axis, it represents a scale continuum of transformative potential from a nano (individual), 

micro (organisational), meso (industry, portfolio, or regional), macro (economic, social, or ecologic system) 

as well as a supra (existential) level. Specifically, it helps identify potential for scale-linking, or leveraging 

transformation at multiple scales synergistically, while also tapping into the notion of multi-level selection, 

the concept for evolutionary biology that natural selection operates not only at the individual species level, 

but also at the “group” or organizational level.

On the horizontal axis, it represents a continuum from degenerative to incremental improvement on the 

unsustainable side of the line, and from regenerative to thrivable on the sustainable side of the line. Users 

can ‘plot’ interventions along these axes to assess their potential for transformation. 

Here’s a generic matrix with some exemplified ‘maturation pathways’ that can evolve due to actions taken. 

The first dot represents a plotting of the current state, whereas the second dot expects a future state, in 

the form of a desired result or necessary outcome. The Maturation Matrix is also able to combine various 

actions taken into various expected outcomes that can be combined into a ‘maturation corridor’. As a con-

scious effort to break from the standardized notion of “progress” flowing from lower left to upper right, 

the Maturation Matrix represents progress moving from the upper left of the status quo that seems un-

changeable at the individual level, to the lower right of systemic transformation to collective thriveability. 
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As an example, here is a filled-out Maturation Matrix in which many of the current ‘state-of-the-art’ trends 

and buzzwords are plotted. It rather quickly becomes clear that in order to cross the line from unsustaina-

ble to sustainable territory, many of these existing buzzwords now preferred by business, politics and even 

civil society, will not be able to deliver wellbeing, nor can they support a wellbeing economy. 

Figure 3: The r3.0 Maturation Matrix and possible maturation pathways
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From what we’ve seen in WEAll’s materials, we are missing such a reality check, as what’s proposed is often 

a collection of what’s already there. Plotting planned activities will help to focus and prioritize the future 

strategy. Clearly, being a member-based network WEAll builds on a lot of what’s existing, with reduced 

capability to structure and develop advanced guidance, and it is here that we think that applying the r3.0 

Maturation Matrix can help to clarify strategy, Knowledge Creation and Activation Hub guidance, in an act 

to focus on what’s truly necessary to achieve the 10-year mission.

Figure 4: Plotting existing concepts onto the r3.0 Maturation Matrix
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4) IS POLICY DESIGN USEFUL IF IT   DOESN’T HAVE THE ULTIMATE END   STATE DEFINED? INTRODUCING   THE ‘5 TRUTHS’ OF A REGENERATIVE   AND DISTRIBUTIVE MARKET LOGIC

Policy Design for Wellbeing, starting with a proper definition of wellbeing (supported by the rightsholder 

concept), a clear view on the efficiency of these potential policies (supported by the r3.0 Maturation Ma-

trix) and a fluid multi-level data architecture (based on context-based multi-capital information and in line 

with allocations based on the carrying capacities to address ecological overshoot and social shortcoming), 

can be a powerful instrument for governing the Commons better in an economic system that serves regen-

eration & thriving (with wellbeing as the ultimate end). 

But all that requires at least a notion of the ideal state that a regenerative & distributive economy should 

be like and what it should deliver. We see several glimpses of that in WEAll’s materials, but not based on a 

proper backcasting of such an ideal, rather a forecasting based on an assessment of today’s problems. We 

would therefore like to present several parts of our work that could be helpful guidance to WEAll, before 

developing further guidance on policy design.

SYSTEM VALUE

Ultimately, value is to be interpreted by reference to thresholds and parameters established 

through stakeholder engagement and evidence about the carrying capacity and limits of resources 

on which stakeholders and companies rely for wellbeing and profit… 

International Integrated Reporting Council, 201334 
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Future-Fit Foundation CEO Geoff Kendall coined the term “System Value,” defining it on the continuum 

from Shareholder Value through Shared Value to Systems Value. (See Figure 3) 

The Future-Fit Foundation promulgates the Future-Fit Business Benchmark, a framework that calls for 

companies to reach a set of environmental and social thresholds that constitute the extra-financial break-

even point for value creation, across the Triple Bottom Line36. As suggested in the graphic, this falls within 

a requirement for society that constitutes system conditions defining the thresholds within which society 

must operate to protect the possibility of a flourishing future37. In other words, creating system value re-

quires operating at the micro or company level and the macro or systems levels within ecological, social, 

and economic thresholds. System value is therefore explicitly distinct from impact valuation, which oper-

ates without any reference to ecological, social, and economic thresholds. 

Impact Valuation has emerged as the “state-of-the-art” in measuring corporate value creation more holis-

tically, taking into account the full spectrum of the multiple capitals (financial capital, natural capital, built 

capital, human capital, and social capital).38 However, Impact Valuation (and all related impact evaluation 

frameworks) has two intertwining fatal flaws embedded in its DNA:

•	 	Fungibility of the Capitals: monetization (i.e., valuation) enables measurement of impacts on diverse 

capitals in common terms (a “common currency,” if you will), introducing enticing efficiency that masks 

the fact that impacts on different capitals are not necessarily commensurate, and thus not exchange

able.39 In other words, the capitals are not necessarily fungible when it comes to impacts upon them, 

since you generally can’t substitute one capital for another, nor “offset” negative impacts on one capital 

with positive impacts on another – as monetization inherently does. 

•	 	Carrying Capacities of the Capitals: just as boats have carrying capacities (overload them and they 

sink), so too do capital stocks and flows have carrying capacities.40 Overshooting the thresholds of nat-

ural capital carrying capacities, and shortfalling below the thresholds of anthropogenic (i.e. social and 

human) capital carrying capacities, leads to collapse. Impact Valuation is blind to such thresholds.41

Figure 5: System Value35 
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In the real world, human benefit does not erase adverse environmental impact; quite the opposite: hu-

man thriving relies on vibrant environmental viability. So, unabated environmental erosion eats away the 

future foundation that social benefit is built upon, undermining the system. Creating system value thus 

requires that systems thrive in healthy cycles of resource regeneration. Balanced systems create value 

from sufficiently abundant capital stocks to generate ongoing resource flows. So, system value creation 

requires cycling resources within their carrying capacities, and would not abide offsetting impacts on one 

capital with those on another. Particularly if the carrying capacities of the capitals in question were at risk. 

Therefore, creating system value requires respecting the carrying capacities of the capitals, and refraining 

from capital substitution. In other words, avoiding the two fatal flaws of impact valuation.  

To visualize the information system for evaluating system value creation, r3.0 produced an Integral Data 

Flowchart that tracks the cyclical flow of data from both inside and outside the organization, across the 

multiple capitals, to assess if performance respects fair, just, and proportionate allocations of responsi-

bility for complying with ecological, social, and economic thresholds. This approach enables performance 

benchmarking, disaggregation of data to external sources at the meso level of industry sectors, investment 

portfolios, and bioregional habitats to ultimately assess system value creation. This is depicted in Figure 6. 

The arrows atop and below the figure, indicating the cyclical flow of data, in keeping with the cyclical flow 

of vital capital resources. 

Figure 6: Integral Data Flowchart for Evaluating System Value Creation42 
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Ecologic Regenaration Capitals Involved

1.	 A regenerative and cyclical economy

•	Natural Capital
•	Manufactured 

Capital

a)	Natural and man-made materials are resourced in an ecosystem based on regenerative and cyclical processes. 
b)	All impacts are managed proportionally within the carrying capacities of the used multiple capitals, creating 

system value.

2.	 Long-term resource planning for intragenerational and intergenerational equity

a)	Technologies, products, services and businesses are designed to continue serving future generations  
(intergenerational system value creation) 

b)	Innovations are inspired by natural systems design in order to just impact positively  
(intragenerational system value creation)

Economic Regeneration Capitals Involved

3.	 A transparent global level playing field measuring true value

•	Financial 
Capital

•	Intellectual 
Capital

a)	Accounting principles that measure true costs, true benefits and true prices on micro level  
b)	Embedded meso and macro level requirements in economic system design that complements with  
	 true taxing and true remuneration legislation. 
c)	 Supply and demand are defined through tresholds and allocations to decrease overshoot  
	 and increase undershoot of carrying capacity

4.	 Multi-level decision making processes to scale up regenerative, distributive and thriving impacts 

a) Rightsholder collaboration to amplify and scale up cyclical system value creation through increased advocation
b) Investment decision based on regenerative finance factors, needing to prove system value creation

Social and Cultural Regeneration Capitals Involved

5.	 Holistic education to develop complex systems thinking & stewardship

•	Human Capital
•	Social Capital
•	Reputation 

Capital

a)	Educational transformation that integrates aspects of physical and mental wellbeing, emotional maturity 
and spiritual development.

b)	Creating maturation pathways from nano up to supra level through collaboration, co-creation and  
advocation that are aspirational and compelling for intra- and intergenerational resilience.

6.	 Governance systems for thriving and flourishing

a)	Integral governance structures that create a pull towards a regenerative & distributive economy.
b) Integral interworking between governments, international organisations, sectors and non-governmental 

organisations that focus on wellbeing and flourishing. 

Table 3: r3.0 System Value Economy Delivery Structure

BACKCASTING FROM A DESIRED FUTURE

The table below is the condensed set of areas with the most important action points that constitute a sys-

tem value economy. It clusters three main areas: Ecological Regeneration, Economic Regeneration, and 

Social/Cultural Regeneration and directly correlates the capitals involved in these sets of activities. These 

are essential to derive at wellbeing of the greater whole.
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TRUE MEASURES OF COST, BENEFIT, PRICE, COMPENSATION, AND TAX

What, then, would be the ingredients of such a System Value Economy: what are the incentives for market 

mechanisms that would support the creation of System Value? How can they help to define ‘necessary’ 

policy. We summarize it as the Five Ts: True Costing, True Benefiting, True Pricing, True Compensation, and 

True Taxation.

True Costing

True Taxation

True Pricing

A regenerative
& distributive

future economy

True

Compensation

True Benefiting

The interplay and simultaneous effects of these five fundamental shifts allow markets to steer in the direc-

tion of a System Value Economy:

•	 True Costs cover the actual impacts on nature and humanity, eliminating the perverse  

“externalization” of negative effects only and “internalization” of positive effects only;

•	 True Benefits: balances “depreciation” with “appreciation” of positive effects;

•	 True Prices: Price aligns with sustainable impact, with unsustainable products and services rising 

beyond affordability;

•	 True Compensation: Link incentives to sustainable outcomes, including sustainable levels of income 

and benefits.

•	 True Taxes: Levy adverse impacts (resource overuse, pollution) and liberate positive impacts (labor) 

from taxation;

We have seen movement in various of these areas, some also through WEAll members. What’s missing is 

the simultaneous leapfrog and active policy design that allows for all parts to derive at a consistent set of 

incentives. 

Figure 7: The Five Ts that comprise a System Value Economy
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO BETTER   CONNECT A SERIES OF WEALL   MATERIALS AND ACTION
The above 4 areas for improvement should be taken into account in WEAll’s strategic prioritization and 

development of creating new power bases, building a coherent knowledge and policy evidence base and 

sharing new positive and empowering narratives. In our view, less could be more if focus is concentrat-

ed on the underlying ‘mechanics’ of designing a wellbeing economy based on sustainability, regeneration, 

and thriving. This could help a stretched team to be more consistent in their activities, using the above as 

‘checks’ for effective delivery of the ultimate end in the envisaged timeline of 10 years.

We hope these 4 major directions, also core of r3.0’s design work to deliver a regenerative and distributive 

economy, fill find their way into WEAll’s considerations. We at r3.0 are offering our help where it’s wanted 

and appreciated.
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